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AGENDA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
December 10, 1993 |
DEQ Conference Room 3A
811 S§. W, Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Friday, December 10, 1993: Work Session beginning at 8:30 a.m.

1. Work Session: Portland Central City Transportation Plan/Portland
Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan

Regular Business Meeting beginning after the Work Session
(approximately 10:00 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 an item
is marked with a double asterisk (e.g. **F.), the item is scheduled for a
specific time, and 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 beginning 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.

A.  Approval of Minutes
B.  Approval of Tax Credits

C.  'Rule Adoption: Proposed Revisions‘to Oregon Woodstove Certification
Program (Division 34)

D.  TRule Adoption: Uniform Application of Per Ton Solid Waste Disposal Fee




-9 -

E.  Request by Laurelwood Mission Training Center for Waiver of Water
Quality Permit Compliance Fee

** F.  Proposed Adoption of State Integrated Resource and Solid Waste

Management Plan -- 1:30 p.m.
This item is scheduled for 1:30 p.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.

G.  Information Item: Improved Formatting and Accounting of Information
Regarding the Time and Associated Costs for Performing Municipal Permit
Work

H. Information Item: Update on Environmental Equity Project

I.  Information Item: Implementation of OAR 340-41-470(1) which Prohibits
Further Discharges to the Clackamas River, North Santiam River, and
McKenzie River (above Hayden Bridge) Subbasins in order to Preserve
Existing High Quality Waters for Municipal Water Supplies and Recreation

T Commission Members Reports (Oral)

K.  Director’s Report (Oral)

‘Hearings have already been held on the Rule Adoption items, therefore any testimony 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 January 27-28, 1994, for their next meeting. The location has not been
established.

Copies of staff reports for individual agenda items are available by contacting the Director's Office of
the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204,
telephone 229-5395, 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.

November 29, 1993




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum'

Date: November 23, 1993

- To: Environmental Quality Commission

Subject: Agenda Item 2, Dece] r 10, 1993, EQC Meeting

From: Fred Hansen, Director

Central City Transportation Management Plan/Portland Carbon Monoxide
Maintenance Plan--Informational

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this report is to provide the Commission with information on the nature
of the transportation related air quality problems in the Portland region, with a particular
focus on a recent planning effort for the Central City, known as the Central City
Transportation Management Plan (CCTMP). This report will also outline the next steps
in the preparation of a carbon monoxide maintenance plan and attainment redesignation
request to EPA which will be based on the CCTMP.

Background

Motor vehicles have been the primary contributors to carbon monoxide and ozone air
pollution in the Portland area as shown in Attachment 1. Carbon -monoxide sampling,
which began in the late 1960’s, indicated that several traffic intersections in downtown
Portland had serious carbon monoxide problems. The national health standard was
exceeded on approximately one out of every three days. Sampling for ozone, which
began in 1975, indicated that a broad area of the region had an ozone problem. Peak
ozone levels were nearly twice the national health standard level in 1976. In response to
the Clean Air Act of 1970 and the 1977 amendments, a comprehensive strategy was
developed and submitted to EPA as a part of the State Implementation Plan (Attachment
2). Significant initiatives in that plan included establishment of the Portland area motor
vehicle inspection and maintenance testing program, maximum ratios of allowed parking
spaces per square foot of new development, a ceiling on the amount of parking that
could be built in the downtown area, and major improvements in the transit system. The
parking ceiling was adopted by the City of Portland as part of the city’s Downtown
Parking and Circulation Plan (DPCP) in 1975.

fAccommodations 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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Carbon monoxide and ozone air quality have dramatically improved in the Portland area,
with levels currently below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
(Attachment 3). However, future ozone levels are expected to exceed NAAQS as the
area grows (Attachment 4). A regional strategy to maintain the ozone standard has been
recommended by the State Task Force on Motor Vehicle Emissions in the Portland Area,
with slight modifications by the 1993 Legislature (Attachment 5). The Commission will
be involved in substantial rulemaking over the next eighteen months to adopt and
implement this plan.

In contrast to future ozone levels and barring unforeseen highly localized traffic
congestion, carbon monoxide levels are expected to drop substantially due to major
improvements in the motor vehicle fleet performance (Attachment 6). However, the
Poriland area is still classified as nonattainment for CO and a long-range maintenance
plan needs to be developed and submitted to EPA as a SIP revision in order to reclassify
the area to attainment.

To develop the required CO maintenance plan, the City of Portland, several interest
groups and governmental agencies, including the Department, have participated in the
CCTMP study. The CCTMP contains the necessary policy framework and supporting
technical data to advance the original vision of the Central City Plan toward a "buildout"
condition to the year 2010 and beyond (Attachment 7). The study incorporates a High
Growth scenario of 75,000 additional jobs and 15,000 new housing units (Attachment §).
The High Growth scenario and the supporting policies of the CCTMP provide the means
for assuring and enhancing the vitality of the Central City. Regional emissions analysis
(Attachment 9) indicates that the CCTMP would reduce overall regional motor vehicle
travel by concentrating development in an area best served by transit and other travel
modes, such as bicycles and walking. A common viewpoint of study participants is that
the downtown parking ceiling has become counterproductive with respect to achieving
the greater densities associated with the CCTMP. The ceiling on parking is seen as
forcing Class A office space to the suburbs where no parking restrictions result in higher
vehicle emissions than if development were downtown.

A key component of the CCTMP and ultimately, the CO maintenance plan would be a
program to basically retain the existing downtown parking ratios, which assume that
three of every four new employees will use other modes of travel besides single occupant
vehicles. The CCTMP also extends the parking ratio concept to the entire Central City,
with stringency levels commensurate with transit service (Attachment 10).

With this policy of curtailing traffic growth (Attachment 11) and supporting policies to
enhance transit, bicycle and pedestrian service, the High Growth scenario air quality
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modeling is expected to show maintenance of the CO health standards. Documentation
of this analysis is expected shortly.

Authority of the Commission with Respect to the Issue
- The Commission’s authority for action on this issue is contained in Oregon Revised

Statutes (ORS) Chapter 468A which gives the Commission the power to adopt plans and
programs to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air quality health standards.

Alternatives and Evaluation

An alternative to replacing the parking ceiling with a more extensive parking ratio
program is to retain the ceiling. From an air quality standpoint, returning to the ceiling
would further foster the current trend toward high single occupant vehicle commuter
travel, characteristic of current suburban development. This would be counterproductive
to addressing the regional ozone problem. The proposal for a more extensive parking
ratio program in the emerging CCTMP, coupled with increased emission controls on new
vehicles and other multi-modal policies of the CCTMP, should be sufficient to stay in
compliance with the CO federal health standards while helping regional air quality.

Another issue which has a bearing on the effectiveness of the CCTMP in meeting air
quality goals will be the establishment of regional parking ratios as part of the ozone
maintenance plan. Regional parking ratios would help level the playing field and help
avoid the Central City parking ratio proposal from becoming a further driving force for
unconstrained suburban development and associated parking. The need for continuation
of oxygenated fuels will be determined upon completion of the air quality analysis.

Summary of Public Input Opportunity

The public involvement process of the Central City Transportation Management Plan has
been extensive. An organizational chart showing the committee structure of the study is
shown in Attachment 12, Because of the comprehensive nature of the public
involvement already undertaken by the city, the Department plans to rely primarily upon
Metro’s standing committees (Transportation Policy Aliernatives Committee (TPAC),
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT), the Metro Planning
Comimittee and the Metro Council) and the normal public hearing process for the
maintenance plan SIP revision.
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Conclusions

4 The Portland area is in a position to develop air quality maintenance plans for CO
and ozone which will allow the area to be redesignated to attainment. Effective
regional strategies to reduce potential increases in vehicular trips are important to
both the CO and ozone maintenance plans. However, transportation strategies for
the Central City, which has been a hot spot for CO problems, are needed to
insure this hot spot does not reoccur, considering the desire for a high growth rate
in the area.

4 The City of Portland’s emerging CCTMP, with an expanded parking ratio
program to replace the parking ceiling and policies to provide more multi-modal
travel, will form the core of the CO maintenance plan and.enhance the regional
ozone maintenance plan. '

Intended Future Actions

The Portland City Council is expected to adopt the CCTMP by June 1994. This will
enable the Department to start the hearing authorization process on June 1, 1994. Public
hearing(s) would be held in August 1994, and the Department should have a CO SIP
revision maintenance plan for consideration at the October 21, 1994, Commission
meeting. ' :

Department Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission accept this report, discuss the matter, and
provide advice and guidance to the Department as appropriate.

