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Revised AGENDA Revised

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
July 22-23, 1993
DEQ Conference Room 3a
8§11 S. W. 6th Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Thursday., July 22, 1993: Work Session beginning at 1:00 p.m.

1.

Work Session: Accomplishments & Status of Nonpomt Source Control
Efforts in the Tualatin Watershed ‘

Work Session: Discussion of Proposed Federal Operating Permit
Program Rules and Hazardous Air Pollutant Control Rules

Friday, July 23, 1993: Régular Meeting beginning at 8:30 a.m.

Notes:

Because of the uncertain length of time needed for each agenda item, the
Commission may deal with any item at any time in the meeting. If a specific
time is indicated for an agenda item, an effort will be made to consider that
item as close to that time as possible. .However, scheduled times may be
modified if agreeable with participants. Anyone wishing to be heard or
listen to the discussion on any item should arrive at the begmmng of the
meeting to avoid missing the item of interest.

Public Forum: The Commission will break the meeting at approximately

11:30 a.m. for the Public Forum if there are people signed up to speak.
The Public Forum is an opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commission

~on environmental issues and concerns not a part of the agenda for this

meeting. Individual presentations will be limited to 5 minutes. The
Commission may discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if an
exceptionally large number of speakers wish to appear.

Approval of Minutes
Approval of Tax Credits

"Rule Adoption: Amendments to the Rules for Hazardous Waste
Disposal Facilities




..

D.  Anodizing Inc. New Source Review Variance Request

E. Request for Commission Review of the Water Pollution Control
Facilities (WPCF) Permit Issued to Guide Dogs for the Bhnd on
June 9, 1993. 10:30 a.m.

This item is scheduled for 10:30 a.m. and will be considered as close to that time as
possible. Items listed later on the agenda may be taken ahead of this item if time
permits.

F.  Tualatin River Watershed Nonpoint Source Management
Implementation and Compliance Schedule and Order

G. Information Item: Instream Water Rights
H. Commission Members Reports (Oral)
I. Director’s Report (Oral)

J. - Report on Legislation (Oral)

"Hearings have already been held on the Rule Adoption items; therefore any restimbny received
will be limited to comments on changes proposed by the Department in response to hearing
testimony. The Commission also may choose to question interested parties present at the
meeting.

The Commission has set aside September 9-10, 1993, for their next meeting., The location has
not been established.

Copies of staff reports for individual agenda items are available by cont&ctz‘ng the Director’s
Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon
97204, telephone 229-5395, or toll -free 1-800-452-4011. Please specify the agenda item letter

when requesting.

If special physical, language or other accommodations are needed for this meeting, please
advise the Director’s Office, (503)229-5395. (voice)/(503)229-6993 (TDD) as soon as possible
but at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

July 14, 1993



State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum’

‘Date: July 6, 1993
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Fred Hansen, Director

Subject: Agenda Item 1, July 22, 1993, EQC Work Session

Tualatin River Accomplishments and Challenges

Statement of Purpose

In 1988 the Commission adopted total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for nutrients in
the Tualatin River watershed. A compliance date of June 30, 1993 was set in the rule.
In the months leading up to June 30, 1993 it became apparent that the TMDL for
phosphorus would not be fully achieved even though sewage treatment plant (point
source) control goals would be met. The remaining pollution reductions needed will
need to come from area wide (nonpoint source, NPS) reductions. Several months ago,
the Department and the other agencies responsible for implementing pollution control
programs in the watershed began discussions on alternatives for action to address the
approaching compliance date. During those discussions it became apparent that many
things have been accomplished in the Tualatin River watershed since implementation of
efforts began. A number of remaining challenges were also identified. Additional issues
were raised by the public during public meetings and a hearing that were held in May
and June respectively.

The purpose of this work session item is to provide the Commission an opportunity to
discuss NPS accomplishments and significant challenges relating to efforts to reduce
pollution loads, achieve total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), improve water quality,
and comply with water quality standards in the Tualatin River watershed. The intent is
to have representatives of the Department, the Designated Management Agencies
(DMAs) involved at the local level, and other interests, available to discuss issues with
the Commission and answer questions prior to the Commission taking action on a
proposed new implementation/compliance schedule and order (Agenda Item F, July 23,
1993 EQC Meeting).

tAccommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contacting
the Public Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).
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The discussions will be moderated by the Department and initiated by a panel made up
of representatives of the Department, the DMAs, and the public. Panel members will
briefly introduce topics and then allow for discussion by the Commission and other panel
members. The agenda will be as follows:

10-15 minutes

15-20 minutes

40-60 minutes

15-20 minutes

Tualatin River Work Session

AGENDA

Introduction and Brief Background (DEQ/EPA)
Water quality problems/program goals
TMDL process
Technical uncertainties

NPS Accomplishments (DMAs/DEQ)
Urban
Forestry
Agriculture

Remaining Challenges (DEQ/DMAs/Public)
Implementation Impediments
permits, water rights, funding
Development Issues
on-site stormwater treatment
erosion control
buffers
Rural Issues
Authorities, SB 1010
Rural roads

Future Opportunities (DMA/Public/DEQ)
Where should we go from here?
DEQ wrap-up

A review of Agenda Item F (July 23, 1993 action item) prior to this work session would

be useful.
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Five Steps to the
Water Quality Based Approach

ldentification of Water
- Quality Limited Waters

Assessment of
Control Actions

Priority Ranking
and Targeting

MDL Development

Implementation
of Controls




OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY
TUALATIN RIVER TMDL COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
Presentation to the Environmental Quality Commission
JULY 22, 1893

I. A Dynamlc Forest Practices Program: Water Quality Management on
Oregon's Private and State Forest Land.

1971 Oregon Forest Practices Act

1972 Initial Forest Practice Rules

1979 "208" Certification of rules as BMPs

1982 Landslide Prevention rules

1987 Forest Practices Act Amendments: HB 3396

1987 Riparian Management Area rules

1990 Board of Forestry Forum on Forest Practices

1991 Forest Practices Act Amendments: SB 1125

1993 Water Classification and Protection rules project

1993+ Forest Practices Strategic Plan Projects: Water Quallty
and Watershed Management Project; Monitoring Project; Studies -
Forestry Effects on Anadromous Fisheries and Cumulative Effects;
Stream Restoration Project; Landslide Prevention Project; Seil
and Site Productivity Project; Application of Chemicals Project:
Comprehensive Review of Remaining Rules Project

II. Response to Tualatin River Phosphorus TMDL: OSU Literature
Study - '"Phosphorus and Forest Streams: The Effects of
Environmental Conditions and Management Activities'.

Research has focused on sediment control. Few watershed-scale
research program have been undertaken to evaluate the relative
success of sedimentation control forest practices in terms of
in-stream phosphorus concentrations.

Forest harvesting case studies (BMP application unknown)
generally show - increased phosphorus concentrations to be
relatively uncommon. '

No systematic trend in downstream phosphorus concentrations has
‘been noted in studies.

Phosphorus concentrations are highly variable. Standard
deviations over several years in a given watershed may range to
50 ug/1l or higher.

Background levels of total phosphorus found in studies of
Pacific Northwest streams range from 5 to 90 ug/l.




III. Forestry's Water Sampling Program.

ODF'began water sampling at three sites. across the basin to
determine phosphorus levels on forest land in 1989 and 1990.

With refined laboratory methods, monitoring was expanded in 1991
and 1992 to clarify the pattern of phosphorus concentrations in
forest stream reaches across the basin.

ODF has collected 339 samples from forest streams since 1989.
Testing expenditures by ODF for 1992 were approximately $8,500.
Laboratory work in 1989-91 was contributed by Unified Sewerage

Agency.

IV. Forestry's Water Sampling Program Results.

P concentrations vary with time and among streams, but are
fairly consistent longitudinally along forested reaches of each
stream. P concentrations in headwater springs consistently show
that groundwater is the major influence on P concentrations in

forest streams.

Mean total P concentrations occur in three categories among the
forested watersheds monitored (refer to attached map):

a) 15-30 ug/l

b) 40~55 ug/1
c) 55«65 ug/l

P concentrations

Upper Tualatin River, Lee Creek, West Fork
Dairy Creek, Murtaugh Creek, upper East Fork
Dairy, and McKay Creek;

Clear Creek and Gales Creek; and

Bateman Creek, Coffee Creek, Beaver Creek,
Burgholzer Creek, Sadd Creek, and lower East
Fork Dairy Creek.

do not appear to correlate with recent

clearcutting or the extent of forest harvesting in a stream's

watershed.

Here are some examples. Harvesting within the last ten years
cccurs in all the 15-30 ug/l watersheds. Harvesting has not
occurred recently in Gales Creek subbasin, which is in the 40-55
ug/l range. Very recent harvesting in the Coffee, Burgholzer,
and McKay Creeks has not elevated P concentraions. All these
streams have the same or higher P concentrations above recent
harvesting and in spring water compared to P concentrations
downstream of the clearcutting. Harvesting has not occurred
recently in Sadd Creek and lower East Fork Dairy Creek, which
are in the 55-65 ug/l category.




P concentrations show noticeable consistency with the underlying
geologic rock units in the watersheds monitored. (Refer to
attached graph of 1991's data compared to rock types.

Winter 1992 sampling following heavy precipitation shows
turbidities ranging around 2 NTU's. Any substantial sediment
loads from forest lands would register much higher.

P concentrations on forest land in the Tualatin River basin
appear to be background levels determined largely by the

underlying geology. Current forest management BMPs are
effective 1in controlling sedimentation and associated P
loadings.‘ ‘ : '

IV. The Forest Practices Program: A system of BMPs complete with
educational, prevention, and enforcement capabilities will continue
functioning to protect water quality in the Tualatin River basin.

The Forest Grove District devotes approximately one FTE, a
Forest Practices Forester, to administering the Forest Practices
rules in the Tualatin River basin. Ongoing investments to
maintain this program in the basin are about $80,000 per year.

In greatly summarized form, the rules specify the following
practices to protect water quality:

* Keeping chemicals out of waters;

* Keeping soil in stable locations, and out of streamns;

* Retaining near-natural water drainage paths around roads,
landings, skid trails, and fire trails to maintain slope
stability;

# Retaining ground cover to filter overland water flows;

* Protecting riparian management area vegetation around stream
channels;

* Protecting stream banks and beds from disturbance;

Limiting soil disturbance:;

Stabilizing exposed..soil surfaces by seeding, mulching, or

riprapping;

'Falling trees away from streams:;

Malntalnlng a stable rocad surface;

Keeplng activities above high water marks of streams; and

Keeping organic debris out of road and landing fills.

* ¥

* % #
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS: GEOLOGY vs. T—PO4

TUALATIN FORESTRY SITES 1881

70

60 -

40 |

“TOTAL PROSPHIORUS { UG/L T-POA-F )
B
I

10

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS FROM RECONNAISSANCE FIELD WORK

CODE ROCK TYPE TCTAL-P RANGE
A BABALT: TERTIARY INTRUSIVE, MARINE (?) 17 - 19
B BASALT: COLUMBIA RIVER | 19

c BASALT: TERRESTRIAL, TILLAMOOK VOLCANIC 35 - 28
D BASALTIC SANDSBTONE - SANDSTONE MIX: 46

(Mapped as marine sediment., Field = basalt)

E SEDIMENTARY: EOCENE SEQUENCE ' : 60 - 65
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Tualatin Permitted CAFO Status, July 1993

53 Operations

&\:

In Compliance

| Notice of Noncompliance Issued

Stipulated Final Order Issued

Operation Out of Business

11



Tualatin Container Nursery Discharge Status

880 Acres

1991 1993

Discharge Acres

No Discharge Acres

12



Status of Required Erosion Control Practices
on Highly Erodible Lands, Tualatin Basin

13,646 Acres

HEL Acres Fully
Applied
‘to Date

HEL Acres Remaining
to be Applied by
12/31/94

HEL Other
Acres

13



1991 - 1993 Total P Concentrations
in Two Tualatin Tributaries

Baker Creek McFee Creek
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Total Phosphorus Concentration

mg/l

in Two Tributaries Undergoing Treatment
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum’

Date: July 6, 1993

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Fred Hansen, Director M

Subject: Agenda Item 2, July 22, 1993, EQC Work Session

Proposed Air Quality Rulemaking - Federal Operating Permit Program

Statement of Purpose

In 1990 the Federal Clean Air Act was amended by Congress in order to expand and
improve air quality programs as part of a comprehensive clean air strategy. The
amendments included a program to significantly expand, and more effectively control,
emissions of hazardous air pollutants from industrial sources (Title IIT) and the initiation
of an operating permit program that is applicable to industrial sources nationwide (Title
V). Title V requires each state to develop an operating permit program and submit it to
the EPA for approval.

The proposed rules will enable the Department to implement the federal operating permit
program, thus avoid mandatory federal sanctions and ultimate control of the industrial
source program by the EPA., The proposed rules would require that certain procedures
be followed, especially with respect to permitting and to determining compliance with
underlying applicable and substantive requirements. Regulated sources would be
required to take on more responsibility for being in compliance and for demonstrating
their compliance status. Criteria pollutant emissions will be reduced indirectly through
the added certainty about each source’s requirements and the increased emphasis on
compliance,

'The proposed rules also contain new requirements for controlling emissions of hazardous
air pollutants. As proposed, the program will increase the number of industrial sources
required to control emissions and the number of industrial pollutants controlled. This
will result in significant reductions of hazardous air pollutant emissions. Implementation
of these rules fills a major gap in our current program and is a critical element of a
federally approvable state program.

tAccommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contacting
the Public Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).
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From January through May of this year the Air Quality Division has worked with the
Industrial Source Advisory Committee to develop these rules. At the May 11th meeting
the Committee supported the proposed rule package, and the proposed rules became
available for public comment on May 17th. The Department then held an informational
teleconference using the Oregon ED-NET system with downlink sites in Portland,
Springfield, Medford, Bend and Pendleton. Public hearings were held in the same cities
the last week of June and the first week of July, with the comment period closing on
July 9th. The Advisory Committee will meet on July 15th to discuss the comments
received and to make recommendations for the final rule package,

The purpose of this work session item is to provide the Commission an opportunity to
discuss the new rules and rule amendments which are being proposed to implement the
federal operating permit program required by the Federal Clean Air Act of 1990. These
rules will be brought to the Commission for adoption at the September 1993 Commission
meeting. '

Staff will introduce topics and then allow for discussion by the Commission.

AGENDA

Federal Operating Permit Program

L Introduction - A brief background discussion of the purpose for the rulemaking
and the process that has been followed.

IL. Program Scope - A discussion of the number and types of air pollution sources,
and of the methods which will be used to regulate them, highlighting changes
from the existing state program.

ITI.  Permitting Process - A discussion of new aspects of the permitting process
highlighting significant issues raised during Advisory Committee meetings and the
public comment period,

IV. Hazardous Air Pollutant issues - A background discussion of the Title III program
and significant issues raised during Advisory Committee meetings and the public
comment period.

V. Program Implementation - A brief discussion of the process for Federal approval,
and of plans to implement the program.




'Implementation Plan

Permit Writer’s Guidance
Compliance Staff Guidanée
Guidance for Sources

Data Systems DeVelopment
Forms Development

Funding, Staffing Adequacy




Timeline - Federal Operating Permit Program

June 1993: Rules proposed

Sept. 1993: | Department proposes EQC adoption of rules

On or before = DEQ submits federal operatmg permit
November 15, program to EPA
1993:

Nov. 1994 EPA approves Oregon’s federal operating
permit program |



Timeline - Fede'ral Operating Permit Program

1994 -

Nov. 1995: Permit applications due

Nov. 1995:  First third of permits issued
Nov. 1996: Second third of permits issued

Nov. 1997: Third third of permits issued




Program Scope

All Major Sources - Based on "Potential to Emit"
B 100 tons per year
B Title I Nonattainment |

(VOC, NO,, PM,,, CO)

(none 1n Oregon)

m  Air Toxics -- 10/25 tons per year



Program Scope

Other Sources, Regardless of Size
Section 111 -- NSPS
Section 112 -- Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP)
PSD / NSR
Acid Rain

Others Designated by DEQ




Program Scope
Deferrals & Permanent Exemptions
B Wood Heaters

B Asbestos Demolition / _Renovation



Program Scope

Synthetic Minor Source Permit
®  Source requests federally-enforceable limits
® State issues ACDP permit

B Supplemental fees




Program Scope

"Regulated Air Pollutant"
Criteria pollutants
Hazardous Air Pollutants (189)

Subject to a standard under NSPS
or NESHAP

Accidental release pollutants

Any other pollutant for which the
source 1S major



Comparison of Stationary Air Sources under the
Existing ACDP Program and the New Title V Program.

‘ Number | Regulated Proposed
Source Type of by Existing | Regulation

Sources’ ACDP by Title V
Program'’ Program
Criteria Pollutant - Major Sources 150 Yes Yes

(Actual emissions > 100 tons per year)

Criteria Pollutant - Major Sources | | 50 Yes Yes

(Potential emissions > 100 tons per year)

Criteria Pollutant - non-Major Sources 400 Yes No

(Potential emissions <100 tons per year and more than minimal)

Criteria Pollutant - Minimal Sources 530 Yes | No

Hazardous Air Pollutant - Major Sources 150 No Yes

(Potential emissions > 10 or 25 fons per year)

Hazardous Air Pollutant - non-Major Sources - 1000s No No

(Potential emissions <10 or 25 tons per year)

 The number of sources for each source type is an estimate.
' Sources not subject to Title V shall continue to be permitted under the existing Air Contammant Discharge Permit Program, if applicable.




Key Differences Between the Existing Permitting Program
and the New Title V Permitting Program

Key Program Elements

Existing ACDP Program'

Proposed Title V Permit Program

Permit application

Applicant supplies information
used to develop appropriate permit
conditions.

Increased burden on source to supply all
information and regulated permit
conditions. Department reviews
completeness within 60 days.

Permit Shield
(permit content rather
than permit enforcement)

Not provided.

Provided if EQC determines that DEQ has
adequate resources to implement.

EPA (and Affected State)
Involvement

Indirect.

EPA reviews, may revise or veto; affected
states also review.

Operational Flexibility

Worst case operating scenarios
and emission trading.

Additional EPA-required flexibility
provisions. :

Compliance
Demonstration

Burden shared by DEQ and
sources.

Burden on sources. Semi-annual reports
and certification by corporate official.
Criminal liability.

Public Notice and

On new permits and emission

On all new permits, renewals, and

Comment increases only. significant modifications.
Review of DEQ EQC contested case, state and Additional procedure for public petition by
Determinations federal courts. citizens to EPA.

T Sources that are not subject to Title V shall continue to be permitted under the existing ACDP Program, if applicable.