Attachments

1) Emission Inventory Charts for CO and Ozone Precursors

2) Past Transportation Strategies for Portland Area Air Quality Problems
3) Portland Carbon Monoxide and Ozone Air Quality Trends

4) Future OGzone Trend

3) State Task Force/HB 2214 Strategies

6) Motor Vehicle CO Emission Rate Trend

7) CCTMP Planning Area

8) High Growth Scenario Employment and Housing

9) CCTMP Impact on Regional CO and Ozone Precursor Emlssmns

10)  Past and Proposed Maximum Parking Ratios




Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
Agenda Item 2

December 10, 1993 Meeting

Page 5

11) CCTMP Rush Hour Traffic Increase
12) CCTMP Committee Organizational Chart

Reference Documents (available upon request)

Central City Transportation Management Policy, September 28, 1993 Draft
(This document contains the proposed parking policy, transit policy, pedestrian policy,
bicycle policy, circulation policy and air quality policy.)

Approved:
Section: (\% - q—Jﬂ—-x(&
[y

Division:

Report Preparell By: Howard Harris
Phone: 229-6086

Date Prepared: November 22, 1993




Attachment 1

Emission Inventory Charts for CO and Ozone Precursors

Portland 1990 CO Emission Inventory

{ndustry (2.0%}
Woodheating (16.0%)

Off-Hwy Vehicles (7.0%)

Road Vehicles
Road Vehicles

Area Sources

Area Sources ) NonR‘oaci Vehicles

NeonRoad Vehicles

Point Sources
Point Sources.

VOC




Attachment 2

Past Transportation Strategies for Portland Area Air Quality Problems
"Attainment Plan” (Major Elements)

Tailpipe Controls

Federal New Car Standards
Vehicle Inspection Program
Summer Low Volatility Fuel
Winter Oxygenated Fuel ‘
Service Station Nozzle Controls”

Congestion Reduction
Computerized Signalization Downtown
Improvement at Intersection "Hotspots™
* Highway Expansions

Trip Reductions

Transit Mall

Light Rail

Parking Ratios/Parking Lid Downtown
Rideshare Programs

QOther Sources

e Reasonably Available "VOC" Control on Industries

" State Backup Strategy not in SiP
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Attachment 3

Portland Carbon Monoxide Violations

Portland Carbon Monoxide Trends
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Attachment 4

Vancouver Ozone Precursors

Portland
Human-Caused Emissions:

1980 to 2010

-36% On-Road Emissions
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Attachment 5

Portland Area Air Quality Maintenance Plan
Prepared for the House Special Task Force on Emissions
(Need 35.6% VOC / 20.2% NOy reduction by 2007)

Endorsed Recornmendations of State Motor Vehicle Task Force Reducticns
. ’ Legistation
% voc % NO, Needed
New Lawn and Garden Equipment Emission Standards CB8.1% 0
Enhance Vehicle Emission Inspection 17.6% 9.0% *
Maintain 1974 and Newer Vehicles in Inspectlon Program 2.4% 0.82%
Expand Vehicle Inspection Boundary ‘! . 1.0% G.5% |
DLCD Land Use [ Transportation Rule Credit_m | 5.2% 4.4%
Mandatory Employer Trip Reduction Program 1.2% 1.1%
Strategy Overlap -1.1% -0.5%
Total  32.2% 16.3%
Additional Strategies ldentified by the House Special Task Force
Clintan Energy Tax {7.5¢ per gallon of gasoline) ' - 0.6% 0.6% *
Existing Fed, / State Public Fleet Alternative Fuel Program 0.1% 0
Federal MACT Requirement on Existing Industry up to 6.0% a
Double Employer Trip Reduction Program 1.2% 1.1%
Parking Ratios For New Construction {10% Reduction in New Space
Utilization - 2006 credit) 0.8% 0.7%
* Worker 1.5% 1.3%
. Commercial / Retail .
Maintenance Plan Target Reduced From 2007 to 2008 V 1.8% 1.2% . *
Total 12,1% 4.9%
Grand Total 44.3% 20.2%

Safety Factor Strategy

1. Adequately Funded Publie Education Program (% 1/vehicle/year). 1994

2. Continue and improve public request for voluntary reductions in emissions on bad 19493
ventilation days.

3. Incident Management Pragram (rapid removal of accidents to minimize congestion} TBD
4. Emission Standards for new outhoard mators If and when California or EPA adopts such -~
standards. .

Contingency Plan Strategy

(Vo be impl rtad If basa str fus fail to achieve expected results or if other unexpected factors threaten complianca with air quality standards,}

1. Reformulated gasocline (to be implemented no saoner than 2005). 206/5.6

2. Gongestion Pricing. (Regional full-scale application)***™ 8.6/7.8




Attachment 6

Motor Vehicle CO Emission Rate Trend
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Attachment 7
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Attachment 8
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Growth Scenario 1990-2010
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Attachment 9

CCTMP Impact on Regional CO and Ozone Precursor Emissions

Central City 1.08% 12.03% ~44.12% -38.91%
Regional Total ' 6.20% 5.31% -36.96% -37.35%

Source: Portland CCTMP - Final Technical Analysis (December 1992}




Attachment 10

Past and Proposed Maximum Parking Ratios:
Application of Parking Ratios by Selected Districts and Sectors

DISTRICT/SECTOR EXISTING MAXIMUM :
PARKING RATIOS | PARKING RATIOS
Downtown 2,3 0.7 0.7
Downtown 4 0.8 0.8
Downtown 1,5,6 0.9,1.0 1.0
North of Burnside 2 0.8,0.9 1.5
North of Burnside 1 0.9 2.0
Lloyd District None 2.0
Northwest Triangle 3 1.0 2.0
Downtown 7 1.45 ‘ 2.0
Central Eastside 2 None 2.0
Central Eastside 3 None o 2.5
Goose Hollow None 3.0
Central Eastside 1,4,5,6 | None 3.0
Northwest Triangle 1,2 None 3.0
North Macadam None - 3.0°
Lower Albina ' None 3.0°

i Districts or sectors identified are assigned parking ratios of 3.0 spaces per 1,000
square feet. Additional parking for office use may be allowed upon submittal of a
needs analysis. D




Attachment 11

Assuring Growth with Livability

RUSH HOUR TRAFFIC INCREASE
- HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO |

HORTH OF
BURMSIGE

BUAN




Attachment 12

Assuring Growth with Livability
'MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

PDC
BOP
DEQ
Mstro

APP

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
PDOT

Tri-Mat .

CITY COUNCIL
PLANNING COMMISSION
STEERING COMMITTEE
Earl Blumenauer, Cot P
Doug McGregor, PDC
Marty Brantl?y, APP
Phil Bogua, Tri-Med
Richard Cooley, PCPC
Fred Hansen, DEQ
MANAGEMENT TEAM
Bob Slacsy, BOP
Felicia Trader, PDOT
Ruth Scott, APP
Pat LaCrosss, PDC
Doug Capps, Tri-Met
Andy Cotugna, Metro
Steve Greenwood, DEQ
PROJECT MANAGER
Sheils and Cbletz
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Steve Fosler, Chair
Keith Bartholomew
Pam Crownover
Judy Davis
Williams Hutchnison
Dean lvey
Matt Kline
John Russell
Dave Stewart

CENTRAL EASTSIDE
DISTRICTCCOBthM_HT EE
os, Chair
Gé?ry Madson
Doug Nicholi
EH. (Skip) Twietmeyer
- DeugKickz
Don McGilvery
Bob Ellictt
Dan Layden
Deanis Biasi

LLOYD DISTRICT TASK FORCE
. Leshe Howell, Chair
Wanda Rosenbarger
Reul Fish
- Humberto Reyna
Miks Fedaroviich
Paul Zumait
Ron Anderson
Louise Entalan
Susan Schreiber
Dean Smith
Carter Kennedy
Matt Klein .

~ Central City _Trunsﬁpoﬂdﬁon Management Plan




Approved
Approved with Corrections

Minutes are not final until approved by the EQC

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION/DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Thursday, October 28, 1993

Retreat

The Environmental Quality Commission met with senior staff of the Department of
Environmental Quality at the Menucha Retreat and Conference Center, 38711 East Crown
Point Highway, Corbett, Oregon 97019, for informal discussions. Discussion topics included
limits on EQC authority and flexibility placed by federally delegated programs, and a general
discussion of what the future holds for environmental protection efforts. The Department
also provided examples of how it approaches the development of recommendations on
substantive program issues and internal management policies. The discussions were in a
free-form manner, and no record was maintained.

Minutes of the Two Hundred and Thirty Second Meeting
October 29, 1993

Regular Meeting

The Environmental Quality Commission regular meeting was convened at 8:30 a.m. on
Friday, October 29, 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:

William Wessinger, Chair

Dr. Emery Castle, Vice Chair
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.
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October 29, 1993

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 Castle moved that the minutes of the September 10, 1993, regular
meeting be approved; Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The September
10, 1993, regular meeting minutes were unanimously approved.

Correction: The minutes for the September 10, 1993 meeting should be corrected as

~ follows on the bottom of page 1:

Commissioner Whipple moved that the minutes of the fSeptemberfiuly 22
work session and {September}July 23 regular meeting be approved;
Commissioner Castle seconded the motion. The [SeptemberiJuly 22, 1993,
work session minutes and fSeptember}July 23, 1993, regular meeting minutes
were unanimously approved (4-0).

Approval of tax credit applications.

The Department recommended the issuance of tax credit certificates for 23
applications as listed below.

TC 2996 | Norpac Foods, Inc. A sprinkler irrigation system to
reduce the application rate of
industrial wastewater.

TC 3808 [ Mt. Emily Seeds A pneumatic waste collection
system, bagfilters and two semi-
trailers for preventing grass seed
particulate emissions to the
atmosphere.
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TC 3864

Portland General Electric
Company .

A fueling station for mobile
equipment consisting of two double-
walled steel tanks with interstitial
containment, thermal protection,
vents, valves and fiberglass piping.

TC 3898

J.C. Compton Contractor,
Inc.

A CMI RA-318P Portable Fabric
Filter Pollution Control System
(portable baghouse).

TC 3913

Wally F. Ackerman

An Amuson 400-T Wastewater
Recycling System consisting of a
flush booth, water holding tank,
water treatment tank and related
pumping system.

TC 3924

Paul Medina Dairy

A 30 H.P. pump, an above-ground
glass lined steel holding tank and
related plumbing and electrical
works.

TC 3933

Rexius Forest By-Products,
Inc.

A closed-loop oil/water separation
recycling sysiem for treating
wastewater discharge.

TC 3936

Columbia Steel Casting Co.,
Inc.

A US Air Filtration éartridge—type
dust collector and support
equipment.

TC 3981

Portland General Electric
Company

A fueling station for mobile
equipment consisting of two above-
ground steel tanks, concrete liner for
secondary containment, overfill
sump and alarm and associated
valves, vents and dispensers.
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TC 3982

Portland General Electric
Company

A fueling station for mobile
equipment consisting of a above-
ground, double-walled steel tank,
concrete liner for secondary
containment, overfill sump and
alarm and associated valves, vents
and dispensers.

TC 3996

Portland General Electric
Company

A fueling station for mobile
equipment consisting of a above-
ground, double-walled steel tank,
concrete liner for secondary
containment, overfill sump and
alarm and associated valves, vents
and dispensers.

TC 4023

Portland General Electric
Company

A fueling station for mobile
equipment consisting of two above-
ground, double-walled steel tanks,
concrete liner for secondary
containment, overfill sump and
alarm and associated valves, vents
and dispensers.

TC 4046

United Grocers, Inc.

A Model V6-60-2 Vertical
Downstroke Baler for processing
plastic stretch wrap waste product.

TC 4088

Vahan M. Dinihanian

A 5,600 square foot pole
construction type building with
concrete slab floor for storage and
processing of recycled plastic
containers.

TC 4089

Vahan M. Dinihanian

Injection molding dies used for
processing recycled plastic.
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TC 4115

Calbag Metals Company

An oil/water separator constructed
on a 50’ x 100’ concrete paved area
for the treatment of storm water
runoff.

TC 4127

Boise Cascade Corporation

A three unit surge bin and support
equipment for elimination of fugitive
emissions to the atmosphere.

TC 4132

Alton L. Jager

Seven on-site recycling depots for
recycling plastic waste products.

TC 4133

Mel’s B.P., Inc.

A CFC facility including pumps,
tubing, valves and filters for
removing and cleaning auto air
conditioner coolant,

TC 4134

Towler Refrigeration

A CFC facility including pumps,
tubing, valves and filters for
removing and cleaning air
conditioner/commercial refrigerant
coolant.

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

TC 3948 Oregon Waste A cell liner and leachate collection
Systems, Inc. system for module four of the Columbia
Ridge Landfill and Recycling Center.
TC 3963 Boise Cascade A top liner, surface drainage and gas
Corporation collection system for the completed
portion of a clarifier solids industrial
landfill.
TC 4018 Portland General Electric | An internal storm dréinage and oil spill
Company collection and containment system,
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Commissioner Castle moved that the Department recommendations be approved. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Whipple and unanimously approved.

Rule adoption: revisions to stationary source air quality emission standards and
requirements [New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), National Emission
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS), Highest and Best Practicable
Treatment and Control (H&B) and New Source Review (NSR).

This agenda item proposed rule amendments to provide the Department with authority
to include all federal requirements in Title V permits. The amendments are necessary
to have a federally approved Title V permit program and provide for necessary
delegation of the federal NSPS and NESHAPS. Additionally, requirements for H&B
practicable treatment are clarified and NSR updates are included. The Department
recommended the Commission adopt the rules and rule amendments as presented in
Attachments Al through A5 of the staff report.

Director Hansen introduced this agenda item, and Steve Greenwood and

Andy Ginsburg of the Department’s Air Quality Division provided a brief summary of
the report, Mr. Ginsburg presented a diagram of the Title V umbrella and explained
what program elements and activities are included within Title V of the Clean Air Act
(CAA) amendments. Chair Wessinger asked about the industries affected by these
rules. Mr. Greenwood indicated that the rules will influence only major industries.
He said the Department received numerous comments about the H&B Practicable
Control rule. Mr. Greenwood added that the rules amend the State Implementation
Plan (SIP), provide new source performance standards and NESHAPS delegation.
Commissioner Whipple asked about chemical weapons and the U. S. Army Depot in
Umatilla. Director Hansen said that even though the depot was a federal facility they
still must obtain the appropriate state permits to operate. He also added that the small
business assistance program provides technical assistance that is necessary for those
sources not in the regulatory framework.

Action: Commissioner Castle moved approval the rules as proposed in Attachments
A1l through AS of the staff report; Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion.
The motion was unanimously approved.
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D.

Rule adoption: revisions to motor vehicle fuel specifications for oxygenated
gasoline.

This agenda item proposed rules which meet the 1990 CAA requirement for states to
adopt contingency plans for moderate carbon monoxide (CO) nonattainment areas by
November 15, 1993. Additionally, the proposed rules contain housekeeping changes
to clarify and improve the organization of the oxy-fuel regulations to minimize
misinterpretation. The Department recommended the Commission adopt the
amendments to the motor vehicle fuel specifications for oxygenated gasoline in
Attachment A of the staff report. Additionally, the Department recommended
adoption of related changes to the Portland, Medford and Grants Pass CO
nonattainment plans as SIP revisions. The Department also presented an amendment
to clarify one of the proposed rules based on recommendation of the Attorney
General’s office.

John Kowalczyk and Howard Harris, Air Quality Division, presented the proposed
rulemaking package to the Commission. Mr. Kowalczyk provided background
information on the need for the CO contingency provision and housekeeping
amendments and described the proposed revisions. The Commission inguired about
the time frame for submittal of carbon monoxide maintenance plans and the
relationship of the CO contingency provision to this submittal.

Dennis Lamb, Planning Manager at Unocal, spoke on behalf of the Western States
Petroleum Association (WSPA), and Neil Moyer spoke on behalf of Texaco, Inc. In
their individual testimonies, both supported adoption of the Department’s proposal and
stressed the importance of the immediate development of the Portland area CO
maintenance plan.

Commissioner Lorenzen asked about the redesignation process. Staff responded that
attainment must be demonstrated and a maintenance plan must be developed and
adopted before the EPA can be convinced to redesignate an area to "attainment.” In
the case of Portland, one more season will be required to complete the necessary
information to support redesignation. The other areas require extensive work
including modeling, inventories and local coordination that will take at least a year.

Action: Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the revisions to the motor
vehicle fuel specifications for oxygenated gasoline as presented in Attachment A of
the staff report and amendment recommended by the Department; Commissioner
McMahan seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved.