Permitting Process

B Permit Requirements

Applicable Requirements
Alternative Operating Scenarios
Hazardous Air Pollutants
Insignificant Activities
Compliance Certification
Permit Shield

EPA/Affected State Review




Permitting Process

®  Operational Flexibility / Permit Changes

® Off-permit Changes
® Section 502(b)(10) Changes
® Minor Modifications

® Reopenings



Permitting Process

®  Compliance / Repoi‘ting
® Semi-annual Compliance Certification

® (ertified Applications/Reports




Permitting Process

m  Public Involvement
® Notice on Renewals
® 30 Days to Request a Hearing

® (itizen Petition to EPA
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 Maximum Achievable Control Technology

B Existing Sources
® New Sources
B  Modifications

m  (Case-by-case
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Area Sources

B Source Categories
u Generally Achievable Control Technology

B Permits



TABLE 1. CATEGORIES OF SOURCES OF HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS
AND REGULATION PROMULGATION SCHEDULE BY INDUSTRY GRCOUP
INDUSTRY GROUP
Source Category @ Schedule Date
FUEL COMBUSTION
Engine Test Facilities 11/15/00
Industrial Boilers P 11/18/C0
Institutional/Commercial Boilers P 11/15/00
Process Heaters 11/16/0C
Stationary Internal Combustion Engines b 11/15/97
Stationary Turbines P 11/15/97
NON-FERRQUS METALS PROCESSING
Primary Aluminum Production 11/16/97
Secondary Aluminum Production 11/15/97
Primary Copper Smelting 11/15/97
Primary Lead Smelting 11/15/97
Secondary Lead Smelting 11/15/94
Lead Acid Battery Manufacturing 11/15/00
Primary Magnesium Refining 11/18/00
FERROUS METALS PROCESSING )
Coke By-Product Plants 11/18/00
Coke Ovens:Charging, Top Side,Door Leak 12/31/92
Coke Ovens:Pushing, Quenching, and Battery
Stacks 11/15/0C
Ferroalloys Production 11/16/97
Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing 11/15/97
Non-Stainless Steel Manufacturing - Electric Arc
Furnace (EAF) Operation 11/16/97
Stainless Steel Manufacturing - Electric Arc :
Furnace (EAF) Operation 11/15/27
Iron Foundries 11/16/97
Steel Foundries 11/15/97
Steel Pickling - HCI Process 11/18/97
MINERAL PRODUCTS PROCESSING
Alumina Processing 11/15/00
Asphalt/Coal Tar Application - Metal Pipes 11/15/00
Asphalt Concrete Manufacturing 1115/00
Asphalt Processing 11/16/00
Asphalt Roofing Manufacturing 11/15/00
Chromium Refractories Production 11/15/97
Clay Products Manufacturing 11/15/00
Lime Manufacturing 11/15/00
Mineral Wool Production 11/15/97 -~
Portland Cément Manufacturing 11/15/97 3
Taconite Jron Ore Processing 11/15/00
Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing 11/15/87
PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS PRODUCTION AND REFINING
Oil and Natural Gas Production 11/15/87
Petroleum Refineries - Catalytic Cracking
(Fluid and other} Units, Catalytic Reforming
Units, and Sulfur Plant Units . 11/15/97
Petroleum Refineries - Other Sources Not
Distinctly Listed 11/15/94
LIQUIDS DISTRIBUTION
Gasoline Distribution (Stage 1) 11/15/94
Organic Liguids Distribution {Non-Gasoline) 11/15/00

SURFACE COATING PROCESSES
Aerospace Industries 11/15/84




Auto and Light Duty Truck (Surface Coating)

Flat Wood Paneling {Surface Coating)

Large Appliance {Surface Coating}

Magnetic Tapes (Surface Coating)

Manufacture of Paints, Coatings, Adhesives

Metal Can {Surface Coating)

Metal Coil {Surface Coating)

Metal Furniture (Surface Coating)

Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products
(Surface Coating)

Paper and Other Webs (Surface Ceating)

Plastic Parts and Products (Surface Coating)

Printing, Coating, and Dyeing of Fabrics

Printing/Publishing (Surface Coating)

Shipbuilding & Ship Repair {Surface Coating)

Wood Furniture (Surface Coating)

WASTE TREATMENT AND DISFOSAL
Hazardous Waste Incineration
Municipal Landfills
Publicty Owned Treatment Works {POTW)
Sewage Sludge [ncineration
Site Remediation
Solid Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal

Facilities {TSDF}

AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS PROBDUCTION
2,4-D Salts and Esters Production
4-Chloro-2-Methylphenoxyacetic Acid Production
4,6-Dinitro-o-Cresol Production

Captafol Production d
Captan Production d
Chloroneb Production

Chlorothalonil Productiond
Dacthal (tm) Production 9
Sodium Pentachlorophenate Production

Tordon (tm) Acid Production
FIBERS PRODUCTION PROCESSES

Acrylic Fibers/Modacrylic Fibers Production
Rayon Production
Spandex Production

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE PROCESSES
Baker’'s Yeast Manufacturing
Cellulose Food Casing Manufacturing
Vegetable Qil Production

PHARMACEUTICAL PRODUCTION PROCESSES

Pharmaceuticals Production d
POLYMERS AND RESINS PRODUCTION

Acetal Resins Production
Acrylonitrile-Butadiene-Styrene Production
Alkyd Resins Production

Amino Resins Production

Boat Manufacturing

Butadiene-Furfural Cotrimer (R-11) d
Butyl Rubber Production

Carboxymethylcellulose Production
Cellophane Production

Cellulose Ethers Production
Epichlorohydrin Elastomers Production
Epoxy Resins Production
Ethylene-Propylene Rubber Production
Flexible Polyurethane Foam Production

Hypalon {tm} Production d
Maleic Anhydride Copolymers Production

11/15/97
11/15/00
11/15/00
11/15/94
11/15/00
11/15/00
11/15/00
11/18/00

11/15/00
11/16/97
11/15/00
11/15/00
11/15/24
11/15/94
11/15/94

11/15/00
11/15/97
11/15/95
11/15/97
11/15/00

11/15/94

11/15/00
11/1%5/00

11/15/00
11/15/00

11/15/97
11/15/97
11/15/00

11/15/00
11/18/00
11/15/00

11/16/97

11/15/97
11/15/94
11/15/00
11/15/97

11/15/00
11/15/00

11/15/94
11/18/97
11/15/97
11/15/00
11/15/94
11/15/94
11/15/94

11/15/97
11/15/94

11/18/00



Methylcellulose Production
Methyl Methacrylate-Acrylonitrile-Butadiene-

Styrene Production d .
Methyl Methacrylate-Butadiene-Styrene

Tarpolymers Production
MNeoprene Production

Nitrile Butadiene Rubber Production
Non-Nylon Polyamides Production
Nylon 6 Production

Phenolic Resins Production

Polybutadiene Rubber F‘.rostllction d
Polycarbonates Production
Polyester Resins Production

Polyethylene Terephthalate Production
Polymerized Vinylidene Chloride Production
Polymethyl Mathacrylate Resins Production
Polystyrene Production

Polysulfide Rubber Production d
Palyvinyl Acetate Emulsions Production

Polyvinyl Alcohol Production
Polyvinyl Butyral Production
Polyvinyl Chioride & Gopolymers Production
Reinforced Plastic Composites Preduction
Styrene-Acrylonitrile Production
Styrene-Butadiene Rubber &

Latex Production 9

PRODUCTION OF INORGANIC CHEMICALS

Ammonium Sulfate Production - Caprolactam
By-Product Plants
Antimony Oxides Manufacturing

Chlorine Production .
Chromium Chemicals Manufacturing

Cyanuric Chloride Production

Fume Silica Production

Hydrochloric Acid Production

Hydrogen Cyanide Production

Hydrogen Fluoride Production

Phaosphate Fertilizers Production

Phosphoric Acid Manufacturing

Quaternary Ammonium Compounds Prod.

Sodium Cyanide Production

Uranium Hexafluoride Production
PRODUCTION OF ORGANIC CHEMICALS

Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing
MISCELLANEOUS PROCESSES

Aerosol Can-Filling Facilities
Benzyftrimethylammonium Chloride Prod.
Butadiene Dimers Production
Carbony! Sulfide Production
Chelating Agents Production

Chierinated Paraffins Production 9
Chromic Acid Anodizing

Commercial Dry Cleaning {Perchloroethylene}
- Transfer Machines

Commercial Sterilization Facilities

Decorative Chromium Electroplating

Dodecanedioic Acid Production
Dry Cleaners {Petroleum Solvent)

Ethylidene Norbornene Production d
Explosives Production

Halogenated Solvent Cleaners
Hard Chromium Electroplating

11/15/00
11/16/24

11/15/84
11/15/94
11/15/94
11/15/94
11/15/97

11/15/97
11/16/24
11/15/97

11/16/97
11/16/94
11/15/00
11/15/87

11/15/94
11/16/94

11/15/97
11/15/97
11/16/97
11/15/00
11/15/97
11/15/94

11/15/94

11/15/00

11/15/00
11/15/97

11/15/97
11/15/97
11/15/00
11/15/97
11/15/97
11/15/97
11/15/97
11/18/87
11/18/00
11/15/97
11/15/00

11/15/92

11/15/97
11/15/97
11/15/87
11/15/00

11/15/97
11/15/00

11/15/94

11/15/92
11/15/94

11/15/24
11/15/00

11/15/00
11/15/00

11/15/00
11/15/94
11/15/24




EIm e

Hydrazine Production 11/16/97
industrial Cleaning (Perchloroethylene)

- Dry-to-dry machines 11/15/92
Industrial Dry Cleaning {Perchloroethylene} :

- Transfer Machines 11/16/82
industrial Process Cooling Towers 11/15/94
OBPA/1,3-Diisocyanate Production d 11/15/00
Paint Stripper Users 11/16/00
Photographic Chemicals Production 11/18/97
Phthalate Plasticizers Production 11/15/00
Plywood/Particle Board Manufacturing 11/15/00
Poiyether Polyols Production 11/15/97
Pulp and Paper Production 11/15/97
Rocket Engine Test Firing 11/15/00
Rubber Chemicals Manufacturing 11/15/97
Semiconductor Manufacturing 11/15/97
Symmetrical Tetrachloropyridine Production d 11/15/00
Tire Production 11/15/00
Wood Treatment 11/15/97

CATEGQRIES OF AREA SOURCES ©
Asbestos Processing 11/15/94
Chromic Acid Anodizing 11/15/94
Commercial Dry Cleaning (Perchloroethylene)

- Transfer Machines 11/15/92
Commercial Dry Cleaning (Perchloroethylene)

- Dry-to-Dry Machines 11/15/92
Commercial Sterilization Facilities 11/15/94
Decorative Chromium Electroplating 11/16/94
Halogenated Solvent Cleaners 11/15/94
Hard Chromium Electroplating 11/15/94

a Only major sources within any category shall be subject to emission standards under Section 112 unless a finding is made of a threat of adverse effed
to hurman health or the environment for the area sources in a category. All jisted categoriss are exclusive of any speclfic oparations or processes includd
undar other categories that are listed separataly.

e Sources defined as eleciric utility steam generating units under Section 112(a){8) shall not be subject to emission standards pending the findlngs of th
study required under Section 112{nH{1},

G A finding of threat of adverse effects to human health or the environment was made far each category of area sources listed above.

d The HON, which is scheduled for promulgation by Navember 15, 1992, includes a negotiated standarg for equipment leaks from the SOCMI! categony
and 20 non-SOCMI categories (or subsats of these categories). The notice of agreement on negetiated regulation for equipment teaks (56 FR 9315;
March 8, 1991) would apply to equipment handling specific chamicals for these categories or subsets of these categories. The specific processes
affected wvithin the categories are listed in Section XX.X0(g] of the March 6, 1991 notica.
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

Minutes of the Two Hundred and Twenty Ninth Meeting
June 10, 1993

Regular Meeting

The Environmental Quality Commission regular meeting was convened at 8:30 a.m. on
Thursday, June 10, 1993, in Conference Room 3A, Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ), 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue in Portland, Oregon. The following commission
members were present:

Willtam Wessinger, Chair

Dr. Emery Castle, Vice Chair (arrived at approximately.12:00)
Henry Lorenzen, Commissioner '

Linda McMahan, Commissioner

Carol Whipple, Commissioner

Also present were Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, Oregon Department of
Justice, Fred Hansen, Director, DEQ, and other DEQ staff.

Note: Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Department’s
recommendations, are on file in the Office of the Director, DEQ, 811 S. W. 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. These written materials are
incorporated into the minutes of the meeting by reference.

Chair Wessinger called the meeting to order.
A. Approval of Minutes..

Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the April 22, 1993, joint commission
meeting minutes; Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. Commissioner
Whipple moved approval of the April 23, 1993, regular meeting minutes;
Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. The joint and regular commission
meeting minutes were unanimously approved.
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B. Approval of Tax Credits.

This staff report presented the analysis of pollution control facilities tax credit
applications, and the Department’s recommendation for Commission action. The
following is a summary of the applications recommended for approvai:

Acid neutralization and control equipment
for a hazardous wastewater treatment
facility

Installation of five fiberglass underground
storage tanks, fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, line leak detectors, in- .
tank gauges, float vent valves, overfill .
alarms and monitoring wells. ‘Also, Stage I
vapor recovery equipment and piping for
Stage II vapor recovery.

Installation of five fiberglass underground
storage tanks, fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, line leak detectors, in-
tank gauges, float vent valves, overfill
alarms and monitoring wells. Also, Stage I
vapor recovery equipment and piping for
Stage II vapor recovery.

Installation of five fiberglass underground
storage tanks, fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, line leak detectors, in-
tank gauges, float vent valves, overfill
alarms and monitoring wells, Also, Stage I
vapor recovery equipment and piping for
Stage II vapor recovery.

Refrigeration coolant recovery and recharge
equipment.

TC 3764 Precision Castparts Corp.

TC 3919 Texaco Refining and
Marketing, Inc.

TC 3945 Texaco Refining and
Marketing, Inc.

TC 3947 Texaco Refining and
Marketing, Inc.

TC 3978 Eastman Heating and
Sheetmetal, Inc.

TC 4003 Fly-By-Night
Refrigeration

Refrigeration coolant recovery and recharge
equipment
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TC 4010 | Vachter Spray Service, 24’ x 74’ x 150’ truss-T grass seed storage
Inc. bulldmg

TC 4011 Cecil E. Roth " x 80’ x 118’ stick-on-stud, metal wall
grass seed storage building.

TC 4015; C. W. Stuck Automobile air conditioner coolant recovery
and recycling equipment.

TC 4016 Dan and JoAnn Keeley 22’ x 70" x 95’ steel structure, galvanized
sheeted grass seed storage building.

TC 4019 East Amazon Auto Automobile air conditioner CFC substitute
coolant recovery, recycling and recharge
equipment.

TC 4021 J&S Farms - 227 x 104° x 204° pole construction, metal

clad grass seed storage building.

TC 4047 Beale Automotive Repair | Automobile air conditioner coolant recovery
and recycling equipment.

Tax Credit Application Review Reports With Facility Costs Over $250,000 :

TC 3902 American Industrial - | Dissolved Air Flotation (DAF) wastewater
' Service pretreatment facility.
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TC 3941 Precision Castparts Corp. | Water pollution control facility to comply

: with pollution standards for the discharge of
radioactive thorium 232 into the sanitary
sewer of Portland.

TC 3964 James River Paper Modifications to pulp and paper mill bleach
Company, Inc. plant and bleaching process to comply with
water pollution standards for dioxin and
AOX.

Action: Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the above-listed tax credit
applications excluding TC-3964, Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion.

Commissioner Lorenzen asked if the modifications to the James River facility were
made to meet federal standards. Director Hansen responded the modifications were
made in part to meet federal requirements. ‘The U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) established guidance for dioxin that DEQ and EQC used in adopting
water quality standards. DEQ then made compliance with the dioxin standard a
condition of the permit. Permit requirements for AOX are state requirements.
Commissioner Lorenzen asked if cleanup of the river was driven in large part by the
federal process. Director Hansen indicated there were many factors involved, both
federal and state. For example, he noted that due to the multi-state condition of the
river and number of pulp mills located there, the EPA established the Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) limits for dioxin in order to meet state standards.

Commissioner Lorenzen said that this tax credit was costing Oregon citizens $7.5
million. Director Hansen said the facility would have qualified for tax credit even if
the scope of the tax credit program had been narrowed as previously discussed.

Commissioner Whipple moved that TC-3964 be approved; Commissioner McMahan
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved (4-0).

Coastal Salmon Stock Status and Habitat Problems.

Jim Martin, Chief of the Fish Division, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW), spoke to the Commission about the populations of salmon, steelhead and
trout in coastal Oregon rivers that are at depressed levels and could possibly be listed
under the federal Endangered Species Act. He said the state needs to develop and
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implement a program of restoration activities specific to the requirements of
salmonid populations. Mr. Martin stressed the need for state and federal
cooperation, state initiative and public involvement. He said that non-point
sources, sedimentation and temperature were all factors causing the decline of
the coastal salmonid population. Mr. Martin’s presentation included slides of
healthy and affected coastal streams.

Mr. Martin said that shade requirements, beds free of sedimentation, movement away
from requiring generic stream conditions, variable protection standards and a
watershed plan involving state and federal agricultural and forestry agencies would
help bring the salmon populations back to the coastal streams.

D. Rule Adoption: Amendments to Yard Debris Rule.

This agenda item proposed rules to remove a sunset date and to clarify other language
in existing rules on yard debris collection and recycling. This rule is necessary to
allow local governments to charge a fee for the collection of yard debris without
being in violation of Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) 459A.070. The changes are to
remove the sunset clause which provides that the existing rule is effective only until
June 1, 1993. The Department recommended the Commission adopt the rule
amendments regarding collection charges for yard debris as presented in.

Attachment A of the staff report.

Action: Commissioner Whipple moved that the proposed amendments to the yard
debris rule be approved; Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

E. Rule Adoption: Effect of a Permit Rule.

This agenda item proposed to repeal and replace language in Oregon Administrative
Rules (OAR) 340-45-080 (effect of a permit). The repeal was necessary because of
issues raised in a petition to the Court of Appeals for a review of the rule. The
Department also proposed to reword the language to clarify meaning and intent as
well. The Department recommended the Commission repeal the language in OAR
340-45-080 and replace it with new language presented in Attachment A of the staff
report.

Tom Lucas, Water Quality Division, gave a brief presentation about the essential
features of the proposed rule amendments.” He also noted changes made to the
existing rule.
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During discussion, several Commission members stated that the proposed rule was
easier to understand than the rule adopted in July 1992, Additionally, members
expressed more comfort with the proposed rule because it appeared to be more
stringent than the prior rule. Commissioner Lorenzen expressed concern that Water
Pollution Contrel Facility (WPCF) permits would not be covered by the "shield.”
Barbara Burton, Water Quality Division, responded that under the Clean Water Act,
only National Poilutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits would be
subject to third-party lawsuit provisions of the Act.

Chair Wessinger asked that the Department report to the Commission when these
rules are used.

Action: Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the Department’s
recommendation to repeal the language in OAR 340-45-080 and replace it with new
language presented in Atftachment A of the staff report; Commissioner Whippie
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved.

F. Innovative Response Policy.

This agenda item was about the Innovative Response Policy which defines a process
for the Department to apply rules differently from the EPA in situations where legal
authority exists and where a broader environmental goal is served by taking such an
approach. The Department recommended the Commission approve a statement of
EQC policy as presented in Attachment A of the staff report.

Elana Stampfer, Director’s Office, provided a brief overview of the policy. She
indicated an advisory committee had been used to analyze the process and to help
insure that reporting requirements are not to burdensome. Ms. Stampfer said the
policy requires the Department to report to the Commission biennially on the number
and types of innovative responses, on the expected benefits of the approach and on the
evaluations of the decisions.

Commissioner McMahan asked about when this approach runs into compliance
problems. She indicated that those types of circumstances could be risky.
Commissioner Lorenzen expressed concern that high environmental cleanup costs may
not return a high environmental benefit.