Rule adoption: vehicle inspection program implerhentation plan revisions.
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This agenda item proposed rule and SIP revisions necessary to upgrade the Oregon
Inspection/Maintenance (I/M) program to be equivalent to the federal requirements in
the areas of: 1) computerized testing equipment; 2) inspector training, certification
and discipline; and 3) enforcement.

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the rule amendments regarding
vehicle inspection program SIP revisions as presented in Attachment A of the staff
report.

Mr. Greenwood summarized the SIP changes pointing out to the Commission that
although the current I/M program exceéds many areas of the EPA’s requirements for
a basic I/M testing program, the Department will be replacing existing manual testing
equipment with computerized equipment and will be updating detailed procedures to
meet the new EPA requirements as outlined in the SIP amendments. The
Commission was notified by Ron Householder, I/M Program Manager, that certain
elements of the SIP were not yet completed and that the SIP contained commitments
to accomplish these elements before July 1, 1994. The Commission asked about the

_ schedule for moving to an enhanced testing program in Portland. They were

informed that testing of a small segment of vehicles will begin in 1996, and testing of
all late model vehicles will begin about 1999,

Action: Commissioner McMahan moved approval of the Department’s
recommendation to adopt the rule amendments as presented in Attachment A of the
staff report; Commissioner Castle seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously
approved.

Proposed adoption of temporary rules for the new air quality federal operating
permit program to establish: 1) permit fees; and 2) asbestos inspection
requirements.

This agenda item proposed a temporary rule that would meet the 1990 CAA
requirements for states to have processes for fully funding the direct and indirect costs
of the federal operating permit program. It also included housekeeping amendments
and asbestos survey requirements that are necessary to complete the Federal Operating
Permit Program package for submittal to the EPA by November 15, 1993.
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The Department recommended the Commission adopt the temporary rules and related
rule amendments and findings regarding the fee structure, procedures for funding the
federal operating permit program, minor housekeeping amendmenis and the asbestos
survey requirements as presented in Attachment A of the staff report.

Wendy Sims, Air Quality Division, indicated the fee schedule in these rules had taken
two legislative sessions and numerous meetings with the affected parties to develop.
She said the Department’s advisory committee concurred with the proposed schedule.
The advisory committee believes this schedule will allow Oregon to implement the
Title V program effectively.

Ms. Sims said one change needed to be made to the rules packet. In 340-28-2650(5),
the word "applicable" was replaced by the word "appropriate.” This section of the
rule addresses how sources can pay fees on actual emissions of hazardous air
pollutants. The intent, as discussed by the advisory committee, was to provide the
Department with discretion to give exceptions on the criteria for determining actual
emissions for certain specific emissions. Because hazardous air pollutants have not
generally been regulated before, the emissions testing methodology is less developed
than for the better regulated criteria pollutants. . Sources may have emission points
where small quantities of hazardous air pollutants are emitted, where it would not be
practical to perform emissions testing because of the quantity of emissions, access, or
operational limitations. Section (5) allows the Department that discretion. Using the
word "applicable” caused some concern because "applicable method" has a technical
meaning that is more narrow than intended. Changing "applicable” to "appropriate”
made the intent more clear to the source testing community.

Another change was made to 340-28-110(c)(C), the reference to the CAA section
should be to "section 112(r)."

Action: Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of: 1) rule amendments as
presented in Attachment A of the staff report; 2) corrections to Attachment A as
recommended by the Department in the presentation; and 3) findings of need for the
temporary rule as presented in Attachment B. Commissioner Castle seconded the
motion, and the motion was unanimously approved.
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G.

Proposed adoption of temporary rule to amend rules for municipal solid waste
landfills to extend the effective date of federal criteria.

This agenda item proposed temporary rule amendments to revise the Department’s
solid waste rules to extend the effective dates for federal solid waste criteria for small
municipal solid waste landfills (to conform with a federal extension of the effective
dates).

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the temporary rule revisions as
presented in Attachment A of the staff report and the findings of need for the
temporary rule as presented in Attachment B of the staff report.

The Commission briefly discussed the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
determination about the Pendleton Airport and neighboring landfill. Director Hansen
asked that Chuck Donaldson of the Waste Management and Cleanup Division provide
Commissioner Lorenzen with an update of the situation.

Action: Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the adoption of the temporary
rule as presented in Attachment A and the findings as presented in Attachment B;
Commissioner Castle seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved.

Adoption of a temporary rule to limit UST (Underground Storage Tank) financial
assistance to essential service grants of 75 percent not to exceed $75,000.

This agenda item proposed to limit expenditure of lottery funds to essential service
grants of 75 percent, not to exceed $75,000 of UST project work. The temporary
rule was necessary to allow the Department to issue approximately 10 essential
service grants funded by lottery funds prior to adoption of final rules in January 1994,

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the temporary rule as presented
in Attachment A of the staff report. It was also recommended that the Commission
adopt the statement of need and findings of fact in Attachment C.

Department staff presented a revised Attachment A to the Commission at the meeting.
The revised wording of the temporary rule clarifies that the funding limitations apply
to applications approved and confirmed during the biennium rather than applications
received.




Environmental Quality Commission Minutes
Page 11
October 29, 1993

Action: Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the temporary rule in
Attachment A of the staff report as modified, and the findings of need as presented in
Attachment C of the staff report; Commissioner Castle seconded the motion. The
motion was unanimously approved.

Bond issuance resolution for Series 1994 A, B, C and D pollution control bonds.

This agenda item concerned authorization to issue and sell not more that $55 million
in pollution control bonds. '

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the resolution as presented in
Attachment A of the staff report along with the supporting findings presented in the
conclusions of the staff report.

Chair Wessinger asked if this was the last of the bonds. Barrett MacDougall of the
Department responded no, that the Commission would be receiving several more bond
requests.

Action: Commissioner Castle moved approval of the resolution and findings;
Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously
approved.

Pulp mill contested case: status report and proposed order extending the
November 30, 1993, deadline for holding a Commission hearing to establish the
scope of issues to be addressed upon reconsideration.

Based on evaluation of the data and information provided to the Department by the
pulp mills in progress reports, the Department concluded that if the mills were in
compliance with the permit limit for AOX limit, they would be in compliance with
the TCDD limit. Therefore, the Department concluded that it would be appropriate
to revise the permits to provide that compliance with the AOX limit will be deemed to
be in compliance with the TCDD limit. The Department has drafted proposed
permits to accomplish this. The proposed permits would replace the permits issued
May 26, 1992. The permittees indicated they are willing to accept the permits as
rewritten.
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The Department recommended: 1) that the Commission concur in the proposed action
to issue new permits; and 2) that the Commission enter an order as presented in
Attachment A of the staff report to amend the August 10, 1992, order granting
petitions for reconsideration to extend the November 30, 1993, deadline for
scheduling a Commission hearing “. . . for the purpose of further clarifying the scope
of the issues to be reconsidered and determining whether to reopen the evidentiary
record" to January 31, 1994,

Director Hansen introduced this agenda item. He said that the work at the mills and
the results of chlorine dioxide substitution has allowed the mills to reach required
levels. Additionally, he said that the methods chosen have achieved more effective
ways of measuring pollutants. However, the mills must contact the Department if any
processing changes are made. Director Hansen said the permits will be reissued with
changes which reflect the different method of measuring TCDD compliance.

Chair Wessinger asked about the final action of this item. Director Hansen said that
upon issuance of revised permits, the mills will need to withdrawal their petition for
reconsideration and that they will not refile a petition for judicial review in the court
of appeals. The matter will then come back to the Commission for dismissal of the
contested case. '

Mike Downs, Water Quality Division, and Pam Fink, Northwest Region Office,
provided information to the Commission about this item. Commissioner Lorenzen
asked if the proposal was for periodic verification of the relationship between TCDD
and AOX; Mr. Downs indicated yes. Commissioner Lorenzen asked if the state of
Washington had made any reductions in this area. Mr. Hansen replied that the
methods used by Washington are similar to Oregon’s. ‘

Director Hansen advised the Commission that a correction needed to be made in the
proposed order in Attachment A. The last sentence on page 1 would be amended to
read as follows:

The Department has reviewed information submitted, and prepared proposed
permits, that if issued would moot the reconsideration and result in the miils

withdrawal of their petition for reconsiderationf-and-their-petitton—to-the-Couzt
¢ s . £ TODE it Timits].
The Court of Appeals had already ruled that the order was not final and, therefore,

not yet subject to review. As a result, there are no petitions pending before the Court
of Appeals at this time.
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Action: Commissioner Castle moved to approve the order presented in Attachment A
with the amendment noted; Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

K. Information item: Willamette River basin water quality study.

This informational report summarized the findings of Phase I of the Willamette River
basin water quality study. Results of the initial modeling efforts were also presented
along with invertebrate/vertebrate bioassessment results.