Action: Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the Department’s
recommendation; Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion was
unanimously approved.
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G. Information Item: U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Polychilorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Grant Project.

This informational item summarized the activities and preliminary findings of the PCB
grant project. Through the project, the Hazardous and Solid Waste Division (HSW)
determined if a need existed for greater state presence in PCB regulation. HSW
examined how much PCB is still in use, how much PCB is entering the environment,
what is the regulatory status of PCB in Oregon and what is EPA’s current and future
role in PCB oversight.

Staff 'prbvided the Commission with some background information, activities which
have been conducted and the preliminary findings of the project. The findings include
information which shows that PCB in still in use in 1993 and that it is still entering
the environment. PCB is one of the most common chemicals on ECD’s site list
which includes chemical contamination of soil, water and sediment. The report ended
with a list of questions which need to be resolved to finish the project and to. . . .
determine if the agency should increase its involvement with the regulation of PCB.

The issues of concern to the Commission were: -

1. What could the Department ask PCB users to do differently to prevent
environmental contamination? Staff suggested encouragement for proper
maintenance of PCB being used and proper PCB storage and disposal.

2. Where does the problem of PCB rank compared to the list of other
environmental problems? Staff indicated that a clear answer to this question
was not available.

3. What will be the decision making process to resolve the questions posed by
staff? Staff indicated an advisory committee would be used.

H. Work Session: Recycling.

This item was the second of two work sessions on recycling. The purpose of the
session was to provide a status update on the State Solid Waste Management Plan and
to present local perspectives on solid waste management planning, recycling and
illegal dumping.

Pat Vernon, Hazardous and Solid Waste Division, provided a brief overview of the
current development of the Oregon Solid Waste Management Plan. She indicated the
plan is required by statute, is important because of the changing solid waste
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management system and includes policies and implementation strategies for source
reduction, recycling, education, residual disposal and system-wide management. The
plan will be before the Commission for approval in December of this year.

Ms. Vernon provided an overview of solid waste planning issues that are important to
consider when conducting statewide or local planning. These included recycling,
illegal dumping and local coordination of solid waste plans.

Local perspectives were provided by a panel consisting of Ms. Sarolta Sperry, Prairie
City (recycling in rural Oregon); Robert Trachtenberg, Multnomah County (recent
developments in illegal dumping); Pamela Kambur, Lincoln County (county-wide
solid waste planning); and Sue Densmore, Rogue Disposal, Medford (inter-county
solid waste planning).

PUBLIC FORUM

Karl Anuta, Citizens Against Pollution (CAP) and Northwest Environmental Defense

Center (NEDC), spoke to the Commission about the Riverbend Landfill. Mr. Anuta said he
disagreed with the approach taken by the Department to renew this landfill permit. Although
the Department had required a series of conditions, he believed that those conditions should
be met before the permit is issued. He said that studying the problems after permit issuance
would not be beneficial. Mr. Anuta asked the Commission to require the Director and
Department to consider the landfill expansion as a separate issue from the permit renewal.

Dr. Warren Westgarth toid the Commission about the positive efforts of the new direction
taken by the Department. He said that the way environmental issues are considered has
changed. Dr. Westgarth commented that there is no longer division between environmental
pollutants and stressed the need for cross-media development. He said that industry and
environmental agencies can be partners if goalposts remain steady.

Bryon Harker, New West Gypsum, talked to the Commission about the new industry of dry
wallboard recycling. He said a transfer station has been operating in Portland and that the
industry does face competition. Mr. Harker said that instead of being recycling, wallboard
was being dumped in landfills. He indicated that when drywall becomes wet, hydrogen
sulfide is created. He referred to a Marion County landfill that had been accepting wallboard
and that he believed degradation of water quality was occurring due to this disposal practice.
Mr. Harker provided the Commission with a video tape about his company’s operation.

Laurie Aunan, Oregon State Public Interest Research Group (OSPIRG), spoke to the
Commission about the new issue arising around plastics recycling. She said that the plastics
~ industry and others are trying to evade the plastics recycling law (Senate Bill 66).
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Ms. Aunan indicated that there is pressure to exempt most plastic packaging from the law or
to grant compliance date extensions. Additionally, she said, the American Plastics Council
wants to classify the burning of plastics as recycling. She said that the 1991 plastics
recycling law clearly requires recycling and burning does not qualify as recycling.

Ms. Aunan provided written testimony to the Commission which is made a part of this
meeting record.

Karl Anuta, NEDC, again spoke to the Commission about departmental approaches. He
commented on four issues as follows:

1. What and when does the Department require of a permit applicant? For instance,
~ does the Department request information before a permit is issued or is the
mformation requested as a permit condition?

2. The Department should include on public notices the complete compliance history of
the source rather than.just summarizing enforcement actions related to the applicant.

3. If a permit is issued, there must be a need for a permit, and there should be no need
for the "permit as a shield" rule. He also suggested that the Department report to the
Commission whenever citizens file the 60-day notice of intent to file a citizen suit.

4. The Department should just say no to certain permits and not develop and issue
permits with extensive conditions.

Mr. Anuta also discussed water quality versus quantity issues. He cited the removal of
effluent from Bear Creek as an example. He said the Department should advise the
Department of Water Resources of streams where there should be no more withdrawals and
that there should not be any more water rights granted on water quality limited (WQL)
streams.

Director Hansen responded that if an applicant meets established rules, the Department must
issue a permit, Conditions in the permit assure compliance. He added that instream water
rights do exist on some total maximum daily load (TMDL) streams.

Chair Wessinger asked the Department to investigate the disposal of wallboard and to
provide the Commission in the Director’s Report with an update of the plastics recycling
issues. He asked the Department to discuss the Riverbend Landfill issue.
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Chuck Donaldson, HSW Division, spoke to the Commission about Riverbend’s permit. He
indicated that a permit had been issued in 1987 before legislation was enacted defining sites
receiving more than 75,000 tons per year to be regional landfills. Director Hansen indicated
that the expansion of the landfill which includes the addition of new cells must meet current
requirements for regional landfills.

The Chair then announced that the meeting would recess for lunch. Before the recess,
Director Hansen presented Tom Bispham, Administrator of the Regional Operations
Division, with a 25-year service pin and thanked him for his efforts and dedication to
environmental protection in Oregon.

L.

Guest Presentation: Oregon Values and Beliefs Study.

Bill Wyatt, Oregon Business Council (OBC), presented a slide show and presentation
about the Oregon Values and Beliefs Study conducted on behalf of the OBC by
Decision Sciences, Inc. of Portland. Mr. Wyatt indicated. that 1,361 Oregonians
participated in the study. Participants in each of Oregon’s 36 counties were
interviewed face-to-face. Survey topics ranged from public issues to personal

- perceptions and beliefs. The study divided the state into four regions so that

additional analysis could be conducted within each region. The study focused on four
categories: personal values, personal activities, government services and community
values. The study provides information of value to all levels of government as they -
develop and implement a broad range of public services, including environmental
protection.

Information Item: Status Report on Permit Renewal for Pope & Talbot Pulp
Mill at Halsey, Oregon.

The Pope & Talbot Pulp Mill in Halsey, Oregon, is a bleached-kraft pulp mill that
produces 400 to 600 tons of air dried pulp per day. Wastewater generated during the
manufacturing process is treated and discharged to the Willamette River at river mile
147.2. Pope & Talbot was last issued a NPDES permit on December 28, 1987, and
the permit expired on December 31, 1992, Application for permit renewal was made
by Pope & Talbot on July 14, 1992.

During the public notice period for the Pope & Talbot permit renewal, two
informational meetings were held as well as two formal hearings. Fifty (50) people
provided testimony during the hearings and over 200 written comments were
received. A staff report was prepared that addressed all of the comments received by
the Department. The issues of major importance and concern are summarized below:
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1. Effluent Characteristics

There is a great deal of concern regarding the color and odor of the discharge.
Odor problems have not been documented by the Department but the effluent
is noticeable during low river flow due to the color. The Department and
Pope & Talbot are nearing agreement on how this issue will be addressed.

2. Plant Expansion

"Many of the comments stated that the total suspended solids limits were set too
high and that the mill could expand and increase loading to the river without
Department review or approval. The Department agrees in part with this
concept, and the limits were adjusted downward.

3. Drinking Water Potability

Pope & Talbot discharges treated wastewater to the Willamette River at river
mile 147.2. The City of Corvallis withdraws water from the Willamette for
drinking water at river mile 134, The City of Corvallis and users of the
drinking water system are very concerned about the quality of their drinking
water. Since the Health Division and Department have not yet determined
whether Pope & Talbot interferes with the drinking water potability of the
Willamette River, the issue has been addressed in the proposed draft permit.
A study is being required in the proposed permit to assist the Department and
Health Division in determining whether this beneficial use is being impacted.

4, Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340

During the informational meetings and formal hearings, there was a great deal
of concern raised regarding the way OAR-340 sets different discharge limits
for municipal versus industrial facilities. The general view was that both are
discharged to the same river, and it is unfair to treat them differently.

There was also concern that the OAR water quality standards were not adequate with
regard to color, odor, and nuisance or aesthetic impacts. It was recommended that
specific measurable standards be adopted for these parameters.

The Department position regarding the above issues is that they are beyond the scope
of this individual permit action. However, they may be appropriate to address in a
broader context in a rule making process. The Hearings Officer Report also
addresses these issues.
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The Commission asked about the mill effluent color. Department staff answered that
the color was from lignin. Director Hansen and staff provided the current
Commission with a recap of the history of the color issue and past Commission
actions regarding color and dioxin. The Commission was shown samples of effluent,
river water above and below the outfall, and mixed river/effluent to indicate current
conditions and anticipated future color levels after Pope & Talbot installs the oxygen
delignification process.

Chair Wessinger asked to revisit the drinking water issue. Mike Downs, Water
Quality Administrator, asked staff to explain the formation of trihalomethane (THM).
Staff provided the following explanation: "As part of the treatment process of the
Willamette River water for drinking water users, the water is chlorinated to kill
disease causing bacteria. During the chlorination process, organic compounds present
in the river water can react with the chlorine and form chlorinated organic
compounds, including THM. The City of Corvallis is regulated by the EPA for
THM. The city is concerned that the pulp. mill discharge may be: causing an

- excessive formation of THM. A requirement has been added to the Pope & Talbot

permit to conduct a study aimed at quantifying the amount of THM formation
potential caused by the discharge. Study protocol and results will be reviewed by the
Department and State Health Division.

The Commission asked if the drinking water issues were directly related to the
effluent color. Staff responded that the treatment provided by the city does remove
some color from the river water. However, the use of chlorine is not for bleaching
out color but to kill unwanted bacteria. The formation of THM is from the reaction
of chlorine with organic material. The level of formation potential due to the color
alone is not known but should be determined by the required study.

Intended Future Actions

The Department stated that it intends to issue an NPDES permit to Pope & Talbot by
mid-June. The Commission asked to be kept informed on this issue and notified
when the permit was issued.

Commission Member Reports.

There were no Commission member reports.
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L. Director’s Report.

Ontario Asphalt: Chair Wessinger has given DEQ the authorization to file a
complaint in Malheur County Circuit Court against Ontario Asphalt &
Concrete to compel compliance with QAC’s air contaminant discharge permit
(ACDP). The statutory authority for such a court action requires the EQC to
initiate or endorse the action. OAC has a long history of violations of the
three ACDPs issued to the facility. DEQ has taken numerous administrative
enforcement actions against OAC since 1985, including eight civil penalty

assessments. Based on this chronic noncompliance, DEQ is looking to judicial
“enforcement alternatives to force OAC to comply with its permits.

‘Tillamook National Estuary Program: DEQ is receiving a $150,000 grant
‘from the EPA to start up the Tillamook National Estuary Program. The initial

funds, authorized June 3, will be used to set up the office in Tillamook, hire
staff, develop a project work plan that will include a public involvement.
process and data management and set up committee structure. The EPA
program offers funding and other assistance to states and local governments to
develop long-range plans for major.estuaries. - The EPA will contribute $1.5 to
$2.5 million over the full four-year project. '

Longview Oil Spill: On June 3, a Japanese cargo vessel anchored at
Longview, Washington, spilled approximately 3,000 gallons of #4 diesel oil

‘into the Columbia River during fueling. A valve on the cargo ship had

inadvertently been left open. The Coast Guard took charge of the spill and
contracted with Riedel to begin cleanup. DEQ and Washington’s Department
of Ecology provided technical assistance. Although the oil travelled more than
15 miles downstream to the estuary, the coordinated efforts.of state and federal
agencies kept the fuel primarily in the shipping channel. Diesel did reach
some Washington and Oregon beaches, but was diverted from sensitive
ecological and wildlife areas such as the Lewis and Clark National Wildlife
Refuge. No wildlife deaths have been reported; the cleanup continues.

Pollution Prevention and Technical Assistance Project (Ross & Assoc.): DEQ
is in the midst of a project to identify and interrelate current DEQ regulatory,
pollution prevention and technical assistance efforts, and examine opportunities
for DEQ to enhance its capacity to promote pollution prevention and deliver
technical assistance in a more effective manner. One of the more challenging
features of this project is to establish a common pollution prevention language
that crosses all programs. To date, the project staff has inventoried current
technical assistance activities and pollution prevention "signals” (e.g., bans,
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mandates, etc.,) within the agency and have developed an overlay of DEQ
regulatory initiatives to illustrate the interrelationship of DEQ programs with
specific pollution sources and problems in the state. The next step is focused
research to develop recommendations for enhancing pollution prevention and
improving coordination between programs. The project is expected to be
completed by October.

Environmental Equity: DEQ is beginning a project with the State Heaith
Division to address the issue of "environmental equity." Environmental equity
means that no group receives less environmental protection from the state than
another group. There are regulations in place to prevent deliberate
discrimination. The goal is to find out if unwittingly discrimination against
certain groups is occurring in regulatory actions. For example, the standards
for fish consumption are based on the average intake for the entire

United States population. However, Native Americans consume many times
the national average and are thus more susceptible to the contaminants. The
Department will examine this as well as other potential problems in air, water
and land issues. Community leaders will be involved, and an advisory
committee will be formed within the next few months.

New Division Administrator: Bruce Hammon has been appointed Division
Administrator for the Western Region. Bruce is currently regional manager of
the Eastern Region and has worked in various locations around the state during
his 13-plus years with DEQ. He brings a wealth of experience in all of our
environmental programs, a common sense approach to dealing thoroughly and
effectively with a host of environmental problems and an open and responsive
management style. Bruce will make the move from Pendleton in the next
month or so. | :

Hearing Authorizations:

Hazardous Waste Disposal Facilities: The proposed rulemaking includes three
minor and noncontroversial items:

1. Change class three permit modification decisions at disposal facilities
from the Commission to the Director or his designee.

2. Clarify that disposal facilities may use other financial assurance

mechanisms for closure and post-closure care.
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3. Adopt the federal Corrective Action Management Unit rule that will
allow for expedited and efficient remediation at RCRA hazardous waste
sites.

An advisory committee was involved in development of this proposed
rule.

Status Report on Legislative Proposals.

Director Hansen reported on the Department’s budget. He indicated that the budget
had passed out of the House and that most public hearings had occurred before the
Senate (Ways and Means Human Resources Subcommittee). He said that the division
administrators’ presentations had helped the budget move quickly.

Director Hansen said that the environmental crimes bill had passed the Senate and
will go to the House for approval. Most other DEQ bills are moving. He indicated
that the status of the tax credit and welthead protection bills (both are dead) had not
changed. Director Hansen spoke briefly about Senate Bill 66 (pyrolysis). He said
that there still existed a question on the interpretation of the law; that is, whether

incineration without oxygen with a byproduct of crude oil was material recovery or

recycling.

There was no further business, and the meeting adjourned at 3:05 p.m.
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Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Suminary:

Attachment A of the staff report presents the Department’s evaluation and recomendation

for certification of 46 tax credit applications with a total facility cost of $5,366,747.80,
as follows:

]

16 Air Quality facilities with a total facility cost of $2,413,556.38.

4 Coolant recycling machines totaling $11,492.44.

7 Field Burning related applications recommended by the Department of Agriculture
with a total facility cost of $489,856.77.

1 Plastics recycling facility with a facility cost of $6,270.21.

1 Solid Waste recovery system costing $5,112.00.

1 Solid Waste Landfill related application with a total claimed facﬂlty cost of
$1,052,041.00.

4 Water Quality facilities with a total facility cost of $145,010.

12 Underground Storage Tank facilities with a total facility cost of $1,243,409.00.

1

]

Three of the applications have facility costs exceeding $250,000; one is a Solid Waste
Landfill facility, the other two are Air Quality related. These applications have been
reviewed by independent contractors selected by the Department, The contractor review
statements are provided with the application review reports. The landfill application, TC
3949 Finley Buttes Corporation, was received by the Department on December 30, 1992,
and was therefore evaluated under the rules that pertained to solid waste landfill

facilities prior to February 1, 1993, the effective date of the new approach to evaluating
these types of facilities.

Attachment A also includes a proposal to revoke an existing tax credit, # 2953, currently
held by James D. Bao and Thuy Thu Luong and to transfer the remaining value of the
credit to D & D Gas, Inc., the current owner of the facility. Also, Smurfit Newsprint
Corporation has requested an extension of time to file a tax credit application.

Department Recommendation:

1) Approve issuance of tax credit certificates for 46 applications as presented in
Attachment A of the staff report.

2) Approve the transfer of pollution control tax credit certificate 2953 from J ames D.

- Bao and Thuy Thu Luong to D & D Gas, Inc.

3) Approve the request by Smurfit Newsprint Corporation for an extension of time to file

a tax credit application.

P o -

- o \""HJ\,‘\V-\_‘_———
Report A Division Administrator Director

July 5, 1993

*fAccommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contacting the
Public Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum’

Date: July 6, 1993

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Fred Hansen, Director
Subject: Agenda Item B, July 273, 1993 EQC Meetings

Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Statement of the Need for Action

This staff report presents the staff analysis of pollution control facilities tax credit
applications and the Department’s recommendation for Commission action on these
applications. The following is a summary of the applications presented in this report:

Tax Credit Application Review Reports:

TC 3613 Bonbright Oil Company | Water pollution control facility consisting
of spill and overfill prevention devices,
leak detectors, an oil/water separator and
Stage II vapor recovery piping.

TC 3926 Sabroso Company Water pollution control facility consisting
of a concrete pad with catch basin, an oil
separator tank and associated plumbing in
an enclosed building

TC 3928 Chevron USA, Inc. Four double wall fiberglass underground
storage tanks, double wall fiberglass
piping, spill containment, overfill
prevention, leak detection and Stage II
vapor recovery piping.

'A large print copy of this report is available upon request.
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TC 3929

Chevron USA, Inc,

Four double wall fiberglass underground
storage tanks, double wall fiberglass
piping, spill containment, overfill
prevention, leak detection and Stage II
vapor recovery piping.

TC 3930

Chevron USA, Inc.

Four double wall fiberglass underground
storage tanks, double wall fiberglass
piping, spill containment, overfill
prevention, leak detection and Stage II
vapor recovery piping.

TC 3931

Chevron USA, Inc.

Four double wall fiberglass underground
storage tanks, double wall fiberglass
piping, spill containment, overfill
prevention, leak detection and Stage II
vapor recovery piping.

TC 3932

Chevron USA, Inc.

Four double wall fiberglass underground
storage tanks, double wall fiberglass
piping, spill containment, overfill
prevention, leak detection and Stage II
vapor recovery piping.

TC 3962

Darigold, Inc.

Water pollution control facility to treat
and monitor the pH of its process
wastewater.

TC 3967

Northern Engineering &
Plastics Corp.

General Hydraulics Model 6030 baler for
the reclamation of plastic products.

TC 4004

Carl Bivens Automotive

Automobile air conditioner coolant
recovery and recycling equipment.

TC 4013

Gresham Transfer
Company

Solid waste pollution control facility
consisting of a vacuum and storage hopper
system to recover and store dry
commodity residue.
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TC 4026 Leathers Oil ‘Company

Monitoring wells and an oil/water
separator. :

TC 4027 Leather Oil Company

Monitoring wells.

TC 4030_ RKM, Inc,

22’x 132°x 144’ pole construction, metal
clad grass seed straw storage building.

TC 4031 Chevron USA, Inc.

Stage II vapor recovery balance type
system consisting of OPW 211V nozzles,
hoses, retrofit kits, breakaway safety
valves, piping and miscellaneous
equipment.

TC 4036 Chevron USA, Inc.

Four double wall fiberglass tanks and
piping, spill containment basins, tank
monitor, turbine leak detectors, overfill
alarm, automatic shutoff valves, sumps
and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

TC 4037 Chevron USA, Inc.

Stage II vapor recovery balance type
system consisting of OPW 211V nozzles,
hoses, adapters and miscellaneous
equipment.

TC 4053 Roger Neuschwander

John Deere flail mower, model 27 (air
pollution control equipment).

J. C. Jones Oil
Company, Inc.

TC 4054

Epoxy tank lining and spill containment
basins for three underground storage
tanks.

TC 4055 J. C. Jones Oil

Company, Inc.

Secondary containment for sevén
aboveground storage tanks.

Atlantic Richfield
Company

TC 4058

Stage II vapor recovery balance type
system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
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TC 4059 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4060 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of OPW nozzles, hoses,
adapters, breakaway safety valves and
miscellaneous equipment. '
TC 4061 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
| Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4062 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4063 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4064 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4065 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves, piping and miscellaneous
equipment,
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TC 4070 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
‘nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4071 | Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
| Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4072 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.,
TC 4073 Atlantic Richfield Stage II vapor recovery balance type
Company system consisting of Emco Wheaton
nozzles, hoses, adapters, breakaway safety
valves and miscellaneous equipment.
TC 4075 Atlanti¢ Richfield Four double wall fiberglass tanks and
Company piping, spill containment basins, tank
monitor, overfill alarm, sumps, and
automatic shutoff valves at a newly
constructed business.
TC 4078 Atlantic Richfield Four double wall fiberglass tanks and
Company piping, spill containment basins,tank
monitor, sumps and automatic shutoff
valves. '
TC 4080 Floyd Smith 22°x 80°x 300 clear span, steel
: construction, metal clad grass seed straw
storage building.
TC 4081 Edward Ferschweiler 22'x 60°’x 100 stick-on-stud, metal clad
grass seed straw storage building.
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TC 4034 Pacific Detroit Diesel- Water pollution control facility consisting

Allison, Inc. of a truck washing/degreasing pad with a
zero-discharge wash water recycling
System,
TC 4085 J.S8.G., Inc. GK Spray Buggy (air pollution control
equipment).
TC 4086 Roger A. Ruckert 77 acre perforated pipe drainage tile
installation (air pollution control facility).
TC 4087 Grunder Equipment Vehicle air conditioner coolant recovery
Repair and recycling equipment.
TC 4090 Sayer Farms 22°x 104’x 216’ pole construction, metal
clad grass seed straw storage building.
TC 4094 Chandler Enterprises, Automobile air conditioner coolant
Inc. recovery and recycling equipment.

TC 4096 Portland Service Station | Air conditioner/refrigeration coolant
Supply recovery and recycling equipment.

Tax Credit Application Review Reports With Facility Costs Over $250, 000
(Accountant Review Reports Attached):

TC 3940 Precision Castparts Air pollution control facility to control the
Corp. emissions of ethyl-alcohol and glycol

ethers consisting of a Reeco model VF-C
thermal oxidizer, baghouse system
modifications and support equipment.
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TC 3942 Precision Castparts Air pollution control facility to control

' - | Corp. emissions of ethyl-alcohol and glycol

' ethers consisting of a Reeco model VF-C
thermal oxidizer, baghouse system
modifications and support equipment,

TC 3949 Finley Buttes Landfill Solid waste pollution control facility
Company - consisting of a landfill liner and leachate
collection system for one landfill cell.

Backgrour_ld

In addition to the approval of tax credit applications, the staff report includes a request
to transfer certificate number 2953. Certificate number 2953 was issued by the -
Commission on December 11, 1992 to James D, Bao and Thuy T. Luong for a facility
located at 6010 NE Killingsworth, Portland. On April 30, 1992, the property was sold
to Stephen C. Allen, current owner of the property, more than a month before the
receipt of the tax credit application by the DEQ on June 16, 1992. In as much as the
recipient of the credit has not operated the facility for the purpose of preventing,
controlling or reducing pollution since April 30, 1992, the date of the transfer of the
property, we request that certificate 2953 be revoked and that a new certificate be issued
to D & D Corporation, the management corporation designated by Mr., Allen to receive
the tax credit certificate. '

Also, Smurfit Newsprint Corporation has requested an extension to file a tax credit
application. An explanation by Smurfit of the basis for the request is included in the
staff report. The Department recommends that a six month extension be granted to the
applicant,

Authority to Address the Issue

ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and OAR 340-16-005 through 340-16-050 (Pollution
Control Facilities Tax Credit),

ORS 468.925 through 468.965 and OAR 340-17-010 through.340-17-055 (Reclaimed
Plastic Product Tax Credit),
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Alternatives and Evaluation

None.

Sﬁmmary of Anyv Prior Public Iniput Opportunity

The Department does not solicit public comment on individual tax credit applications
during the staff application review process. Opportunity for public comment exists
during the Commission meeting when the applications are considered for action.

Conclusions
0 The recommendations for action on the attached applications are consistent with
statutory provisions and administrative rules related to the pollution control

facilities and reclaimed plastic product tax credit programs.

o Proposed July 23, 1993 Pollution Control Tax Credit Totals:

Certificates Certified Costs* No. of Certificates
Air Quality $ 2,413,556 16
CFC 11,492 4
Field Burning 489,857 7
Hazardous Waste ' 0 0
Noise ) 0 0
Plastics 6,270 1
Solid Waste - Recycling 5,112 i
Solid Waste- Landfills 1,052,041 1
Water Quality 145,010 4
Underground Storage Tanks 1,243,409 12
TOTAL $ 5,366,747 46
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0 1993 Calendar Year Totals Through June 10, 1993:

Certificates _ Certified Costs* No. of Certiﬁcafes
Air Quality " § 835,198 6
CFC : 71,787 25
Field Burning 1,742,581 21
Hazardous Waste 0 0
Noise 0 0
Plastics : 6,660 1
Solid Waste - Recycling 1,384,399 9
Solid Waste - Landfills 4,964,981 3
Water Quality 19,124,202 11
Underground Storage Tanks 995,430 10
TOTAL $ 29,125,238 86

* These amounts represent the total facility costs. To calculate the actual dollars

that can be applied as credit, the total facility cost is multiplied by the determined
percent allocable of which the net credit is 50 percent of that amount.

Recommendation for Commission Action

It is recommended that the Commission approve certification for the tax credit
applications as presented in Attachment A of the Department Staff Report, which
includes field burning related applications recommended by the Department of
Agriculture. The Department also recommends approval of the transfer of certificate
number 2953 from James D, Bao and Thuy Thu Luong to D.& D. Gas, Inc. and the
request by Smurfit Newsprint Corporation for an extension of time to file a tax credit
application.

Intended Followup Actions

Notify applicants of Environmental Quality Commission actions.
Attachments

A, Pollution Control Tax Credit Application Review Reports.
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Reference Documents (available upon request)

ORS 468.150 through 468.190.
OAR 340-16-005 through 340-16-050.
ORS 468.925 through 468.965.
OAR 340-17-010 through 340-17-055.

Fou SV I S

Approved:

Section:. ﬂﬁ% ~
e

Division: M\M [smas—

Report Prepared By: Charles Bianchi
| Phone: 229-6149
Date Prepared: July 5, 1993
Charles Bianchi

TCIULY.EQC
July 5, 1993



Attachment A

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

Transfer of Pollution Control Facility Certificate

1.

Certificate to be transferred from:
James D. Bao & Thuy Thu Luong

dba Station Mart

Star Route Box 834

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116

Certificate to be transferred to:

D & D Gas, Inc.

No. 10 Sixth Street
Suite 207

Astoria, Oregon 927103

Transfer Reguest

D & D Gas, Inc. requests that the Environmental Quality
Commission approve the transfer of the certificate
identified below from James D. Bao & Thuy Thu Luong to D & D
Gas, Inc. The transfer is necessary because Mr. Stephen C.
Allen, on behalf of D & D Gas, Inc., purchased the gas
station and convenience store on which the pollution control
facility is located, 6010 N.E. Killingsworth, Portland, from
Mr. Bao and Ms. Luong on April 30, 1992. The pollution
control facility certificate was issued to Mr. Bao and Ms.
Tuong on December 11, 1992.

Description of Certificate (Copy Attached)

Issuance Certified
Certificate Date _ Cost
2953 12/11/92 $85,443.00

80% allocable to pollution control.

Summation

Due to the sale of the claimed facility, D & D Gas, Inc.
requests the Environmental Quality Commission to transfer
tax credit certificate 2953 from James D Bao and Thuy Thu
Luong dba Station Mart to D & D Gas, Inc..

Director's Recommendation

The Director recommends that the Environmental Quality
Commission approve the transfer of the above identified
certificate. The transfer is valid only for the remaining
available tax relief for the certificate.

Charles Bianchi
229-6149
July 22, 1993
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Certificate No: 2853
Date of Issue:; 12/11/92
Appllcation No: T-3807
m =
LOCATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY

6010 NE Killingaworth

Partiand, OR

'I

|Tssum To: Station Mart
' Star Route Box 834
Forest Grove, OR 97116

ATTENTION: -James Bao Fac, 8836

AS: { TLESSEE (X)OWNER ( }INDIV { )PARTNER ( ) CORP ( ) NON-PROFIT | ) CO-OP

Instai{ation of threa STI-P3 tanks and fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, tank manitor, line leak detectors, monitaring
wells, Staga | vapar recovary and automatic shyutofl valvaes.

DESCRIFTION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY

TYPE OF POLLUTION CONTROL FAGILITY;
{ ) AIR [ ) NOISE { X ) WATER { } SOLID WASTE { } HAZARDOUS WASTE { ) UBED O,

DATE FACILITY COMPLETED:  9/10/90 PLACED INTO DPERATION:  8/10/0Q
ACTUAL COST OF POLLUTION CONTROL PAGILITY: 485,443.00

PERCENT OF ACTUAL CRST PROPEALY ALLOCABLE TO POLLUTION CONTRQL; 80%

Basad upon the information contained In the application referenced above, the Environmaental Quaiity
Commission cartifies that the facility described herein was eracted, constructed or installed in accoardance with
the raquirgments of subsection (1) of ORS 468.185, and I8 daesigned for, and s being operated or will oparate
10 a substantial axtent for the purpose of praventing, controlling or raducing alr, watear or noise pollution or
solid waste, hazardous wastes or used.oil, and that it s necessary to satisfy the Intents and purposas of ORS
Chapters 484, 468, 467 and 488 and rules adopted thereundar,

Therefore, this Poliution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutr
of the State of Oregon, the ragulations of the Dapartment of Environmental Quality and the following apsecia.
conditlana;

1. The facility shail be continuously operated at maximum afficlency for the designed purpose of praventing,
controlling, and reducing the typa of pollution as indlcated abave,

2, Tha Department qf Environmental Quality shall be immadiately notified of any proposed change in use or
mathod of operation of the Tacility and if, for any reason, tha facllity csasesa te operate for its intendad
pollution contral purposa,

3. Anviraports or monitoring data requestad by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly
provided, ‘

NOTE: Tihwe facility described herain is not sligibia to raceive tax credit certification as an Enargy
Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued
the Certificate slacts to take the tax credit relisf under ORS 316.097 or 317,072

Slgned: m’ ﬁéﬁh«,}éﬁﬁr {(William W. Wessinger, Chairman)

Approved by tha Environmental Quality Commiasion on the 11th day of Decembar, 1982,

——

From:

Signed: __ {William W, Wassingar, Chairman)

Approved by the Environmental Quality Coammission on the day of , 18892, i

SLaINBA
. yiligeimy 103940
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AN AFFILIATE OF JEFFéRsou SMURFIT CORPCRATION 427 Main Streat
Qragon City, QR 87045
June 29, 1993 Telephona: 503-850-4211
Mr. Brian Fields -
Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue ,
Portland, Oregon 97204 - Ref: NC #2532

Dear Mr. Fields:

An application for tax credit certification has been
submitted for an electrostatic precipitator at our Newberg paper
mill. Although submitted within two years of completion (early
July, 1991}, it must also be deemed complete by the DEQ within
that period to comply with tax credit rules. Because there may
not be sufficient time remaining for staff to determine
completeness, you suggested that my June 3rd request for an
extension of the two-year period should not be withdrawn (as
suggested in my 6/18 application cover letter)} but considered in
effect to preserve the tax credit approval process for this
facility. Please consider it in effect.

You indicated that in case the extension is needed, an
explanation pursuant to OAR 340-16-020 (c) as to why the two-vyear
application period could not be complied with would be needed to
obtain EQC approval. That explanation follows.'

As indicated in the application, the precipitator
performance is outstanding in terms of removing hog fuel boiler
particulate from flue gas -- it reduced emissions to less than
10% of what they had been with a wet scrubber in place. However,
exceedences of plume opacity have occurred ever since unit start-
up due to automatic shutdowns triggered when the flue gas oxygen:
concentration approaches combustion levels. The frequency of
opacity exceedence has been reduced dramatically over the two-
year period but is not zero. '

In late 1992 a telephone inquiry was made to the DEQ by
me to determine tax credit eligibility with the opacity
exceedence problem. The response was that a unit in violation
would not be eligible (November 9, 1992, B. Fields of DEQ) but
that a one-year extension of the application time windeow could be
requested. Smurfit decided to proceed with cost certification by
an outside accounting firm early in 1992 and to continue efforts
to reduce the occurrence freguency of the opacity exceedences.
Qur plan was to réquest the extension if we did not reach
acceptable performance within the two-year period.
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Because some exceedencss were still occurring as June 1963
appreoached, we believed we were still not eligible for tax credit
approval and on June 3rd requested an extension. Upon receipt of
the request, the DEQ apprised us that based on recent compiled
frequency data analyzed by the Salem DEQ office, the agency
considers the unit to be in compliance pursuant to the excess
emlssion rules (QAR 340-20-350 to 380).

Having a declaration of ccmpliance, we decided to submit an
application rather that seek an extension. Because the submittal
was close to the end of the two-year period, satisfaction of the
timeliness requirements (which include a DEQ declaration of its
being complete) is jeopardized.

We hope this explains the rather simple reasons for delaying
the application submittal. Please call if you have questions.

Respectfully s itted,

R.A. Schmall, Corporate
Environmental & Energy Services

cc: C. Bianchi
F. Skirvin

CovAta o ss JunAdIN06 297 5. "t



Application No. TC-3613

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Bonbright Oil Company
PO Box 98
Pendleton, OR 97801

The applicant owns and operates a truck stop and service station at Highway I-84 and Exit
216.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage II vapor
recovery piping.

Description of Clajmed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are spill and overfill
prevention devices, leak detection, an oil/water seperator and Stage II vapor recovery

piping.

Claimed facility cost $ 43,032
(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 was substantially completed on June 1, 1990 and placed into operation on
August 23, 1990. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
August 16, 1991, within two years of the completion date. The processing of the
application was delayed pending payment of permit fees for six facilities owned by
Bonbright Oil.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent pollution of
soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing releases into soil, water or air.
The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g):
"Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter or prevent
spills or unauthorized releases."




Application No. TC-3613
Page 2

Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of eight bare steel tanks
with no corrosion protection, no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection equipment.

The applicant installed:

1) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, float vent valves and
overfill alarms,

2) For leak detection - Tank monitoring system, line leak detectors and turbine leak
detectors.

The applicant also installed Stage IT vapor recovery piping.

The applicant reported that the soil was inspected during construction of the project and
no evidence of contamination was found.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($43,032) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468,155,

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of pollution control.
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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.

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible

Facility Percent Amount

Cost Allocable Allocable
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins $ 1,778 100 % $ 1,778
Float vent valves 54 100 54
Overfill alarms 424 100 424
Leak Detection: .
Tank monitoring system 7,980 90 (» 7,182
Line leak detectors 851 100 851
Turbine leak detectors 253 100 253
Labor & materials 31,692 100 31,692

Total $ 43,032 98 % $ 42,234

(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the sole purpose of the claimed
facility is to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air.  The facility qualifies as a "pollution control
facility" defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities

which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases. "

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
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d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 98%.
6. Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate

bearing the cost of $43,032 with 98% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3613,

Mary Lou Perry:ew
(503) 229-5731
June 15, 1993



Application No.T-3926

- State of QOregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

4.

- Applicant

Sabroso Company
690 South Grape
Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a fruit packing company in
Medford, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility consists of a concrete pad with catch
basin, oil separator tank and associated plumbing system in
an enclosed building.

Claimed Facility Cost: $44,284
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility met statutory deadline in that construction of
the facility was substantially completed on July 31, 1992,
and the application for certification was submitted to the
Department on December 14, 1992, within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on April 14, 1993

Evaluation of Application

a. ‘The facility is eligible because the principal purpose
of the facility is to comply with a requirement imposed
by the City of Medford 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 468B.005.

The City of Medford is required to administer a
pretreatment program as a condition of its National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
issued by the Department. The NPDES permit program was
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established to achieve goals outlined in the federal
Clean Water Act (CWA). Two primary goals of the CWA
were to eliminate the discharge of pollutants by 1985
and achieve interim water quality level that would
protect fish, shellfish and wildlife and to provide
recreation in and on the water wherever attainable.

The City of Medford pretreatment program as required in
its NPDES permit has been approved by the Department.

Wastewater generated from washing of forklifts is
discharged into a solid waste pit and then into an
0oil/water separator. The treated wastewater is
discharged to the sanitary sewer system of the City of
Medford. The discharge complies with the pretreatment
requirements of the City of Medford.

The collected solids and cil are picked up by an
independent oil recycler.

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.

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

There is no revenue generated from the facility,
therefore, no return on the investment

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

The applicant has not identified and is not aware
of alternative methods for achieving the same
objective. It is the Department's determination
that the proposed facility is an acceptable method
for achieving the pollution control objective.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which
occur or may occur as a result of the installation
of the facility.
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There are no savings or increase in costs as a
result of the facility modification.

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
pollution control as determined by using these factors

is 100%.

Summation

a.

C.

d.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

The facility is eligible for 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 disposal of industrial
waste as defined in ORS 468B.005.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$44,284 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No.