Neil Mullane, Barbara Priest and Bob Baumgartner of the Water Quality Division
presented slides and material about the study. They indicated that the long-term
objective of the study is to construct a complete data base to enable state, local and
federal agencies to cooperatively insure the preservation and beneficial uses of the
river. The short-term goal was to provide the Department with knowledge and
technical means to carry out its responsibilities under state and federal law which
apply to the water quality of the basin.

This item was interrupted for public forum and then continued after public forum.
PUBLIC FORUM

Lauri Aunan, Bruce Gelman, Kip Winans of the Oregon State Public Interest Research
Group (OSPIRG) spoke to the Commission. They also presented the Commission with 9,000
signatures. The petitions ask Director Hansen to reaffirm that burning of plastics is not
recycling. Mr. Winans indicated that people he spoke to expressed alarm at the idea of
burning plastics as a form of recycling.

K. Information item: Willamette River basin water quality study., (CONTINUED)
Mr. Baumgartner said that the main points of the study were:

*  Biological life in the mainstream is good in the far uppér reaches, fair in the
middle reaches and poor below mile 39 (Wilsonville area). '

° There are fish skeletal abnormalities extending the length of the river;
however, the Department does not know what is the normal rate of
abnormalities.

e  The EPA modeling procedures for ecological communities appears to work in
the river. '
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¢ The model for dissolved oxygen and nutrients is basically complete.

. The bacteria results are different than the historic results, and industrial
discharges should be monitored for bacteria.

¢  Non-point sources are major contributors to pollutant loading in the river.

. The toxics model is acceptable to the EPA but needs to be calibrated with
additional data.

He concluded by saying the study is important considering the continued population
increase and industrial expansion which is occurring in Oregon. Continued funding of
this study through the legislature will help the Department in maintaining the existing
beneficial uses in the basin. Intergovernmental cooperation is needed to provide
accurate information to protect and manage the Willamette Basin.

Commissioner Castle asked if beneficial uses had been measured. Mr. Baumgartner
said that they measured fisheries which are considered to be a major beneficial use.
Chair Wessinger asked if anything could be done at this point in the study to begin
clean up of the basin. Mr. Baumgartner said that follow up on some source issues

~ and long term for use in standards setting would be implemented. Commissioner

McMahan asked if the Department had looked at the components of algal
communities. Mr. Baumgartner said that the Department had examined rates of
production.

Director Hansen indicated the Department wanted to look at the acute toxicity issue.
He said that the level of information received was dramatic and action would be
required soon. Commissioner Whipple asked what data was used for comparison
since no data existed before.” Mr. Baumgartner said that previous biological
measurements and referenced conditions upstream and geological conditions occurring
between two sources were used. He indicated that this type of comparison did not
work well for the Willamette River. The study will be completed in two years.

Information item: legislative follow up requirements.

No oral presentation was made on this item. A memorandum providing brief
information on legislative follow up actions had been mailed to the Commission.
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M.

Commission member reports.

Chair Wessinger and Commissioner Castle gave a brief summary of the collaborative
process meetings they have been involved in with the City of Portland in regard to the
combined sewer overflow (CSO) issue. Director Hansen urged the other
Commissioners to attend the meetings. Commissioner Lorenzen asked about the
meeting process. Director Hansen replied that the meetings were not a consensus
process but were designed to educate the participants about the issues involved. He
said the meetings were public and were structured in a public forum arrangement.

Chair Wessinger indicated that after more meetings are held, he would like to have
this issue come back to the Commission as a work session item.

Director’s report.

Enforcement: The Department is now developing a criminal enforcement program.
One of the first steps was the development of a Memorandum of Agreement with
Oregon State Police for stationing a full-time criminal investigator with the DEQ.
The EPA has established a second investigator with the Department.

Offset Bank: The Air Quality Division began oversight of a joint contract with the
Economic Development Department on development of an Offset Bank, which allows
new industries to locate in nonattainment areas without lengthy delays and resulting in
better air quality. The contract will result in identification of emission reductions that
could be made up front, "borrowed" from the offset bank by new industries, and
“"repaid" over time.

Greenwood’s Last Day: This was the last day Steve Greenwood was the division
administrator for Air Quality. John Kowalczyk will be the acting division
administrator on November 1 when Steve takes over as Western Region _
Administrator. A search is underway for a replacement for the Air Quality Division
administrator position.
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Orphan Site Funding: The Department testified before the Senate Interim Agriculture
and Natural Resources Committee regarding the Orphan Site Cleanup funding
question. The same presentation will be made to the House Committee on

December 10. The Department expects that the two committees will form a joint task
force on the issue. The funding question results from the Supreme Court decision on
the 1.1 cent gas tax for UST financial assistance. As a result of that decision, the
Attorney General issued an opinion that raised concern about the constitutionality of
the petroleum load fee. That fee was the source of revenue for one third of the
orphan site program. The 1993 legislature provided a one biennium fix but the 1995
legislature must identify an ongoing source of revenue to retire the outstanding debt.

Livable Communities: Dick Nichols will begin work on developing environmentai
teams for the Livable Communities project. Funding for the project comes from the
lottery. The Department expects this to be a high-profile effort and is working
closely with the League of Oregon Cities. The Department is looking for interested
cities. '

Environmental Equity Project: The Department has initiated a project to address the
issue of environmental equity. Recent studies in the United States indicate that the
burden of adverse environmental impact is not evenly distributed among all
populations but often falls disproportionately on minority and low-income groups. In
Oregon, the concerns include that minority groups with diets high in fish may be
unduly exposed to water pollution.

To better understand this issue, the Department is examining how minorities and
low-income groups may be disproportionately affected by environmental hazards.
The Department is beginning with a letter to community groups and community
leaders to invite them to participate in a telephone survey to help identify potential
areas of environmental inequity.

Tillamook Bay National Estuary Project: The start up activities are now in full swing
for the Tillamook Bay National Estuary Project. A policy committee has been named
and a management committee is now being organized. Marilyn Sigman from the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game was named project director and begins in
December. Once the director and management committee are in place, an annual
work plan will be drafted.
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Hearing Authorizations:

*  Woodstove Certification Rule Revision: The proposal would revise the

- procedure for woodstove certification and efficiency testing to accept the
federal woodstove certification program as fully equivalent. It would eliminate
the Oregon requirement for separate efficiency testing and labeling.

. Fee on waste disposed outside Oregon: The rule changes would implement
Senate Bill 1036 requiring that the existing per-ton solid waste disposal fee and
Orphan Site Account fee be applied uniformly to Oregon waste even if it is
disposed of outside of Oregon. These fees will total 94 cents per ton.

Other Business:
Don Sterling, vice chair of the Willamette River Basin Study technical advisory
commitiee, told the Commission that the issue the commitiee will be examining is

how to use the recently obtained data to coordinate land use.

There was no further business, and the meeting was adjourned at 1:30 p.m.
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Title:

Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Summary:
New Applications - 48 tax credit applications with a total facility cost of $ 21,739,566.00
- are recommended for approval as follows:

-13 Air Quality facilities with a total facility cost of: $ 11,339,741
- 3 Water Quality facilities having a total facility cost of: $ 6,845,157
-16 Underground Storage Tank facilities with a total facility cost of: $ 1,418,167
- 1 Solid Waste Landfill facility having a facility cost of: $ 1,410,624
- 1 Hazardous Waste facility with a total facility cost of: $ 379,973
- 2 Field Burning related applications recommended by the Department

of Agriculture with a total facility cost of: $ 316,260
-12 CFC (Air Quality) facilities having a total facility cost of: 5 29,644

Eleven of these applications having facility costs exceeding $ 250,000 have been reviewed by
independent contractors; their review statements are attached to the application review reports.

The evaluation of application # 3810, Riedel Environmental Technologies, Inc., has been
complicated by a recent fire at the Killingsworth site where the claimed facilities are located and
by a difference of opinion between the Department and the applicant on the eligibility of certain
claimed costs. As a result, the Department recommends that the facility costs pertaining to the
closing of the landfill be certified but that the certificate be issued by the Department only after
the applicant has implemented a corrective action plan approved by the Department to bring the
facilities into compliance with pollution control regulations and permit requirements. However,
if the corrective action plan cannot be implemented by December 31, 1995, the Department
recommends that the certificate be deemed revoked as of that date and that Riedel be granted a
contested case hearing, if they choose to pursue the matter at that time.