T-3926.

x:\wip\Sabrosc.tcr
William J. Perry
(503) 378-8240

April 14,

1993




Application No. TC-3928

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1

.. Applicant

Chevron USA, Inc
2410 Camino Ramon
San Ramon, CA 94583

The applicant owns and operates a retail service station at 7600 Crater Lake Hwy., White
City OR, facility no. 1274.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility‘involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage IT vapor
recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four double wall
fiberglass underground storage tanks, double wall fibergiass piping, spill containment,
overfill prevention, leak detection and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $ 184,869 *
(Accountant’s certification was prov1ded)

* The Department concludes that the eligible facility cost for the project is $168,246. This
represents a difference of $16,623 from the applicant’s claimed cost of $184,869 due to
a determination by the Department that the cost of the breakaway valves was incorrectly
listed by the applicant.

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on November 9, 1991 and placed into operation
on November 10, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on December 16, 1992, within two years of the completion date. The
application was determined complete and filed on April 30, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with

underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection

_Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing

releases into soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility",
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of four steel tanks and
piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection
equipment. These tanks were removed.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under QAR 340-22-400 - 403 and Underground
Storage Tank requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Double wall fiberglass tanks and double wall fiberglass
piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps, overfill alarm and
automatic shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - In tank gauges and turbine leak detectors.
The applicant also installed Stage II vapor recovery piping.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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,
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There is no annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of

~ the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Double wall fiberglass tanks &
fiberglass piping $ 52,893 69 %(1) $ 36,496
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,408 100 1,408
Sumps 13,400 100 13,400
Automatic shutoff valves 2,824 100 2,824
Leak Detection: :
In tank gauges (includes overfill alarm) 8,500 0 (2) - 7,650
Turbine leak detectors 2,570 100 2,570
Stage 1I vapor recovery 5,100 100 5,100
Labor & material 81,551 100 81,551

Total $ 168,246 50 % $ 150,999
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(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion
protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $52,893 and the bare steel system
is $16,285, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
pollution control is 69%.

(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to poilution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control
facility” defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities
which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

c¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly ailocable to pollution control is 90%.
6. Director’s Recommendation
_ Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Poliution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $168,246 with 90% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3928.
Barbara Anderson:ew

(503) 229-5870
June 2, 1993



Application No. TC-3929

- State of Oregon .
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Chevron USA, Inc.
2410 Camino Ramon
San Ramon, CA 94583

The applicant owns and operates -a service station at 527 SE 82nd, Portland OR 97216,
facility no. 1323.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage I vapor
recovery equipment and Stage I vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are the installation of
four double wall fiberglass underground storage tanks, double wall ﬁberglass piping, spill
containment basins, overfill prevention and leak detectlon

Claimed facility cost $ 149,186 *
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

Percent allocable to pollution control 100%

* The Department concludes that the eligible facility cost for the project is $147,586. This
represents a difference of $4,600 from the applicant’s claimed cost of $149,186 due to
a determination by the Department that the cost of gas furnace conversion is not eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on May 31, 1991 and placed into operation on
June 1, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
December 16, 1992, within two years of the completion date. The application was
determined complete and filed on April 30, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with

underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent poilution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility",
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

Prior to the installation of pollution 'control, the facility consisted of four bare steel
underground storage tanks with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill

prevention or leak detection equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and Underground
Storage Tank requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Fiberglass underground storage tanks and piping.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins and float vent valves.
3.) For leak detection - In tank gauges and turbine leak detectors.

The applicant also installed Stage I vapor recovery equipment and Stage II vapor
recovery piping. '

The applicant reported that soil testing was performed at the time of tank removal and
contamination was found. It has been cleaned up.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or usable
commodity.
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2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility.

There is no annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility, :

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation,

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility property allocable to pollution control.

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table,

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Fiberglass tanks & piping $ 56,324 73 %) $ 41,117
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,408 100 1,408
Float vent valves 208 100 208
Leak Detection:
In tank gauges 8,500 90 (2) 7,650
Turbine leak detectors 2,570 - 100 2,570
Labor & materials (includes Stage 1
& Stage II) 75,576 100 75,576

Total $ 147,586 87 % $ 128,529
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(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion
protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $56,324 and the bare steel system
is $15,489, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
pollution control is 73%.

(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control
facility” defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities
which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 87%.
6. Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $147,586 with 87% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3929,
Mary Lou Perry:ew

(503) 229-5731
May 12, 1993



Application No. TC-3930

State of Oregon
. Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Chevron USA, Inc,
2410 Camino Ramon
San Ramon, CA 94583

The applicant owns and operates a retail service station at 9150 SE Division, Portland OR,
facility no. 1159. ‘ :

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also-included related air quality Stage 1T vapor

recovery piping.
Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in- this application are four double wall
fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment basins, tank monitor, turbine leak detectors,
overfill alarm, sumps, automatic shutoff valves and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $ 180,869
(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 was substantially completed on June 2, 1991 and placed into operation on
June 3, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
December 16, 1992, within two years of the completion date. The application was
determined complete and filed on May 27, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility",
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases. "
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Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of four steel tanks and
piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection
equipment, :

To respond to Air Quality regulations under CAR 340-22-400 - 403 and Underground
Storage Tank requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Double wall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps, overfill alarm and
automatic shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - Tank monitor and turbine leak detectors.
The applicant also installed Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the appiicant ($180,869) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

. - Eligible Cost Findings

In deterinining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution control
objective,
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The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation,

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

~ 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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost ~ Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
~ Double wall fiberglass tanks &
piping $ 50,952 48 % (1) $ 24,457
Spill & Overfill Prevention: :
Spill containment basins 1,408 100 1,408
Sumps 6,183 100 6,133
Automatic shutoff valves 3,440 100 3,440
Leak Detection:
Tank monitor (includes overfill alarm) 8,500 90 (2) 7,650
Turbine leak detectors 2,570 100 2,570
Stage II vapor recovery 3,200 100 3,200
Labor & materials 104,616 100 104,616
Total $ 180,869 85 % $ 153,524
The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion

(1

protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $50,952 and the bare steel system
is $24,629, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
pollution control is 48%.
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(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a

determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control

facility” defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities
which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 85%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $180,869 with 85% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3930.

Barbara Anderson:ew
(503) 229-5870
May 27, 1993



Application No. TC-3931

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Chevron USA, Inc
2410 Camino Ramon
San Ramon, CA 94583

The applicant owns and operates a retail service station at 1260 NW Frontage Rd.,
Troutdale OR, facility no. 1064.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage I vapor
recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four double wall
fiberglass clad underground storage tanks, double wall fiberglass piping, spill containment,
overfill prevention, leak detection and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $ 146,517
{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 was substantially completed on July 31, 1991 and placed into operation on
August 1, 1991, The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
December 16, 1992, within two years of the completion date. The application was
determined complete and filed on April 30, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility",
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”




Application No. TC-3931
Page 2

Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of four steel tanks and
piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection
equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and Underground
Storage Tank requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Double wall fiberglass clad steel tanks and double wall
fiberglass piping.

2) For spill and overtill prevention - Spill containment baSins, sumps, overfill atarm and
automatic shutoff valves. :

3) For leak detection - Tank monitor and turbine leak detectors.

The applicant also installed Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are

current,

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($146,517) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.
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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.

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined by
using. these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible _
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Double wall fiberglass clad tanks &
fiberglass piping $ 56,839 51 %(1) $ 28,988
Spill & Overfill Prevention: ‘ .
Spill containment basins 1,400 100 1,400
Sumps 7,229 100 7,229
Automatic shutoff valves ‘ 3,440 100 3,440
Leak Detection:
Tank monitor (includes overfill alarm) 8,500 90 (2) 7,650
Turbine leak detectors 2,570 100 2,570
Stage II vapor recovery 2,600 100 2,600
Labor & material ‘ 63,939 100 63,939
Total $ 146,517 80 % $ 117,816
The Department has determined the percent allocabie on the cost of a corrosion

protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $56,839 and the bare steel system
is $27,732, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
pollution control is 51%.
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(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control
facility" defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities
which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $146,517 with 80% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3931.

Barbara Anderson:ew
(503) 229-5870
June 2, 1993



Application No. TC-3932

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Chevron USA, Inc.
2410 Camino Ramon
San Ramon, CA 94583

The applicant owns and operates a service station at 4224 NE 122 Ave., Portland OR
97230, facility no. 1002.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage I vapor
recovery equipment and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are the installation of
four double wall fiberglass underground storage tanks, double wall fiberglass piping, spiil
containment basins, overfill prevention and leak detection.

Claimed facility cost $ 150,140
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

Percent allocable to pollution control ' 100%

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on August 31, 1992 and placed into operation
on September 1, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on December 16, 1992, within two years of the completion date. The application was
determined complete and filed on April 30, 1993.
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4. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility",
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

Prior to the installation of polution control, the facility consisted of four bare steel
underground storage tanks with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill
prevention or leak detection equipment. These tanks were removed.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and Underground
Storage Tank requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Fiberglass tanks & piping.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins and float vent valves.
3) For leak detection - In tank gauges and turbine leak detectors.

The applicant also installed Stage 1 vapor recovery equipment and Stage II vapor
recovery piping.

The applicant reported that soil testing was performed at the time of tank removal and
contamination was found. Cleanup is ongoing.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

The Department concludes that all of the costs claimed by the applicant ($150,140) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or usable
commodity.
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2) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility.

There is no annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control. '

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Fiberglass tanks & piping $ 53,883 71 % (1) $ 38,257
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,609 100 1,609
Float vent valves 284 100 284
Leak Detection: :
In tank gauges 8,500 %0 (2) 7,650
Turbine leak detectors 2,570 100 - 2,570
Labor & materials (Includes Stage 1
& Stage II vapor recovery
piping) 83,294 100 83,294

Total $ 150,140 89 % $ 133,604
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(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion
protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $53,883 and the bare steel system
is $15,473, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
poilution control is 71%.

(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocabie to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control
facility” defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities
which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 89%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $150,140 with 89% allocated to poilution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3932.

Mary Lou Perry:ew
(503) 229-5731
May 14, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Darigold, Inc.

Consumer Products Division
635 Elliott Ave. W.
Seattle, WA. 9811°

The applicant owns and operates a facility that processes
and distributes milk and cultured milk products in Portland,
Oregon..

An application was made for a tax credit for a water
pollution control facility.

Description of Facility

The applicant is requesting a tax credit for a water
pollution control system designed to treat and monitor the
pPH of its process wastewater. The estimated useful life of
the system is 10 years. :

Darigold discharges process wastewater containing pollutants
into the City of Portland's sanitary sewer system. The
discharge of this wastewater 1s regulated under Wastewater
Discharge Permit Number 405-002, issued by the City in June
1990 to Darigold. Under Schedule D of the permit, the
applicant has been required to install a continuous pH
monitoring system so that the wastewater can be pretreated
for adjustment of the pH level prior to discharge into the
sanitary sewer.

Since the Darigold plant covers a large area and includes
several process wastewater discharges from different
production areas, the pH monitoring system for the facility
is somewhat complex. 1In the first part of the pH monitoring
system, the floor drains from the cottage cheese kitchen,
the milk processing plant, the ice cream production area,
and wastewater from the CIP (clean in place} systems in the
plant basement and receiving areas are piped into a bulk

MAY 2 0 o83,
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surge tank located in the plant basement. The bulk surge
tank serves only as a collection point for the process
wastewater, and no pH adjustments are made in the tank.
Next, the wastewater is pumped from the bulk surge tank into
the bulk storage tank located outside the production area.

The bulk storage tank has a control cabinet located at its
easterly end with a pH controller, a chart recorder, a
circulating pump, a pH probe, a level control, an
electrically controlled dump valve, and a manually
controllable gate valve. Ih addition, the storage tank has
a manually controlled chemical buffer treatment pump located
at its westerly end. If necessary, the controls on the bulk
tank can be operated manually for proper pH adjustment.

The bulk storage tank receives and treats a large quantity
of Darigold's process wastewater. The contents of the tank
are monitored automatically by the pH controller so that the
wastewater is released from the tank when the pH is
determined to be within acceptable limits. The pH
controller automatically closes the drain valve on the tank
when the pH is not measured at an acceptable limit, or the
level of wastewater in the tank is too low. Buffers, stored
in 275-gallon portable tanks, are added manually to the
process wastewater to adjust the pH when needed prior to
discharge from the bulk storage tank intc the collection
system.

The second part of the pH monitoring system includes manual
adjustment of wastewaters prior to their discharge into the
sanitary sewer. Floor drains collect the wastewater
discharged from process and/or washing activities from the
bottling area, the receiving area, the silo room, the boiler
room, and the plant basement. These drains are directly
connected to the plant collection system. Darigold
employees check and manually adjust the pH of these
wastewaters before their release into the floor drain.
Further, an oil/water separator has been installed at the
end of the empty case dock at the plant to treat wastewaters
generated by truck washing activities. The pH of the
wastewater leaving the oil/water separator is checked and
manually adjusted prior to discharge into the collection
systen.

The third part of the Darigold pH monitoring and treatment
system includes the pH monitoring station that is located
adjacent to the bulk storage tank. This station
continuously monitors the pH of all of the wastewater
leaving the plant's collection system and entering the
City's sanitary sewer. Samples of the wastewater are pumped
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to the station and monitored for limits. The pH station
contains two chart recorders that record pH on both a 24-
hour and a monthly basis, and a pH controller that provides
a continuous reading of the pH and has an alarm set point.

The pH monitoring station continuously samples the
wastewater discharged from Darigold, and an alarm is sounded
throughout the plant when the pH is not within acceptable
levels. Immediate action by plant personnel is required to
correct any problem detected by the monitoring system.

The claimed pollution control facility consists of the
following equipment:

" (1) the pH monitoring station, constructed from a wood
" storage shed package, to contain the monitoring
equipment;

(2) two chemical pumps located at the bulk storage tank
for circulation and buffer addition;

(3) two pH controllers, with one located at the pH
monitoring station and the other located at the bulk.

storage tank;

(4) three pH recorders, with two (a 24-hour and a
monthly) located at the pH monitoring station and the
other located at the bulk storage tank;

(5) a submersible pump that pumps wastewater from the
sanitary sewer into the pH monitoring station;

(6) a stainless steel trench that connects the cottage
cheese kitchen with the floor drain system and
ultimately the bulk surge tank;

(7) a concrete containment wall built around the bulk
storage tank for containment and support;

(8) two portable storage tanks, each with a capacity
for holding 275 gallons, for containment of pH buffers;

and
(9) the oil/water separator.
Claimed Faciiity Cost: $46,591.00

An Accountant's Certification was provided to support the
claimed facility cost.
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Procedural Regquirements

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

The facility met statutory deadlines in that construction of
the facility was substantially completed on July 31, 1992,
and the application for certification was found to be
complete on May 19, 1993, within 2 years of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose
of the facility is to comply with a reguirement imposed
by the Department to prevent water pollution.

The City of Portland is required to administer a
pretreatment program to satisfy conditions of its
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit, which is issued by the Department. The NPDES
program was established to achieve goals outlined in
the federal Clean Water Act. The two primary goals
outlined in the Act were the elimination of pollutant
discharges by 1985 and the achievement of an interim
water quality level that would protect fish, shellfish,
and wildlife while providing for recreation in and on
the water wherever attainable. Towards satisfying
these goals, the Department has established a series of
water quality standards outlined in Division 41 of
Chapter 340 of the OAR. Specifically, OAR 340-41-445
(2) (d) states that ph values shall not fall outside the
ranges of 6.5 to 8.5 within the Willamette Basin,
except for pH values for the Columbia River, which are
limited to 7.0 to 8.5. The City of Portland required
that Darigold install pollution controls for its
wastewater discharge in response to the City's
commitments under its Department~issued NPDES permit
and, in general, the requirements of the Clean Water
Act.

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:
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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
pH monitoring equipment was installed to allow for
pretreatment of the process wastewaters that are

discharged from Darigold into the City's sanitary

sewer. No waste products are recovered or
converted for sale or use in this process.

The percent alldécable determined by using this.
factor would be 100%. '

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

As noted above, the facility does not recover or
convert waste products into a salable or usable
commodity, and no income is derived from the
cperation of the water pollution control system.
Therefore, the estimated annual percent return on
the investment is zero.

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

The applicant indicated that another system was
considered that was designed for dairy/food
applications and completely treated all the
process wastewater from the plant. The wastewater
treatment system would adjust the pH of the
discharge as well as achieve BOD/COD reduction.
The cost of this system was $393,550.00. The
system provided additional treatment of the
wastewater beyond the level required by the
Darigold permit for discharging into the sanitary
sewer. The applicant chose instead to investigate
the operations at the plant and determine the best
means of adjusting the pH levels within the
process wastewater prior to discharge. Using
equipment to document the pH and pretreat the
wastewater (if needed) proved to be much less
costly than the purchase and installation of the
wastewater treatment system.

1 amers




4)

5)

Application No. 3962
Page 6 of 7

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 or increase in costs as a
result of the facility modification. The average
annual cost for operating the pH monitoring system
has been estimated by Darigold staff to be
$13,778.00.

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
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 tax credit certification
in that the principal purpose of the facility is to
comply with a requirement imposed by the Department to
prevent water pollution.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules, and
the conditions of the City of Portland's Industrial
Wastewater Discharge Permit, Number 405-002. :

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly

allocable to pollution control is 100%.
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6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$46,591.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be

issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. TC=~3962.

Pamela Fink:PLF
TC-3962

(503) 229-6385 (x248)
May 19, 1993




Application No. TC-3967

State of Oregon
\ Department of Environmental Quality

RECLAIMED -PLASTIC TAX CREDIT
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Northern Engineering & Plastics Corp.
Northern Plastics Company

1902 New Butler Road

New Castle, PA 16120

The applicant owns and operates a plastic manufacturing
facility at Portland, Oregon.

Application was made for Reclaimed Plastic Tax Credit.

Description of Equipment, Machinery or Personal Property

Claimed Investment Cost: $6,270.21 consisting of:
General Hydraulics Baler, Model 6030 for the packaging of
waste plastic from a manufacturing process. The waste
plastic is baled and sold to other companies for use in
manufacture of reclaimed plastic products.

A set of invoices was provided.

Procedural Requirements

The investment is governed by ORS 468.925 through 468.965,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 17.

The investment met all statutory deadlines in that:
a. The request for preliminary certification was filed

January 26, 1993. The 30-day prior notice reguirement
was waived on January 26, 1993.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved

on January 26, 1993, before the application for final
certification was made.

C. The investment was made on February 4, 1993, prior to
June 30, 1995.
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The request for final certification was submitted on
April 14, 1993 and was filed complete on May 7, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

The investment is eligible because the equipment is
necessary to process reclaimed plastic.

a.
bl

1)

2)

3)
Summation

Allocable Cost Findings

In determining the portion of the investment costs
properly allocable to reclaiming and recycling plastic
material, the following factors from ORS 468.960 have
been considered and analyzed as indicated:

The extent to which the claimed collection,
transportation, processing or manufacturing
process is used to convert reclaimed plastic into
a salable or usable commodity.

This factor is applicable because the sole
purpose of this baler is to package recyclable
plastic waste for resale to other plastic
companies.

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

The applicant indicated that they knew of no
alternative method which is as economical and
effective to handle the recyclable plastic for
resale.