Applications TC-3993, TC-4006 and TC-4007 (Intel Corporation) have been combined under one
certificate since they are closely related and pertain to the same facility. Two field burning
applications evaluated by the Department of Agricuiture were evaluated under the revised rules
governing facilities integral to the operation of a business.

Transfer of Certificate - The remaining value of certificate no. 2299, issued November 2, 1990, is
proposed for transfer from Trapp’s Eastside Veltex Station to Mr. Gary Chobot. The sale of the
facility on May 26, 1993, has been verified by the DEQ.

Five additional tax credit applications are currently under review by external accounting firms and
will be forwarded for Commission approval if completed before December 10.

Department Recommendation:
1) Approve issuance of tax credit certificates for 48 applications as presented in Attachment A of
the staff report.

2) Approve the transfer of the remaining value of pollution control tax credit certificate 2299 from
T-rapp’s Eastside Veitex Station to Mr. Gary Chabot.

, > -' -L.‘Q‘w,&_
Report A Divi&on Administrator Director

November 29, 1993 fAccommodatlons 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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Date: December 10, 1993
To: . Envirc_)mnental Quality Commission
From: Fred Hansen, Director ‘;\ Lj““"
S_ubject: Agenda Item B, Decemger 10, 1993 EQC Meeting

Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Statement of the Need for Action
This staff report presents the staff analysis of poliution 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 3832 BP Oil Company Doublewall fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, automatic shutoff

vaives, line leak detectors and Stage I
and II vapor recovery piping.

TC 3836 BP Oil Company Four fiberglass underground storage
tanks and doublewall fiberglass piping,
spill containment basins, line/turbine
leak detectors, monitoring wells,
automatic shutoff valves and an oil/water

separator.
TC 3918 Jeld-Wen A Clark 95-20 Pneu-Air primary filter
baghouse and support equipment.
TC 3946 Texaco Refining & Five fiberglass underground storage
Marketing, Inc. tanks, fiberglass piping, spill

containment basins, line leak detectors,
in-tank gauges, float vent valves, overfill
alarms, monitoring wells and Stage I and
II vapor recovery equipment.

'A large print copy of this report is available upon request.
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TC 3986 Precision Castparts An alkaline wash cleaning system that
Corporation replaces a trichloroethylene vapor steel
castings cleaning system preventing the
emission to the atmosphere of
trichloroethylene, 2 Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC).

TC 4032 Chevron USA, Inc. Spill containment basins and Stage II
vapor recovery hoses and nozzles.

TC 4066 Atlantic Richfield An above-ground Stage II vapor

Company recovery balance type system.

TC 4074 Atlantic Richfield An above-ground Stage II vapor

Company recovery balance type system.

TC 4102 D & G Rentals Three STI-P3 underground storage tanks
and fiberglass piping, spill containment
basins, a tank gauge system, line leak
detectors, overfill alarm, monitoring
wells and automatic shutoff valves.

TC 4118 Willamette Industries, Two baghouses and support equipment

Inc. to control particulate emissions to the

atmosphere generated by PSKM refiner
cyclones.

sz . . y N

TC 4121 Oregon Metallurgical Two Duall scrubbers and associated .
Corporation support equipment for controlling
atmospheric emissions from four
titanium reduction furnaces.
TC 4123 Oregon Metailurgical A caustic scrubber constructed in series
Corporation with an existing HCL burner to control
atmospheric emissions from the
applicant’s MgCL2 separation process.
TC 4126 Minimart of Vernonia Three composite (Buffhide) underground

storage tanks and doublewall fiberglass
piping, spill containment basins, tank
gauge system, sumps, automatic shutoff
valves, and Stage I and II vapor
recovery piping.
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TC 4131

Texaco Refining and
Marketing, Inc.

'Five doublewall fiberglass tanks and
-piping, spill containment basins, a tank

gauge system, sumps, automatic shutoff
valves, overfill alarm, line/turbine leak
detectors, monitoring wells and Stage I
and II vapor recovery equipment.

TC 4143

Cornelius Auto Repair
.Service, Inc.

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.

TC 4144

Hilltop Chevron, Inc.

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.

TC 4147

Miles Oil Company, Inc.

A UST-related facility consisting of
fiberglass piping, spill containment
basins, overfill alarm, sumps, automatic
shutoff valves, line leak detectors,
monitoring wells and Stage II vapor
recovery piping.

TC 4148

Dennis Thompson
Tigard Arco

One fiberglass underground storage tank
and piping, spill containment basin, line
leak detector and monitoring well.

TC 4149

Chris and Joan Horton

A grass seed straw baling, processing
and transportation equipment and storage
facility consisting of a Squeeze
(Roadrunner), Freeman balers 330-T (2),

a freightliner and trailers (2), a New

Holland Rake 216, a Ford 7710 tractor,
an International Hydro 100 tractor and a
22°x 106°x 144’ shed for the storage of
grass seed straw.

1 TC 4151

Applegate Automotive

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.
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TC 4152

Phillip Atkinson

A grass seed straw baling, processing
and transportation equipment facility
consisting of Freeman balers (2), an
International 966 tractor, a Lely 300
rake, a New Holland rake, an air
compressor, bale counters and a Ford
service pickup.

TC 4153

CI’s Alpine Services, Inc.

Three fiberglass underground storage
tanks and doublewall enviroflex piping,
spill containment basins, a tank gauge
system, sumps, automatic shutoff valves,
overfill alarm, line leak detectors,
monitoring wells and Stage I and II
vapor recovery equipment.

TC 4155

Emery’s Texaco

Three STI-P3 underground storage tanks
and doublewall fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, a tank gauge system
with interstitial line monitoring, overfill
alarm, monitoring well, sumps,
automatic shutoff valves and Stage I
vapor recovery equipment,

TC 4156

Orient Auto Service, Inc.

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.

TC 4158

Powerhouse Engines

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.

TC 4160

EDCO Sheet Metal, Inc.

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which-removes air conditioner or
commercial refrigerant coolant,
preventing emissions to the atmmosphere.
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TC 4161

Sister’s Qil Company,
Inc.

Two 2-compartment STI-P3 underground
storage tanks and fiberglass piping, spill
containment basins, a tank gauge system,
automatic shutoff valves, overfill alarm,
line leak detectors, monitoring wells and
Stage I and II vapor recovery piping.

TC 4162

| Ladds Automotive Repair

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.

TC 4163

Al’s Heating & A/C

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans air
conditioner or commercial refrigerant
coolant, preventing emissions to the
atmosphere.

TC 4164

Oregon Caves Chevron

Three doublewall steel/fiberglass
underground storage tanks, enviroflex
piping, spill containment basins, a tank
gauge system, overfill alarm, sumps,
automatic shutoff valves, turbine leak
detectors and Stage I and II vapor
recovery piping.

TC 4165

Regency Car Wash, Inc.

Installation of epoxy lining into three
steel underground storage tanks, spill
containment basins and underground
preparation of a tank gauge system.

TC 4166

Siberts Auto Body

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere.

TC 4169

Pro Automotive

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes and cleans automobile air
conditioner coolant, preventing emissions
to the atmosphere,

TC 4170

Aire-Flo Heating & Air
Conditioning, Inc.

A CFC facility consisting of a machine
which removes air conditioner or
commercial refrigerant coolant,
preventing emissions to the atmosphere..
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TC 4171 Aire-Flo Heating & Air A CFC facility consisting of a machine
Conditioning, Inc. which removes air conditioner or

- commercial refrigerant coolant,
preventing emissions to the atmosphere.

TC 4172 Jimmy L. Arendell Four doublewall fiberglass underground
storage tanks and piping, spill
containment basins, a tank gauge system,
automatic shutoff valves, turbine leak
detectors, monitoring wells and Stage 1
and II vapor recovery equipment.

TC 4182 Downtown Texaco Three STI-P3 tanks and fiberglass
piping, spill containment basins, a tank
gauge system, automatic shutoff valves,
turbine leak detectors and Stage I and II
vapor recovery piping.

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

App}icéﬁon ) 0 o o '
12 Number. | Applicant: = + | Description:. =~ - ' '
TC 3810 Riedel Environmental A solid waste poltution control landfill
Technologies, Inc. facility consisting of a bottom liner and
leachate collection, storm water control, and
groundwater monitoring systems together
with top liner (and closure) and methane gas
control final closure systems.
TC 3916 Evergreen Forest A water and hazardous waste treatment

Products, Inc. facility consisting of a concrete drip pad,
steel sumps with a leak detection system, a
tank containment area, a chemical unioading
area, a roof structure over the drip pad and
treated lumber storage area, a dedicated
forklift and a paved storage yard.




Application No. TC-4101
Page #5

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $3,668,754.00 with 100% allocated to pollution
control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4101.

BKF
MISC\AH72920
October 25, 1993
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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, 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
72%. '

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $102,276 with 72% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4189.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
December 2, 1993
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Doublewall fiberglass
tanks and piping $59,596 53% (1) $31,586
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 928 100 928
Overfill alarm 198 100 198
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system - 9,691 90 (2) 8,722
Turbine leak detectors 1,316 100 1,316
Monitoring well 134 100 134
Stage I vapor recovery 705 100 705
Labor & materials 29,708 100 29,708
Total $102,276 2% $ 73,297

(L

(2)

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 $59,596 and the bare steel system is $28, 140, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 53%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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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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:

1y

2)

4)

5)

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 commaodity.

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.

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

The applicant considered the method chosen to be the best available. 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 of reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocabie to pollution control is determined
by using these factors as displayed in the following table:
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4, Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility 1s 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 instatlation 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 under QAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

N For corrosion protection - Doublewall fiberglass tanks and doublewall
fiberglass piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system, monitoring well and turbine leak
detectors.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage | vapor recovery.

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. The cleanup is in
progress.

Based on information currently available, the applicant ts 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 ($102,276) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution conirol facility in ORS 468.155.




DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY

December 7, 1993

Mr. William Wessinger, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission
121 SW Salmon, Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Tax Credit Application Nos. 3892, 4173 & 4189.
Dear Chairman and Members of the Commission,

Enclosed are three requests for certification for pollution
control tax credit relief that the Department proposes to add to
those that are to be reviewed at the December 10 meeting. The
reports pertain to requests by Wacker Siltronic Corporation, Mr.
Martin Richards and the Shirtcliff O0il Company, respectively.
The external accountant’s review is included in draft form for
the Wacker Siltronic request. The final accounting review will
be available for the meeting and will be an exact duplicate of
the draft.

Sincerely,

Charle€ Bianchi
Pollution Control Tax Credit Program
Coordinator

Enclosures

811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204-1390
(503) 229-5696

TDD (503) 229-6993 —
DEQA
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Wacker Siltronic Corporation
7200 N.W. Front Avenue

P.O. Box 83180

Portland, Oregon 97283-0180

The applicant owns and operates a silicon wafer manufacturlng facility
in Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility consists of an upgraded industrial waste water
treatment plant. The treatment plant treats process waste water from
the manufacturing facility and discharges treated effluent to the
Willamette River under an NPDES permit issued by the Department, as
well as pretreated waste water to the City of Portland sanitary sewer
system.

Claimed Facility Cost: $2,822,407 (adjusted)
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 1l6.

The facility met statutory deadline in that construction of the
facility was substantially completed on August 21, 1992 and the
application for certification was found to be complete on September 23,
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 requirement imposed by the Department
to control water pollution. The requirement is to comply with
NPDES permit number 101128.

The claimed facility was built in part to alleviate permit
violations, and in part to provide treatment of increased waste
water flows from a possible expans;on of the manufacturlng
facility.

Over the past several years, the applicant has experienced
pericdic violations of the permit limits for fluoride and Total
Suspended Solids. These violations appear to have been due
primarily to two factors: the concentration limits in the permit
were overly stringent compared to Federal effluent guidelines, and
the previous waste water treatment facility had little excess
capaclty or backup treatment capability.
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In the course of renewing the applicant's NPDES permit in 1993,
the Department agreed to allow higher concentration limits for
fluoride and Total Suspended Solids, corresponding to the Federal
Effluent Guideline limits for the applicant's industrial category.
Although the Department increased the concentration limits, the
load limits were not increased, in accordance with the
Commission's policy as stated in Oregon Administrative Rule 340-
41-026(2).

The claimed facility is a state-cf-the-art waste water treatment
plant, designed with excess capacity for all current and expected
future waste water flows, as well as having backup capabilities in
the event of individual treatment unit outages. The applicant has
verified that the claimed facility was designed to achieve Federal
Effluent Guideline limits for the current manufacturing facility
(FAB I), as well as a proposed new manufacturing facility (FAB
II).

The claimed facility is operating in compliance with its NPDES
permit limits.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

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

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

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

The claimed facility produces no income, hence there is no
annual percent return on the investment.

3) The alternative methods, equlpment and costs for achieving
the same pollution control cbjective.

There are no known alternatives.

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 from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $713,394 annually.

5} Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly allocable
to the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or
noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to recycling
or properly disposing of used oil.
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a) Department staff identified two claimed costs that are
not eligible. These costs have been deducted from the
applicants claimed facility cost as follows:

Claimed facility cost $3,032,063
P.30 Piledriving delay <1,828>
P.35 Eve~wash stations «15,328>
Adjusted facility cosat $3,014,207

b) The Environmental Quality Commission has directed that
tax credit applications at or above $250,000 go through
an additional departmental accounting review to
determine if costs were properly allocated. This review
was performed under contract with the Department by the
accounting firm of KPMG Peat Marwick.

The cost allocation review of this application
identified the following issues:

The applicant had previously received a pollution
control tax credit for their waste water treatment
system. As part of the upgrades made to the system,
seven (7) existing in-ground tanks were demolished.
Since those tanks were part of the previous facility for
which a tax credit was granted, the like-for-like
replacement costs of the tanks must be deducted from the
present eligible facility costs. The applicant provided
an estimate of the like-for-like replacement cost of the
tanks, totalling $192,500; the eligible facility cost
was reduced by this amount.

Adjusted facility cost (above) $3,014,907
Like-for-like replacement

cogt of seven tanks <192,500>
Final adjusted facility cost $2,822,407

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

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

Summation

a.

b.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

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 control water pollution. The
requirement is to comply with NPDES permit number 101128.

The facility complies with permit conditions.
An independent accounting firm under contract with the Department

has concluded that no further review procedures be performed on T-
3892 (see attached review report).
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e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution contrel is 100%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $2,822,407 with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be igssued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-3892.

{(George F. Davis): (GFD)
(T-3892)

(503) (229-6385 x 242)
{(December 3, 1993)
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December 3, 1993

Environmental Quality Commission

- BI1 5. W. Sixth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204-1390

Commissioners:

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures, as discassed below, on
¢ertain accounting records of Wacker Siltronics Corporatior (the Company) and the
Company's Pollntion Control Tax Credit Application #3892 (the Application) filed with the
Suate of Gregon, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for a Water Pollution Control

-Facility in Portland, Oregon (the Fagility). The application has a claimed Facility cost of

$3.032,063. Our procedures and findings are as follows:
Frosedurcs

1.

5,

We read the application, the Oregon Revised Statutes ot Pollution Control Facilities Tax

Credits - Section 468.150 through 468.190 (Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative

?&ﬁ o)n Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050
'8).

. We reviewed certain documents which support the Application,
. We discussed the Application with certain DEQ personunel, including Charles Bianchi and

George Davis,

. We discussed certain components of the Application with Company personnel including

Thomas McCue, Environmental Manager.

We toured the Facility with Mr. McCue,

Findings

The Application should be adjusted for $17,156 of noan-allowable costs previously
identified by DEQQ staff related to the following:

» P. 30 Pile driving delay
» I 33 Eye-wash stations

o5
E,_
[=-3
|
o

Totd non-allowable costs

o
L
]
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L=
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* OAR 340-16-025 requires that the cumrent claimed facility cost be réduced by the

like-for-like replacement cost of any facility for which a pollution control facility certificate
has previously been issued under ORS 468.170. OAR 340-16-010 defines hke-for-like

. teplacement cost as "the current price of providing a new facility of the same type, size and

consttuction materizls as the original facility."

Based on our discussions with Charles Bianchi of the DEQ, the Company bad previously
obtained a pollution control facility cerrificate for the eriginal facility in 1981 for
approximately $770,000, In the current application, the claimed facility cost was not
teduced for any like-for-like replacement costs of the original facility.