Any other factors which are relevant in .
establishing the portion of the actual cost of the
investment properly allocable to the collection,

‘transportation or processing of reclaimed plastic

or to the manufacture of a reclaimed plastic
product.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the investment
properly allocable to reclaiming and recycling
plastic material.

The actual cost of the investment properly allocable to
processing reclaimed plastic as determined by using
these factors is 100%. :

AR e



Application No. TC-3967

Page 3

a. The investment was made in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

b. The investment is eligible for final tax credit
certification in that the equipment is necessary to
process reclaimed plastic.

c. The qualifying business complies with DEQ statutes and
rules. :

d. .The portion of the investment cost that is properly
allocable to reclaiming and recycling plastic is 100%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Reclaimed Plastic Tax Credit Certificate bearing the cost of
$6,270.21 with 100% allocated to reclaiming plastic
material, be issued for the investment claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-3967.

WRB:wrb

wp5l\tax\tc3967.sta
{503) 229-5934

June 10,

1993




Application No. TC-4004

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Carl Biveng Automotive
2530 NE Second Street
Bend, Oregon 97701

The applicant owns and operates an automotive repair
establishment in Bend, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is leased by the applicant.
Applicant has provided authorization from the lessor to
receilve tax credit certification. ’

Description of Facility

Facility is a machine which removes and cleans auto air
conditioner coolant. The machine is gself contained and
includes pumps, tubing, wvalves and filters which rid the
spent coolant of o0il, excess air, water, acids and
contaminant particles.

The appliéant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be three years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $2,785.00
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Reguirements.

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

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on May 12, 1992. The facility was placed into operation
on May 12, 1992. The application for final certification
‘was submitted to the Department on March 5, 1993, within
two years of subsgtantial completion of the facility. The
application wasg found to be complete on June 14, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department, to reduce air
pollution. This reduction is accomplished by
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capturing and/or recycling air contaminants, as
defined in ORS 468.275. The requirement is to
comply with ORS 468.612-621 and OAR 340-22-410 to
415.

Eligible equipment must be certified by Underwriters
Laboratory (UL) as meeting the requirements and
specifications of UL1963 and the Society of
Automotive Engineers (SAE} standards, J1990 and
J1991, or other requirements and specifications
determined by the Department as being equivalent.
The facility meets these reguirements.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the 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 1s used to
recover and convert waste products intoc a
salable oxr usable commodity.

The recovery and recycling machine serves two
purposes. It prevents the release of spent
auto A/C coolant to the environment, thereby
meeting Department regulations requiring
capture of this air contaminant. Second, it
provides a means to recover and clean waste
coolant for reuse as an auto A/C coolant.

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

The percent return on investment from facility
use was calculated using coclant cost and
retrieval rate data from the applicant and
generic cost of facility operations estimated
by the Department.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the cost
to applicant of virgin coolant at $10.00/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of 50 pounds.

In estimating the operating costs for use of
the recovery and recycling machine, the
Department developed a standardized methodology
which consgsiders the following: factors:
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Electricity consumption of machine
Additional labor to operate machine
Machine maintenance costs
Depreciation of machine

0000

Based on these considerations, the applicant
egtimated the return on investment to be lesgs
than zero, in that machine operating costs
exceeded income from the use of the machine.

The alternative methods, egquipment and costs
for achieving the same pollution control
obijective.

The applicant chose an accepted method for
preventing the release of automobile air
conditioning coolant into the atmosphere.

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

There are savings from the facility to recover
and reuse coolant. The applicant may use the
recycled coolant in customer vehicleg. In this
case the savings are tied to the displaced cost
of virgin coolant. Alternately, the applicant
could sell the coolant to a second shop where
the coolant is used. In this case the savings
to the applicant are tied to the sales price of
recycled coolant. :

However, for this applicant increases in
business operations and maintenance costs
exceeded facility savings. These cost
egstimates are discussed in 2) above.

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
egtablishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to preventicn, control or
reduction of pollution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution control as determined by u81ng these factors is
100%.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit
certification in that the principal purpose .©of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

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 $2,785.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be

issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application

No. TC-4004,. ‘

BKF :AQ
MISC\AH71774A

June 15,

1983



Application No. T-4013

STATE OF OREGON
Department of Eavironmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

3.

Applicant

Gregham Transfer
12008 N. E. Inverness Drive
Portland, Oregon 97220

The applicant owns and operates a trucking company which transports bulk
commodities. Application was made for tax credit for a solid waste
pollution control fa0111ty.

Description of Facility

The facility is a vacuum and storage hopper system to recover and store
residue from bulk trailers after product delivery. All bulk material
recovered is returned to the original generator so it can be used for its
intended purpose. The vacuum system replaced a wet wash system which
resulted in loss of material and a potential waste disposal problem.

Claimed facility cost: § 5,112.00
Copies of invoices were 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. Installation of the facility was started on Sepﬁember, 26, 1993.
. b. The facility was placed into operation on June 1, 1992.

c. The application for tax credit was submitted to the Department on
March 16, 1993, within two years of pubstantial completion of the
facility.

d. The application was found to be technically complete and was filed

on May 5, 1993,
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4. Evaluation of Application

The faclllty is eligible because the sole purpecse of the claimed
facility is to reduce a substantial quantity of sclid waste through
recycling.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

1)

2)

3)

4)

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

This factor is applicable because the material processed by
the facility is recovered and returned to the manufacture for
reuse as a commodity.

The percent allocable by using this factor would be 100%.

The egstimated annual gercent return on the investment in the
facility.

The applicant is recovering residue of bulk dry commodities
from bulk transport trailers. The recovered material is
returned, at no charge, to the manufacture for reuse. There
is no income from the recovery of this material. The cost of
operation of the vacuum system is equivalent to the cost of a
wet wash system which would not allow recovery of the dry
powders. The pollution control facility was not c¢onsidered to
be an integral part of the applicant's business. The average
annual cash flow for this activity is negative and this
activity is subsidized by other business activities. As a
result, wusing Table 1, OAR 340-16-030, the return on
investment is 0% and the percent allocable is 100%.

The alternative methods, eggigggnt, and costs for achieving
the gsame polliution control cbijective. -

The applicant has not' identified and is not aware of
alternative methods for achieving the same material recovery
objective. It is the Department's determination that the
propesed facility is an acceptable method of achieving the
material recovery objective.

Any related savings or decrease in costs which occur or may
occur ag a result of the installation of the facility.

There are no savings a88001ated with the purchase or use of
this facility.
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5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cogt of the facility properly allocable
to the prevention, control or reduction of air, water, or

noise pollution gr scolid or hazardgus waste, or to recycle or
properly disposge of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the
actual cost of the facility properly alleocable to material
recovery from solid waste.

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

5. Summation

a.

b.

(=39

d.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the
sole purpose of the faclility is to reduce a substantial gquantity of
solid waste through recycling.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and permit conditicns.

The porticon of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution contrel is 100%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility certificate bearing the cost of $5,112.00 with 100% allocable to
pollution control bhe issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-4013.

WRB:wrb

wp51\tax\tc4013RR.STA
(503)229-5934

June 10,

1993




Application No. TC-4026

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

L.

Applicant

Leathers Qil Co.
22300 SE Stark
Gresham, OR 97030

The applicant owns and operates a retail station and cardlock at 1202 Oregon Ave., Burns
OR, facility no, 3223.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are monitoring wells and
an oil/water separator,

Claimed facility cost $ 32,009
(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 was substantially completed on October 1, 1992 and placed into operation
on October 1, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on April 9, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application was
determined complete and filed on June 14, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility", defined
in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will be used
to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

Prior to-the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of four bare steel tanks
and piping: with no corrosion' protection and no spill and overfill prevennon or leak
detection equipment. '
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To respond to requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For leak detection - Monitoring wells.

The applicant also installed an oil/wate;' separator.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are

current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($32,009) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to-pollution control.
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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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible

Facility Percent Amount

Cost Allocable Allocable
Leak Detection:
Monitoﬂng wells ' $ 2,423 100 % $ 2,423
QOil/Water separator | 23,294 100 23,294
Labor & materials 6,292 100 6,292

Total $ 32,009 100 % $ 32,009

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility"”
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which w111
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

¢. The facility complies w1th 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 $32,009 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4026.
Barbara Anderson:ew

(503) 229-5870
May 24, 1993




Application No. TC-4027

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Leathers Oil Co.
22300 SE Stark
Gresham, OR 97030

The applicant owns and operates a retail station at 801 W. 3rd, Prineville OR, facility no.
4288.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are monitoring wells.

Claimed facility cost $ 18,107
(Documentation of cost was provided)

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantiaily completed on September 1, 1991 and placed into operation
on September 1, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on April 9, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application was
determined complete and filed on June 14, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility”, defined

" in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will be used
to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."
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Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of three bare steel tanks
and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention or leak
detection equipment. '
To respond to requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For leak detection - Monitoring wells.

Based on information curfently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are

current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($18,107) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468, 155.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were.considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.
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5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible .
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Leak Detection:
Monitoring wells $ 16,907 100 % $ 16,907
Labor & materials 1,200 100 1,200
Total $ 18,107 100 % $ 18,107

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility”
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

c. The facﬂity 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 $18,107 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4027.
Barbara Anderson:ew | |

(503) 229-5870
 May 24, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPCRT

1. Applicant

RKM, Inc.
5360 Anaconda Drive
Salem, Oregon 97310

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Mariom
County, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a 22' x 132° x l44',
pole construction, metal clad, grass seed straw storage shed, located
at 10814 Silver Falls Highway 5., Aumsville, Oregon. The land and
buildings are owned by the applicant.

Claimed facility cost: §86,446
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

3. Description of farm operation plan to reduce open field burning.

The applicant has 145 acres of perennial grass seed under
cultivation. He alsc listed seven neighbor growers with 580 acres of
perennial grass seed under cultivation. The applicant and his
neighbors open field burned as much of their acreage as the weather
and smoke management program permitted through the 1990 season.

The applicant and neighbors began contracting with a custom baler to
remove the straw in lieu of open field burning beginning with the
1991 season. The applicant and neighbors gave the straw to the
custom baler for 'the straw removal services.

The custom baler advised the applicant and his neighbors that to
ensure prompt and timely removal of the straw they would need to
provide storage for the straw to protect it from the weather. The
applicant and neighbors determined that one storage facility would be
more economical than eight smaller buildings. Therefore, the
applicant built the facility to accommodate his straw and the
neighbor's straw.
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4, Procedursl Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468,190, and by CAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The facility has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Construction of the facility was substantially completed on

August 19, 1992. The application for final certification was found
to be complete on May 5, 1993. The application was submitted within
two years of substantial completion of the facility.

5. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the facility is
an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A4.005; by reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required in
OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollution
control facility®, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(£f))A): "Equipment,
facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing,
handling, storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or
strav based products which will result in reduction of open field
burning."®

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 promotes the conversion of a waste product
(straw) into a salable commodity by providing protection from
the inclement weather.

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

The actual cost of claimed facility ($86,446) divided by the
average annual cash flow ($11,150) equals a return on
investment factor of 7.753. Using Table 1 of OAR 340-16-030
for a life of 320 years, the annual percent return on
investment is 12.5Z. Using the annual percent return of
12.5% and the reference annual percent return of 17%Z, 267 is
allocable to pollution control.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution contrel chjective.
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The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air
pollution. The method is one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pellution.

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.

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 pollution.

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 26Z.

6. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines. '

b. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 468A.005.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 267.

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $86,446, with 267 allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4030.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resocurces Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 378-6792

ib:bm4030
‘May 6, 1993




Application No. TC-4031

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPCRT

Applicant

Chevron U.S8.A., Inc.

Chevron U.S.A. Products Company
2410 Camine Ramon

San Ramon, California 94583

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
gervice gtation in Wilscnville, Oregon.

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

Desgscription of Facility

The claimed facility is a stage II vapor recovery balance
type system. The applicant documented cosgte for OPW 211V
nozzles, vapor control hoses, retrofit kits, breakaway
safety valves, additional miscellaneous equipment, and
ingtallation. Costs are also claimed for the
ingtaliation of underground vapor control piping. The
facility prevents the escape of gasgcline vapors into the
atmogsphere. The facility reduces the emissions of
gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: ' $42,035.02

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:

Construction and ingtallation of the facility was
substantially completed con March 4, 1992. The facility
wag placed into operation on March 5, 1992. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 16, 1993, within two years of
subgtantial completicn of the facility. The application
wags found to be complete on May 10, 1893.
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Evaluation of Applicaticn

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasocline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspecticns will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for polluticn
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasocline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automcbile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gascoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
ig dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gascline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would ctherwise
egscape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings

' In determining the percent of the pollution control

facility cost allocable to pollution control, the

-
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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
galable or usable commodity.

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasolineé. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

The estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility. :

The applicant indicates in the application
there 1s no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline wvapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

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
pollutiomn.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
poliution.
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The actual cost of the facllity 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 Department to reduce air pollution.

C. The facility complies with Department rules.

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

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $42,035.02 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility c¢laimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4031.

BKF:aq
MISC\AH71769A



Application No. TC-4036

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

I.

Applicant

Chevron USA, Inc
2410 Camino Ramon
San Ramon, CA 94583

The applicant owns and operates a retail service station at 1111 Mohawk Blvd., Springfield
OR, facility no. 1053.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water poilution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage II vapor
recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four double wall
fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment basins, tank monitor, turbine leak detectors,
overfill alarm, automatic shutoff valves, sumps and Stage 1I vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $ 192,692 *
{Accountant’s certification was provided) '

* The Department concludes that the eligible facility cost for the project is $187,692. This
represents a difference of $5,000 from the applicant’s claimed cost of $192,692 due to
a determination by the Department that the cost of conversion to natural gas is not
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Procedural Reguirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on November 23, 1992 and placed into operation
on November 24, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on April 16, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application
was determined complete and filed on June 2, 1993.

4= mrmme-
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"4, Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility”,
defined in QAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of five steel tanks and
piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection
equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and Underground
Storage Tank requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Double wall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps, overfill alarm and
automatic shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - Tank monitor and turbine leak detectors.
The applicant also installed Stage Il vapor recovery piping.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

b. Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross:
annual income: from- the facility, |
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.3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution control
objective. '

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table,

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
. Double wall fiberglass tanks &
piping $ 61,054 51 %) $ 31,138
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,439 100 1,439
Sumps 12,244 100 12,244
Automatic shutoff valves ' 3,303 100 3,303
Leak Detection:
Tank monitor 15,500 90 (2) 13,950
Turbine leak detectors 3,100 100 3,100
Stage II vapor recovery 2,750 100 2,750
Labor & material 88,302 100 88,302

Total $ 187,692 83 % $ 156,226
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(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion
protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $61,054 and the bare steel system
is $29,865, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
pollution control is 51%.

(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control
facility" defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities
which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 83%.
6. Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $187,692 with 83% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4036.
Barbara Anderson:ew

(503) 229-5870
June 11, 1993



Application No. TC-4037

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Chevron U.S.A., Inc.

Chevron U.S.A. Products Company
2410 Camino Ramon

San Ramon, California 94583

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
service station in Troutdale, Oregon.

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

Degcripticn of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for OPW 211V nozzles, vapor control hoses,
adapters, additional miscellaneous equipment, and
installation. The facility reduces the emissions of
gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. '

Claimed Facility Cost: $15,045.36
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 deadlineg in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on November 30, 1992. The
facility was placed intc operation on December 1, 1992.
The application for final certification was received by
the Department on April 16, 1993, within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
egcape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. ‘Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Insgpecticns will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Staticns
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.3%5 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pellution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automcbile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pregsure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gascline.
The vapor recovered 1s vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank.and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

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
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considered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

The extent to which the facility is used to
recover and convert waste products intoc a
galable or ugable commodity.

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consgisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicateg in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allccable t£to the
prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pellution 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 reguirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to polluticon contrel is 100%.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $15,045.36 with 100% allocated to pollution centrol,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4037.

BKF:aq
MISC\AH71769B



Application No. TC-4053

State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Roger Neuschwander
31983 Harris Drive
Harrisburg, Oregon 97446

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn
County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control
equipment.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is a used John Deere
flail mower, model 27, located at 31983 Harris Drive, Harrisburg,
Oregon. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimed equipment cost: §3,200
(The applicant provided copies of the retail purchase order.)

3. Description of farm operation plan to reduce open field burning

The applicant has 576 perennial and 199 annual grass seed acres under
cultivation. The applicant has gradually reduced his open field
burning acreage to less than 200 acres annually.

In annual grass seed fields the applicant plows the straw residue
under. In perennial grass seed fields the applicant has the straw
removed by baling.

The applicant purchased the flail mower to chop the straw on annual
fields so that it decomposes more efficiently and the field can be
ploved without plugging the plow with the long straw. The applicant
also chops the stubble in baled perennial grass seed fields to help
cleanse the field and stimulate regrowth.

4, Procedural Requirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by QAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on April 15,
1993, The application was submitted on May 3, 1993, and the
application for final certification was found to be complete on
May 21, 1993. The application was submitted within two years of
substantial purchase of the equipment. )
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Evaluation of Application

a. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment
is an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pellution., This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required in
OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollution
control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)(A):

"Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying,
processing, handling, storing, transporting and incorporating
grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning."

b. 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 considered and analyzed as indicated:

L. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and
convert waste products into a salable or usable commodity.

The equipment promotes the conversion of a waste product
(straw) into a usable commodity by providing the means to
chop straw which assists decomposition and stimulates
regrowth.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
equipment.

There is nc annual percent return on the investment as
applicant claims no gross annual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same pollution contrel cbjective,

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air
pollution. The method is one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pollution.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the purchase of the equipment.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
equipment. :

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

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

6. Summation

a. The equipment was purchased in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines. :

b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
.alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 468A.005.

¢c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to
peliution control is 100%.

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Contrel
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $3,200, with 1007 allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the equipment claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4033.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 378-6792

jb:bm4053
May 21, 1993




Application No. TC-4054

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

| 1. Appli.cant

J. C. Jones Qil Company, Inc.
PO Box 429
Salem, OR 97308 .

The applicant owns and operates a service station at 508 NE Santiam Hwy., Mill City OR,
facility no. 5179.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are epoxy tank lining
and spill containment basins on three USTs.

Claimed facility cost ' $ 22,332
{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 was substantially completed on December 16, 1992 and placed into operation
on December 16, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on May 3, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application
was determined complete and filed on June 14, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility", defined
in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will be used
to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”
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Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of five steel tanks and
piping (three holding motor fuel, one empty and one used oil) with no corrosion
protection and.no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection equipment,

To respond to requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Epoxy tank lining.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are

current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($22,332) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that tank replacement was considered. The methods chosen
are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result of the
installation of the facility.
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The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility =~ Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Epoxy tank lining (includes labor) $ 21,432 100 % $ 21,432
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 900 100 900
Total $ 22,332 100 % $ 22,332

5. Summation

C.

d.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the

claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility"
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."”

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 $22,332 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4054.

Barbara Anderson:ew
(503) 229-5870
May 12, 1993




Application No. TC-4055

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

J. C. Jones Qil Company, Inc.
PO Box 429
Salem, OR 97308

The applicant owns and 6perates a bulk fuel plant at 650 15th St. SE, Salem OR, facility
no. 8921.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are secondary
containment for seven aboveground storage tanks.

Claimed facility cost 7 $ 10,694
(Documentation of cost was provided)

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on December 17, 1992 and placed into operation
on December 17, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on May 3, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application
was determined complete and filed on June 14, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent pollution of
soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing releases into soil or water. The
facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g):
"Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter or prevent
spills or unauthorized releases."
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In accordance with federal law, the applicant installed secondary containment.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with federal law
in that a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan is on file at the

facility.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($10,694) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant also considered a fiberglass seal over area covered by concrete. The
methods chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of pollution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Secondary Containment:
Labor & materials $ 10,694 100 % $ 10,694
Total $ 10,694 100 % $ 10,694

Summation

a.

C.

d.

The facility was constructed in accordance with ail regulatory requirements.

The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the sole purpose of the claimed
facility is to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing
releases in soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility” defined
in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will be used
to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $10,694 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4055.

Barbara Anderson:ew
(503) 229-5870
May 24, 1993




Application No. TC-4058

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Reoad

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The applicant owng and operates a gasoline sales and
service station in Portland, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
contrel facility. '

Description of Facility

.The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneocus
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost.: $12,789.00

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 deadiines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on April 4, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 4, 1992. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 28, 1993 within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is 1in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensgsing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
registance toc flow of vapor within the stage II
gystem is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for polliution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gascline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gascline forms a tight seal on the
£fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoliine tank due
to the additicnal volume of the added fuel. Thisg
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
ig dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additicnal volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liguid gascline.
The vapor recovered 1s vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the poilution control
facility cost allocable to peollution contrcl, the

following factors from ORS 468.190 have been
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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.

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered 1s of an insignificant economic.
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there isg no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor contrel balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocakle to the
prevention, contrcl or reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establicshing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.
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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 Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department 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 $12,789.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4058.

BKF:aq
MISC\AH71769C



Application No. TC-4059

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
gservice station in Portland, Oregon.

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

Degcription of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additiconal misgcellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $14,841.00
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:

Construction and installation of the facility was
subsgstantially completed on March 21, 19%92. The facility
was placed into operation on March 21, 19%2. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 28, 1993, within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
wag found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors intc the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspecticons will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gascline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
£ill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automecbile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank hag already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would ctherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasocline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent cf the pollution control
facility cost allocable to pollution control, the
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following factorg 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 usgable commodity.

A portion of the waste product ig converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Deépartment that the volume of gasoline
recovered ig of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage ITI vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were 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
pollution. ’

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
peollution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
peollution 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 reguirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

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

6. Directoxr’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of 514,841 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
igssued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. TC-4059. ‘ |

BKF:aqg
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Application No. TC-4060

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

‘The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
service station in Beaverton, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. '

Claimed Facility Cost: $15,404.00

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:

Construction and installaticon of the facility was
substantially completed on April 9, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 9, 1992. The
application for final certification was submitted to the
Department on April 28, 1992 within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
wag found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmcsphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department .approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasocline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already '
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

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
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congidered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. ‘It is the peosition of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
invegtment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance gystemg reduce
the emissions of gascline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no gavings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

Any other factors which are relevant in
egtablishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allccable to the
prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pellution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution control as determined by using thege 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 in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The faCility complies with Department rules.

d. The portibn of the facility cost that is properly

allocable to pollution control is 100%.
Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $15,404.00 with 100% allocated to pollution controcl,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4060.
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Application No. TC-4061

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Rocad

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
service station in Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles {model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $15,647.00
Accountant’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Reguirementg

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

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on April 29, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 29, 1%92. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 28, 1993 within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

. The applicant installed Department approved vapor

recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
£ill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the gpout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increage created in the automcbile gascline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is digpensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank. has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of ligquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the autcmobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution control

facility cost allocabkle to pollution control, the
following factorg from CRS 468.150 have been
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considered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

4)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasocline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume- of gasoline
recovered ig of an insignificant economic
benefit,

The estimated annual percent return on the
invegtment in the facility.

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

The alternative methods, eguipment and costs
for achieving the same pclliution control
obiective.

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

Any related savings or increase in costs which
oCcCcur or may occur as a result of the
ingtallation of the facility.

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

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
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
egtabligshing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial guantity of air
pollution.
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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 in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pellution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

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

Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $15,647.00 with 100% allocated to peollution control,

‘be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit

Application No. TC-4061.
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Application No. TC-4062

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
gervice gtation in Gresham, Oregon.

Application was made for tax c¢redit for an air pollution
control facility.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles. (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: . $16,008.00

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on May 1, 1992. The facility was
placed into operation on May 1, 1992. The application
for final certification was received by the Department on
April 28, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility. The application was found to
be .complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpcse of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
egcape of gasoline vapore into the atmosphere. This
igs in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.,005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gascline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II 7
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
contrel facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the gpout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapcrs. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the autcmecbile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution contrcl

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

1)

5)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered 1s of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline wvapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costsg as a result of the
facility modificaticn.

Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cogt of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.
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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 teo comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

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

6. Directox’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Faclility Certificate bearing the cost
of $16,008.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4062.
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Application No. TC-4063

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company .

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The: applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
service station 1in Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The ciaimed facility i1s an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
R4015), vapor control hoses, retrofit kits, breakaway
safety valves, additional miscellaneous equipment, and
installation. The facility reduces the emissions of
gasoline vapors into the atmogsphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: ' $21,054.00

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:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on April 5, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 5, 1992. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 28, 1993 within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The applicatiocon
was found to be compliete on June 10, 1993.
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"Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service staticns will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspectionsg will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. Ag the spout
dispenses gasoline there 1s a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gascline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
ig dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gascline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherxwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing ncozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the peollution control

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

1)

2)

The extent to which the facility is used to
recover and convert waste products into a

" gsalable or usable commodity.

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered 1s of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

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
pollution. '

There are no other factors toc consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocabkle to
pollution control as determined by using thege 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 Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to peollution contrxol is 100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $21,054.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4063.
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Application No. TC-4064

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road -
Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
service gtation in Beaverton, Oregon.

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

Desgcription of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), wvapor control hosesg, retrofit kits, breakaway
gafety valves, additional miscellaneous equipment, and
installation. The facility reduces the emissions of
gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $22,406.00
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:

Construction and installation of the facility was
gubstantially completed on April 5, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 5, 1992. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 28, 1993 within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
egscape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than ©.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gascline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of ligquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasocline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent cf the pollution control

facility cost allocable to pollution control, the
following factors from ORS 468.190 have been
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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.

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commecdity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

The estimated annual percent return con the
investment in the facility.

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is noc return on the
investment.

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

Stage II wvapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cosgt than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

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
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.
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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 in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department tc reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

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

Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $22,406.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4064.
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Application No. TC-4065

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

- The applicant owne and operates a gascline sales and
service station in Portland, Oregon.

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

Degcription of Facility

The claimed facility is a stage LI vapor recovery balance
type system. The applicant documented costs for Emco
Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and A4015), retrofit
kits, additional miscellaneous equipment, and
installation. Costs are also claimed for the
installation of underground vapor control piping. The
facility reduces the emigsions of gascline vapors into
the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost:. $23,623.00

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:

Construction and installation of the facility was
gubsgstantially completed on April 29, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 29, 1992. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on April 28, 1993 within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The applicaticn
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

2.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility 1s to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by -the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved wvapor
recovery gasoline dispensing ncozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance t£o below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gascline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the noczzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the autcomobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasgoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gascline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is wvapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gascline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

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
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considered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

The extent to which the facility is used to
recover and convert waste products into a
galable or usgsable commodity.

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the positicn of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

The alternative methods, equipment and costs

for achieving the same pollution control
objective.

Stage II vapor control balance systemsg reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

Any related savings or increase in costs which
occur or may coccur as a result of the
ingtallation of the facility.

The applicaht indicated there were no savings
or increase 1in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, control oxr reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
poliution.
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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 Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

d. The porticn of the facility cost that ig properly
allocable teo 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 $23,623.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4065.
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Application No. TC-4070

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

" The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
‘gervice gtation in Oregon City, Oregom.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gascline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $11,076.00
Accountant’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 1ls6.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on March 21, 1992. The facility
was placed intc operation on March 21, 1992. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on May 7, 1993 within two years of substantial
completion of the facility. The appliication was found to
be complete on June 10, 1993.




Application No. TC-407¢
Page #2

Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
gervice stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
regsistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspecticns
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for polluticn
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline formes a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increage created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additicnal volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline wvapor from the
autcmobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of ligquid gasoline.
The vapor reccvered 1is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere,

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the polluticn control

facility cost allocable to pollution contxol, the
fellowing factors from ORS 468.190 have been
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considered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of

‘the Department that the volume of gasoline

recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor contrcl balance systems reduce
the emissions of gascline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

Any related savings or increase in costs which
oCgCUr Oor may occur as a result cf the
installation of the faciliity.

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increage in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

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
polliution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost c¢f the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pellution.
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The actual cost of the facility properly alloccable to
pollution contrel 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 Department to reduce air pollution.

C. The facility complies with Départment 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 Contrecl Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $11,076.0C with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4070.
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Application No. TC-4071

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California S50701-1488

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
gservice station in Portland, Oregon.

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

Degscription of Facility

" The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $13,902.00

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.130,.
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all gtatutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on March .14, 1992. The facility
was placed intc operation on March 14, 19%2. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on May 3, 1992, within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be.complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Raticnale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
egcape of gascline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in CRS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is lesg than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollutlon
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gascline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automcbile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increage created in the automobile gascline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gascline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the’
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There 1s no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of ligquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

1)

4)

5)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It ig the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
Or lncrease in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, contrcl or reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial guantity of air
pollution.
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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 impoged by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

C. The facility complies with Department 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 Contreol Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $13,902.00 with 100% allocated to pollution contrel,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4071.
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Application No. TC-4072

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company.

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

- The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and
"service gtation in Tigard, Oregon.

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

Descripticon of Facilitvy

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles (model numbers A4005 and
RA4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. The facility reduces the
emissions of gascline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $15,719.00
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:

Congtruction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on March 29, 19%2. The facility
was placed into operation on March 2%, 19%2. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on May 7, 1993, within two years of
gubgstantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility isg eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005. :

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gascline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
registance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the wvapor
flow registance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution
control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
into the atmosphere. The face plate on the nczzle
delivering the gascline forms a tight seal on the
£ill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gascline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automokile gasoline tank due
to the additional voliume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gagoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gascline
is dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gasoline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liguid gasocline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

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



Application No. TC-4072
Page #3

considered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity congisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit. :

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

The applicant indicates in the application
there is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systemg reduce
the emissions of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

Any related savings or increase 1n costs which
occur or may occur as a result of the
installaticn of the facility.

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility medification.

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
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pocllutiocn.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial gquantity of air
pollution.
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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 Department to reduce air pollution.

C. The facility complles with Department rules.

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

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $15,719.00 with 100% allccated to pellution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4072.
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Application No. TC-4073

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
Arco Products Company

17315 Studebaker Road

Cerritos, California 90701-1488

The applicant owns aﬁd operates a gasoline saleg and
service station in Gladstone, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground stage II vapor
recovery balance type system. The applicant documented
costs for Emco Wheaton nozzles [(model numbers A4005 and
A4015), vapor control hoses, retrofit kits, breakaway
safety valves, additional miscellaneocus equipment, and
installation. The facility reduces the emissions of
gasoline vapors into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: : .822,315.00

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.19¢C,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on March 24, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on March 24, 199%92. The
application for final certification was received by the
Department on May 7, 1993, within two years of
subgtantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on Sune 10, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
egcape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. This
is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-110. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants ag defined in ORS
468A.005.

The applicant installed Department approved vapor
recovery gasoline dispensing nozzles. Individual
service stations will be inspected by the Department
in the future. Inspections will document that the
resistance to flow of vapor within the stage II
system is less than 0.95 inches of water. Stations
which do not comply at the time of the inspections
will be required to take steps to reduce the vapor
flow resistance to below 0.95 inches of water.
Remediation efforts will be ineligible for pollution

‘control facility tax credit certification.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping
intc the atmosphere. The face plate on the nozzle
delivering the gascline forms a tight seal on the
fill pipe of the automobile gas tank. As the spout
digspenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due
to the additional volume of the added fuel. This
pressure increase drives the gascline vapor from the
automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the
nozzle back into the underground storage tank. The
gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline
igs dispensed through. The underground tank receives
the additional volume in the form of gascline
vapors. There is no net pressure increase in the
underground tank because the tank has already
dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline.
The vapor recovered is vapor that would otherwise
egcape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle into the atmosphere.

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
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considered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

a)

5)

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

A portion of the waste product is converted
into a salable or usable commodity consisting
of recovered gasoline. It is the position of
the Department that the volume of gasoline
recovered is of an insignificant economic
benefit.

The estimated annual pércent return on the
investment in the facility.

The applicant indicates in the application
there ig no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
invegtment.

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

Stage II vapor control balance systems reduce
the emissiong of gasoline vapors to the
atmosphere at a lower cost than alternate
systems.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings
or increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

Any other factors which are relevant in
egtablishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in
egtablishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
polluticn.
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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 prlnClpal purpose of the
facility 1s to comply with a requirement 1mposed by
the Department to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department rules.

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

6. Director’s Reccmmendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $22,315.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4073.
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Application No. TC-4075

State of Oregon
Department.of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
17315 Studebaker Rd.
Cerritos, CA 90701-1488

The appﬁéant owns and operates a service station at 3521 SW Gateway, Springfield OR,
facility no. 10675.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. '

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four double wall
fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment basins, tank monitor, overfill alarm, sumps
and automatic shutoff valves at a newly constructed business.

Claimed facility cost $ 68,436 *
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

The Department concludes that the eligible facility cost for the project is $55,127. This
represents a difference of $13,309 from the applicant’s claimed cost of $68,436 due to
a determination by the Department that the cost of installing tanks and piping in a newly
constructed business is not eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control
facility in ORS 468.155.

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on April 17, 1992 and placed into operation on
April 17, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
May 7, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application was determined
complete and filed on June 1, 1993. '
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Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with

underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil or water. The facility qualifies as'a "pollution control facility", defined
in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will be used
to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

This is a newly constructed facility. There is no prior condition to report.

To respond to requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Double wall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, overfill alarm, sumps and
automatic shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - Tank monitor.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current. '

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution control
objective.
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The applicant considered the method chosen to be ‘the most efficient and cost
effective. The methods chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal

regulations.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result of the

installation of the facility.

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost of

the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

" "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 is determined by

using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility Percent
Cost Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Double wall fiberglass tanks &
piping $ 31,166 34
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 2,025 100
Sumps 1,732 100
Overfill alarm 1,995 100
Automatic shutoff valves 2,064 100
Leak Detection:
Tank monitor 4,062 90
Labor & materials 12,083 100
Total $ 55,127 62

Amount
Allocable

%) $ 10,596

2,025
1,732
1,995
2,064
@) 3,656
12,083

% $ 34,151

The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion
protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $31,166 and the bare steel system
is $20,695, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to

pollution control is 34 %.




Application No. TC-4075
Page 4

(2) The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility”
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 62%.
6. Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $55,127 with 62% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4075.
Barbara Anderson:ew

(503) 229-5870
June 1, 1993



Application No. TC-4078

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Atlantic Richfield Company
17315 Studebaker Rd.
Cerritos, CA 90701-1488

The applicant owns and operates a service station at 2380 Hwy 66, Ashland OR, facility no.
3986.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four double wall

- fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment basins, tank monitor, sumps and automatic

shutoff valves.

Claimed facility cost $ 91,752
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

Procedural Requirements

’l:he facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by‘ OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16.

The facility was substantially completed on March 6, 1992 and placed into operation on
March 6, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
May 7, 1993, within two years of the completion date. The application was determined
compliete and filed on June 14, 1993,

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with
underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by preventing
releases into soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility”, defined
in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will be used
to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."
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Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of four steel tanks and
piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention or leak detection
equipment.

To respond to requirements established 12-22-88, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Double wall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps and automatic
shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - Tank monitor.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current,

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($91,752) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment 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 annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no gross
annual income from the facility.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternative methods were considered. The methods
chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of federal regulations.
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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.

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the installation.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the pbrtion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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 is determined by
using these factors as displayed in the following table.

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Double wall fiberglass tanks &
piping $ 32,834 36 %) $ 11,820
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 2,025 100 2,025
Sumps 1,732 100 1,732
Automatic shutoff valves 625 100 625
Leak Detection;
Tank monitor 3,022 90 . (@) 2,720
Labor & material _ 51,514 100 51,514
Total $ 91,752 77 % $ 70,436

The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a corrosion
protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on the difference in cost
between the protected tank and piping system and an equivalent bare steel system as
a percent of the protected system. Applying this formula to the costs presented by
the applicant, where the protected system cost is $32,834 and the bare steel system
is $21,097, the resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to
pollution control is 36%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank monitor is reduced to 90% of cost based on a
determination by the Department that this is the portion properly allocable to pollution
control since the device can serve other purposes, for example, inventory control.
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5 . Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of the
claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil and water. This is accomplished by
preventing releases in soil or water. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility"
defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases."

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 77 %.
6. Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $91,752 with 77% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4078.
Barbara Anderson:ew

(503) 229-5870
May 24, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Floyd Smith
30383 Peoria Road
Shedd, Orepgon 97377

The appiicant owns and operates a grass ssed farm operation in Linn
County, Oregon. '

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a 22' x 80' x 300°',
clear span, steel construction, metal clad, grass seed straw storage
building, located at 30736 Peoria Road, Shedd, Oregon. The land and
buildings are owned by the applicant.

Claimed facility cost: §138,113.57
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

3. Description of farm operation plan to reduce open field burning.

The applicant has 950 peremnial acres and 60 annual acres under grass
seed cultivation, Over the last five years the applicant has
methodically phased out open field burning. The applicants
alternative to open field burning includes flail chopping and plowing
down the straw in his annual fields and baling the straw off his
perennial fields prior to flail chopping the stubble.

The strav is baled off the applicant's fields by a custom baler in
return for the straw and storage to protect it from inclement
weather. The phase out of open field burning increased the acreage
baled off requiring additional storage for the straw.

4. Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by QAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The facility has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Construction of the facility was substantially completed on M ,.
1993, The application for final certification was found to be<s®
complete on May 13, 1993, The application was submitted within two
vears of substantial completion of the facility.
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5. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the facility is
an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required in
QAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollutiomn
control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(£f))A): "Equipment,
facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing,
handling, storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or
straw based products which will result in reduction of open field
burning,®

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 promotes the conversion of a waste product
(straw) into a salable commodity by providing protection from
inclement weather.

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

There is no annual percent return on the investment as
applicant claims no gross annual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving
the same poliution control aobjective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air
pollution. The method is one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pollution.

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

There is an increase in operating costs of $5,000 to annually
maintain and operate the facility. These costs were
considered in the return on investment calculation.

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 pollution.



Application No. TC-4080
Page 3

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 100Z.

Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines,

b. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 4684.005.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 1002, '

The Department of Agriculture'é Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $138,113.57, with 100%
allocated to pollution contrel, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application Number TC-4080.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 378-6792

jb:bm4080

May 13,

1993




Application No. TC-4081
Page 1

State of Oregom
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEVW REPORT

1. Applicant

Fdward Ferschweiler
6070 State Highway 219
Gervais, Oregon 97026

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Marion
County, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a 22' x 60' x 100'
stick on stud, metal clad, grass seed straw storage building, located
at 6070 State Highway 219, Gervais, Oregon. The land and buildings
are owned by the applicant.

Claimed facility cost: §48,408
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

3. Description of farm gperation plan to reduce open field burning.

The applicant has 285 acres of perennial grass seed under
cultivation. Prior to 1990, the applicant open field burned as many
of his acres as the smoke management program and weather permitted.

In 1990, the applicant had the straw baled off by a custom baler.
The applicant has been doing his own baling since 1990 and selling
the straw to an exporter.

The exporter has informed the applicant that the straw will not be
taken in future years unless it is kept dry in a storage building.

To maintain the market for his straw and avoid open field burning and
stack burning, the applicant built the storage facility.

4, Procedural Requirements

The facility is poverned by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The facility has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Construction of the facility was substantially completed on May 4,
1993, The application for final certification was found to be
complete on May 17, 1693, The application was submitted within two
vears of substantial completicn of the facility. )
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5. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the facility is
an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution. This reductilon is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required in
0AR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollution
control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f))A): "Equipment,
facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing,
handling, storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or
gtraw hased products which will result in reduction of open field
burning."”

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 promotes the conversion of a waste product
{straw) into a salable commodity by providing protection from
inclement weather,

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

The actual cost of claimed facility ($48,408) divided by the
average annual cash flow ($2,066) eguals a return on
investment factor of 23.43., Using Table 1 of QAR 340-16-030
for 2 life of 25 wears, thz annual percsnt return on
investment is .50%. Using the annual percent return of .50%
and the reference annual percent return of 177, 97% is
allocable to pollution control.

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

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air
pollution. The method is one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pollution.

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

There is an increase in operating costs of 522,872 to
annually maintain and operate the facility. These costs were
considered in the return on investment calculation.
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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 pollution.

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 97Z.

6. Summation

a. The facility was comnstructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadiines. ‘

b. The facility 1is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 468A.005.

)

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 977%.

7. The Department of Apgriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 3%48,408, with 977 allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4081.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
{503) 378-6792

ib:bm4081
May 14, 1993
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. State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Pacific Détroit Diesel;Allison, Inc.
5061 N. Lagoon Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97217

The applicant owns a diesel truck maintenance and repair facility at
5940 N. Basin Avenue, in Portland, Oregon.

"Application wasg made for tax credit for a water pollution control

facility. The water pollution control facility was installed by the
applicant/property owner, and is used by the business on site.

Description of Facility

Department staff inspected the claimed facility on June 2, 1993. The
¢laimed facility consists of a truck washing/degreasing pad with a
zero—-discharge wash water recycling system. Wash water is collected in
a sump and pumped to a water treatment system. The wash water is
treated to remove o©il, grease and other contaminants. The treated wash
water is then reused, and recovered cils are collected for recycling.
There is no discharge of wastewater from this facility.

The washing/degreasing equipment was not claimed as part of the claimed
facility.

Claimed Facility Cost: 543,441
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility met statutory deadline in that construction of the
facility was. substantially completed in April, 19%2, and the
application for certification was found.to be complete on June 2 1993,
within 2 years of substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the so0le purpose of the facility
is to prevent a substantial gquantity of water pollution. This
prevention is accomplished by the elimination of an industrial
wastewater discharge by recycling and reusing the wastewater.

b. Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution centrol, 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.

SN - 31593 .
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The facility does not recover or convert waste products into
a salable or usable commodity.

The percent allocable determined by using this factor would
be 100%.

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

The claimed facility produces no income, therefore the annual
percent return on the investment in the facility is 0%,

The percent allocable determined by using this factor would
"bhe 100%.

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

The applicant considered connecting the wash pad sump to the
City of Portland sanitary sewer. This option would have been
more expensive and was rejected.

4) 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 or increases in costs as a result of the
claimed facility.

The percent allocable determined by using this factor would
be 100%.

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 golid 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 alleocable to prevention,
control or reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facxllty properly allocable to pollutlon
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 tax credit certification in that the
sole purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial guantity
of water pollution. This prevention is accomplished by the
elimination of an industrial wastewater discharge by recycling and
reusing the wastewater.

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%.
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6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Pacility Certificate bearing the cost of $43,441 with 100% allocated to
pellution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No, T-4084.

(George F. Davis): (GFD)
(TC=-4084)

(503) (229-6385 x 242)
{June 2, 1593)
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

J.5.G. Inc.
32200 Quail Run
Tangent OR 97389

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn
County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control
equipment.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is a GK Manufactured
Spray Buggy, located at 32200 Quail Run, Tangent, Oregon. The
equipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimed equipment cost: §73,334,04
(Accountant's Certification was provided.}

3. Description of farm operation plan to reduce open field burning

The applicant has 3500 perennial grass seed acres under cultivation.
Over the past five years, the applicant has removed approximately
2000 acres from open field burning. On their farm the grass seed
straw is raked, baled, and removed from the fields. Following the
baling process the applicant uses a Rear's Stack Pak to vacuum the
remaining straw and volunteer seeds off the fields. The loaves of
vacuumed straw and seeds are placed field-side for composting.

The decrease in open field burning has increased the need to
chemically control weed populations and created the need to compost
straw piles in the shortest time possible. Open field burning
administrative rule revisions adopted this year prohibit stack
burning of loaves from the Rear's Stack Pak,.

Vithout fire, annual bluegrass, a weed species has become harder to
control. The GK Spray Buggy was designed to pin-point small areas
within fields in need of specific chemicals to control weed
populations with minimum applicatiens.

.The GK Spray Buggy booms have been designed to reach over the height
of the straw loaves to allow application of liquid nitrogen that
assists in a more rapid decomposition. The loaves take up acres of
productive farmland. As of yet, the compost has no retail market
value so the occupied ground needs to be returned to production as
guickly as possible. ) :
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4. . Procedural Requirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

. Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on December 4,
1992, The application was submitted on May 19, 1993 and the
application for final certification was found to be complete on
May 24, 1993. The application was submitted within two years of
substantial purchase of the eguipment.

5. Evaluation of Application

a. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment
{s an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
alr pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; Dby reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required in
OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollution
control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)(A):

"Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying,
processing, handling, storing, transporting and incorporating
grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning." '

b. 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 considered and analyzed as indicated:

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

The equipment promotes the conversion of a waste product
(straw) into a usable commodity by providing the means to
effectively apply liquid nitrogen to straw loaves assisting
rapid decomposition.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the
equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as
applicant claims no gross annual income.

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

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction eof air
pollution. The method i1s one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pollution. - -
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4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may
occur as a result of the purchase of the equipment,

There is an increase in operating costs of §$2,924.67 to
annually maintain and operate the equipment. These costs
were considered in the return om investment calculastion.

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

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.

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution
control as determined by using these factors is 1007.

6. Summation

a. The equipment was purchased in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 468A.005. )

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 100Z.

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendatiop

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $73,334.04, with 100%
allocated to pollution control, be issued for the equipment claimed
in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4085.

* Jim Britton, Manaper

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
{503) 1378-6792

jb:bm&085
May 26, 1993




State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Roger A. Ruckert
33776 Ridge Drive
Tangent OR 97389

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn
County, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Claimed Facility
The facility described in this aﬁplication is a 77 acre perforated
pipe drainage tile installation, located one mile east of homestead

address on NW corner of Ridge Drive and Parker Road intersection in
Tangent, Oregon. The land and buildings are owned by the applicant.

Claimed facility cost: $38,854.16
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

3, Description of farm operation plan to reduce open field burning.

The applicant has 700 acres of perennial and annual grass seed under
cultivation. 1In the past, the applicant open field burned as much of
this acreage as the smoke management program and weather permitted.
The applicant has gradually reduced his use of open field burning to
approximately 100 acres annually.

This drainage tile installation further reduces his use of open field
burning by 77 acres as the underground perforated plastic tile drains
the surface water resulting in a longer growing season, dryer and
wvarmer soil, and deeper root penetration. These benefits allow
alterative crops and cessation of open field burning.

4, Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468,190, and by QAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The facility has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Construction of the facility was substantially completed on

October 1, 1992. The application for final certification was found
to be complete om May 26, 1993, The application was submitted within
two years of substantial completion of the facility.




Application No. TC-4086
Page 2

5. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the facility is
an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required im
QAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollution .
control facility*, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)) (C): Drainage
tile installations which will result in a reduction of grass seed
acreage under production. .

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. This facility provides better
drainage to the soil allowing crop rotations. '

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

Oregon State University Extension "Enterprise Budgets"
indicate that crops (red clover, white clover, grains and
other legumes) supported by the soil drainage are of no
economic advantage or disadvantage to the applicant.

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

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air
pollution. The method is one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pollution.

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.

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

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the

ar aa—
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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 100Z.

6. Summation

a., The facllity was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 468A.005.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $38,854.16, with 1002
allocated to pellution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application Number TC-4086.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program

Natural Resources Division

Oregon Department of Agriculture

(503) 378-6792

ib:bm4086
May 26, 1993




Application No. TC-4087

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPCRT

Applicant

Grunder Equipment Repair
405 N. Main
Tillamock, Oregon 97141

The applicant owns and operates a diesel truck repair
garage in Tillamoock, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is owned by the applicant.

Description of Facility

Facility is a machine which removes and cleans autoc air
conditioner coolant. The machine is self contained and
includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the
gpent coolant of oil, excess air, water, acids and
contaminant particles.

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be five years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $2,157.9¢C
(Costg have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by CORS 468.150 through 468.19¢C,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 16.

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on August 21, 1991. The facility was placed into
operation on September 15, 1991. The application for
final certification was submitted to the Department on
May 25, 1993, within two years of substantial completion
of the facility. The application was found to be
complete on June 15, 1993, :

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department, to reduce air
pollution. This reduction is accomplished by
capturing and/or recycling air contaminants, as
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defined in ORS 468.27%. The requirement is to
comply with ORS 468.612-621 and OAR 340-22-410 to
415.

Eligible equipment must be certified by Underwritexrs
Laboratory {UL) as meeting the requirements and
specifications of UL1963 and the Society of
Automotive Engineers (SAE} standards, J1990 and
J1991, or other requirementsg and specifications
determined by the Department as being equivalent.
The facility meets these regquirements.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

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

The recovery and recycling machine serves two
purposes. It prevents the release of spent
auto A/C coolant to the environment, thereby
meeting Department regulations reguiring
capture of this air contaminant. Second, it
provides a means to recover and clean waste
coolant for reuse as an auto A/C coolant.

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

The percent return on investment from facility
use was calculated using coolant cost and
retrieval rate data from the applicant and
generic cost of facility operatiocns estimated
by the Dapartment.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the
income to applicant of virgin coolant at
$9.50/pound. The applicant estimated an annual
ccolant recovery rate of 20 pounds.

In estimating the operating costs for use of
the recovery and recycling machine, the
Department developed a standardized methodology
which considers the following factors:
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Electricity consumption of machine
_Additional labor to operate machine
Machine maintenance costs
Depreciation of machine

ocooo"

Based on these considerations, the applicant
estimated the return on investment to be legs
than zero, in that machine operating costs
exceeded income from the use of the machine.

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

The applicant chose an accepted method for
preventing the release of automobile air
conditioning coolant into the atmosphere.

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

There are savings from the facility to recover
and reuse coolant. The applicant may use the
recycled coolant in customer vehicles. 1In this
case the savings are tied to the displaced cost
of virgin coolant. Alternately, the applicant
could sell the cooclant to a second shop where
the coolant is used. 1In this case the savings
to the applicant are tied to the sales price of
recycled coolant.

However, for this applicant increases in
business operations and maintenance costs
exceeded facility savings. These cost
estimates are discussed in 2) above.

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.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution contreol 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 tax credit
~certification in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to reduce air pollutiocmn.
c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is
properly allocable tc poliution control is 100%.
6. Director’s Recommendaticn
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $2,158.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. TC-4087.
BKF:AQ
MISC\AH71774B

June 15,

1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Sayer Farms
37177 Highway 228
Brownsville OR 97327

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn
County, QOregon.

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

2. Degcription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a 22' x 104' x 216°
pole construction, metal clad, grass seed straw storage building,
located 3.5 miles west of Brownsville and .25 miles south of Highway
228, The land and buildings are owned by the applicant.

Claimed facility cost: $101,501
(Accountant's Certification was provided.) )

3. Description of farm operation plap to reduce ogén field burning.

The applicant has 1,325 acres under perennial grass seed cultivation
and 840 acres under annual grass seed cultivation. The applicant has
reduced open field burning from approximately 1000 acres annually to
approximately 300 acres annually by baling off the bulk straw and
flail chopping and plowing under the remaining stubble.

The applicant trades the straw to a custom baler for the straw
removal services. The applicant provides the storage building that
protects the baled straw from inclement weather to insure the
continued services of the custom baler. All the straw cannot be
shipped during the summer months and storage space is mandatory
during the wet winter months.

4. Procedural Regquirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.130 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The facility has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Construction of the facility was substantially completed on

August 15, 1991, The application for final certification was found
to be complete on June 4, 1993. The application was submitted within
two years of substantial completion of the facility.
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5. Evaluation of Application

The facility is eligible under ORS .468.150 because the facility is
an approved alternative method for field sanitation and straw
utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum
acreage to be open burned in the Willamette Valley as required in
OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's qualification as a "pollution
control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(£f))A): "Equipment,
facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing,
handling, storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or
straw based products which will result in reduction of open field
burning."

a.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost
allocable to pollution control, the following facters 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 protection from
the inclement weather. -

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

The actual cost of claimed facility ($101,501) divided by the
average annual cash flow ($§5,372) equals a return on
investment factor of 18.894. Using Table 1 of OAR 340-16-030
for a life of 20 years, the annual percent return on
investment is .502. Using the annual percent return of .50ZX
and the reference annual percent return of 17Z, 97% is
allocable to pollution control.

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

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of ajir
pollution. The method is one of the least costly, most
effective methods of reducing air pollution.

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

There is an increase in annual cash flow of $5,732 to reflect
possible storage fee payments although payment of storage
fees to the growers fluctuate erratically with the straw
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market. The annual cash flow was considered in the return on
investment calculation. !

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 pollution.

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 facters is 97%.

6. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

b, The facility is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and
disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of air pollution as
defined in ORS 468A.005.

¢. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 97%.

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $101,501, with 97% allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4090.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
{503) 378-6792

jb:bm4090
June 4, 1993
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State cf Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Chandier Enterprises
dba Auto Doctor '
2524 SE Division
Portland, Oregon' 97202

The applicant owns and operates an automobile repailr
establishment in Portland, Oregon.

Application wag made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is leased by the applicant.
Applicant has provided authorization from the lessor to
receive tax credit certification.

Degeription of Facility

Facility is a machine which removes and cleans auto ailr
conditioner coolant. In addition, the machine returns
air conditioner coolant tc the air conditioning
equipment. The machine is self contained and includes
pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the spent
coolant of oil, excess air, water, acilds and contaminant
particles.

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be seven years.

Claimed Facility Cost: S4,623.54
{(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Regquirements

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

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on September 28, 1992. The facility was placed into
operation on October 28, 1992. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Deépartment on May 27,
1993, within two years of substantial completion of the
facility. The application was found to be complete on
June 15, 1993,
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4, Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the scle purpose of
the facility is to reduce air pollution. This
reduction is accomplished by capturing and/or
recycling air contaminants, as defined in ORS
468.275.

Eligible equipment must be certified by Underwriters
Laboratory (UL) as meeting the requirements and
specifications of UL1963 and the Society of .
Automotive Engineersg (SAE) standards, J2210, or
other requirements and specifications determined by
the Department as being equivalent. The facility
meets these requirements.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the 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 recovery and recycling functions of this
machine serve two purposes. It prevents the
release of spent auto A/C coolant to the
environment, thereby meeting Department
regulations requiring capture of this air
contaminant. Second, it provides a means to
recover and clean waste coolant for reuse as an
auto A/C coolant.

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

The percent return on investment from facility
use was calculated using eoolant cost and
retrieval rate data from the applicant and
generic cost of facility operations estimated
by the Department.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the of
cost to applicant of virgin coolant at
$8.78/pound. The applicant estimated an annual
coolant recovery rate of 60 pounds.
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In estimating the operating costs for use of
the recovery and recycling machine, the .
Department developed a standardized methodology
which considers the following factors:

Electricity consumption of machine
Additional labor to operate machine
Machine maintenance costs
Depreciation of machine

0O 0O0CoOo

Based on these considerations, the applicant
estimated the return on investment to be less
than zero, in that machine operating costs
exceeded income from the use of the machine.

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

The applicant chose an accepted method for
preventing the release of automobile air
conditioning coolant inte the atmosphere.

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

There are savings from the facility to recover
and reuse coolant. The applicant may use the
recycled coolant in customer vehicles. In this
case the savings are tied to the displaced cost
of virgin coolant. Alternately, the applicant
could sell the coolant tc a second shop where
the coolant is used. 1In this case the savings
to the applicant are tied to the sales price of
recycled coclant.

However, for this applicant increases in
bugsiness cperations and maintenance costs
exceeded facility savings. These cost
estimates are discussed in 2) above.

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.
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A distinct portion of this automobile air
conditioning coolant recovery and recycling
equipment makes an insignificant contribution
to the principal purpose of the claimed
facility. This coolant recovery equipment has
the capability to return (recharge) coolant to
automobile air conditioning systems. Recharge
capabilities in coolant recovery and recycling
equipment is not required by state or federal
law., The additional expense incurred in the
purchase of equipment with recharge ,
capabilities ig not allocable to pollution
control. The Department estimates the
additional expense incurred is $700.00.

The actual cost of the facility properly allccable to
polliution contreol as determined by using these factors is
85%.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit
certification in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department, to reduce air pollution.

C. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is
properly allocable to pollution control is 85%.

6. Director’s Recommendsaticn

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost

of $4,624.00 with 85% allocated to pollution contrcl, be

issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application

No. TC-4094,

BKF:AQ
MISC\AH71774C

June 15,

1993
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State of Cregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Portland Service Station Supply
737 NE 25th .
Portland, Oregon 57232

The applicant owns and operates an air conditioner repair
establishment in Portland, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is owned by the applicant.

Description of Facility

The facility is a machine which removes air conditioner
or commercial refrigerant coolant. The machine isg self
contained and includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters
which rid the spent coolant of 0il, excess air, water,
acids and contaminant particles.

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be three years.

Claimed Facility Cost: §1,826.22
(Costs have been decumented)

Procedural Reguirements

The facility i1s governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 16,

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on April 8, 1993. The facility was placed into operation
on April 8, 1993. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on June 9,
1993, within two years of substantial completion of the
facility. The application was found to be complete on
~June 15, 1993.

" Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal
purpcse of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Environmental Protecticn
Agency to reduce air pellution. This reduction is
accomplished by capturing and/or recycling air
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contaminants, as defined in ORS 468.275. The
requirement is to comply with Section 608 of the
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. Section 608
prohibits the venting of a Class I or Class II ozone
depleting substance in the course of maintaining,
servicing, repairing, or disposing of an appliance
or industrial process refrigeration.

The EPA has specified standards equipment
manufactured before January 1, 1993 would have to
meet to.be grandfathered under the EPA’sg planned
regulations. The standards require the equipment be
capable of achieving a vacuum able to sustain either
four or twenty-five inches of Mercury. High
pressur