Based on our discussions with Thomas McCue, Environmental Manager, portions of the
claimed facility are a replacement or reconstruction of part of the previously centified
pollution control facility. Three in-ground waste water forwarding sumps and four
in-ground waste water treatment units were replaced with units of new design and
modernized controls,

At pur request, the Company has obtained the following like-for-like replacement cost
estmate for the replaced portion of the original facility from an independent third party.
Based ol;ll our discussion with DEQ personnel, the replacement cost estimate appears to be
reasonable.

= Like-for-like replacement cost -$ 162,500

As a result of the findings abave, the allowable costs for the Application should be reduced
to $2,822,407 as summarized below:

Claimed facility cost $ 3,032,063
Non-gllowable costs (17,156)
Like-for-like replacement costs {192.500)
Adjusted facility cost $ 2,822407

ke
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Because the gbove procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with
generally accepted auditng standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items
referred to above. In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our
attention that caused us to believe that the specified items should be adjusted, ¢xcept for the
items mentioned in our findings. Had we performed additional proccdures or had we -

‘conducied an audit of the financial statements of the Company in accordance with generally

accepied auditing standards, other matters might have come 10 our attention that would have

been reported to you., This report relates only to the itetns specified above and does not extend
to any financial statements of the Company taken as a whole.

It is understood that this report is solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental
Quality Cornmission, the Departinent of Environmental Quality and the Compatiy and should
not be used or distributed for any purpose to anyone who is not a party to the Application,




State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Martin Richards
3459 SE Baldwin Drive
Madras OR 97741

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

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

2, Description of Claimed Facility

The eguipment described in this application is located at 3459 SE
Baldwin Drive, Madras, Oregon. The eguipment is owned by the
applicant.

12' Rears Pulflail $10,328
30' Rears Propane flamer § 5,500

Claimed equipment cost: $15,828 ‘
(The applicant provided copies of receipts and cancelled checks.)

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

The applicant has 132 acres under perennial grass seed cultivation.
To replace the practice of open field burning the applicant purchased
the Rears Pulflail to £lail chop the stubble remaining after baling
off the fields and purchased the Rears Propane Flamer to heat
sanitize the fields. The applicant states that he will no longer
conduct open field burning on his grass seed acreage.

4. Procedural Requirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468,190, and by 0AR
Chapter 340, Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory
deadlines in that:

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on August 25,
1993, The application was submitted on November 10, 1993; and the
application for final certification was found to be complete on
November 18, 1993, The application was submitted within two years of
substantial purchase of the equipment.
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5. 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 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 strav based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning® and (B): "Propane flamers or mobile field
sanitizers which are alternatives to open field burning and reduce
air quality impacts."

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

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 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 an increase in operating costs to annually maintain
and operate the equipment. 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 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%.

Summat ion

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.

¢. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules,

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

The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $15,828, with 100% allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the equipment claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4173.

Jim Britton, Manager
Smoke Management Program

Natural Resources Division

Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 378-6792

ib:bm4l73
- November 18, 1993




~ Application No, TC-4189

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Shirtcliff Oil Co.
P. O, Box 6003
Myrtle Creek, OR 97457

The applicant owns and operates a refail gas station at 292 Pruner Rd., Tri City, OR,
Facility No. 284.

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.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four doublewall
fiberglass tanks and doublewall fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge
system, overfill alarm, turbine leak detectors, monitoring well and Stage [ vapor
TECOVETY.

Claimed facility cost $102,276
(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 20, 1993 and placed into operation
on October 20, 1993, The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on December 1, 1993 was considered to be complete and filed on December 1, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.
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; TC 3922 Lamb Weston, Inc. An irrigation system installed to prevent

groundwater pollution by irrigating
wastewater at acceptable agronomic rates
consisting of land acquisition, piping, center
pivot irrigation systems and associated
equipment.

Company

TC 3979 Timber Products An air pollution control facility consisting of
Company an Electrified Filter Bed (EFB) HFC 50
electrostatic precipitator, a Northwest
baghouse and support equipment.
TC 3993 Intel Corporation An air pollution control facility consisting of
an exhaust scrubber and related equipment.
TC 4006 Intel Corporation A hazardous and solid waste segregation and
collection facility consisting of tanks,
drums, automatic valves, pumps and sumps .
TC 4007 Intel Corporation A water pollution control facility consisting
of an industrial wastewater pretreatment
system and a chemical storage area with a
roof and spill containment capability.
TC 4017 Rosboro Lumber Two Breslove Fly Ash Collectors with
Company support equipment and structures to control
the emission of ash to the atmosphere from
hog fuel boilers.
TC 4051 Boise Cascade An air poilution control facility to reduce
Corporation the emissions of total reduced sulfur
consisting of piping, pumps, tanks, a heat
exchanger and control instruments.
TC 4083 Timber Products An air pollution control facility consisting of

an Electrified Filter Bed (EFB) HFC 50
electrostatic precipitator, a Clarke baghouse
and support equipment,
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TC 4101 Smurfit Newsprint An air pollution control facility consisting of
Corporation a Cottrell electrostatic precipitator and
support equipment to control hog fuel boiler
emissions.

Background

Application report 3810, Riedel Environmental Technologies, Inc., provides the Department’s analysis and
recommendation regarding an application for pollution control tax credit certification for the firm’s landfill
facilities associated with the closed Killingsworth Fast Disposal Landfill in Portland, Oregon. The
application was received by the DEQ on June 24, 1992, before the effective date of the revised rules on
facilities that are integral to the operation of a business and the application is, therefore, not covered by
those rules.

Riedel operated the landfill from November 1979 until December 27, 1989 when the facility closed and
claims costs for a bottom liner and leachate collection, storm water control and groundwater monitoring
systems dating from that period, which are disputed by the Department as violating the two-year
requirement within which an applicant must apply for a tax credit. Riedel also claims relief for costs for
landfill closure facilities consisting of a top liner and a methane collection system, which were substantially
completed after June 24, 1990. The Department believes these closure-related facilities are in general
eligible for tax credit relief, being substantially completed and operating to perform their intended functlon
within two years of the June 24, 1992 date of application for tax credit certification.

Evaluation of the request for certification has been complicated by the fact that a fire at the landfill, which
started recently, has destroyed a portion of the top liner and has required the closure of a portion of the
methane collection system until the fire can be extinguished. The closure facilities are, therefore, not
capable of operating to control pollution in accordance with regulatory requirements at this time.

In addition, the external accounting firm assigned to review the eligible and allocable costs claimed in the
application was unable to substantiate a significant percentage of the claimed costs for each of the facility
cost categories claimed by Riedel (see accompanying accounting review report, Coopers & Lybrand),
although Riedel’s CPA certification of actual costs stipulates that documentation for all but 7.4% of the
total claimed costs was found and examined.

In light of the above circumstances, the Department recommends that the closure related costs (only) be
certified for tax relief and that the certificate be held in abeyance and issued at such time as Riedel
implements a corrective action plan approved by the Department to bring the closure facilities into
compliance with regulatory requirements. However, if Riedel is unable to implement the corrective action
plan by December 31, 1995, the Department recommends the certificate be deemed revoked as of that date
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with Riedel being provided the opportunity to request a contested case hearing should they wish to pursue
that option at that time.

Application reports 3993, 4006 and 4007 pertain to a newly constructed facility placed into operation in
September of 1992. The facility, located in Aloha, Oregon, is owned and operated by the Intel
Corporation. Intel incorporated modern pollution control capabilities for air, water and hazardous waste
prevention into the design of the plant and submitted a separate application for each of the three facilities.
However, their accounting system did not enable them to identify specifically a significant percentage of the
costs assoctated with the installation of the pollution control facilities. Intel proposed a methodology to
estimate the total actual costs of the pollution control facilities, which was evaluated and modified by the
DEQ staff. The evaluation of the applications by the DEQ staff was coordinated to insure that a common
approach was used to determine the eligible facility costs. For costs that were required to be estimated, the
Department identified, as accurately as possible, the additional incremental costs incurred by Intel to install
the pollution control facilities.

A table is provided on page 255 that consolidates the analyses of the three applications and compares the
- results with the original claimed facility costs. The total recommended facility costs for the three
ipplications are presented on one certificate to reduce administrative complexity for both Intel and the
Department of Revenue. -

Applications for Field Burning tax relief, 4149 and 4152, were evaluated by the Department of Agriculture
and the DEQ under the revised rules for pollution control facilities that are integral to the operation of a
business. The applicants are in the business of grass seed straw removal and sales. The revised rules
require that applicants identify the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) that best describes their
businesses to determine the industry’s average median profit before taxes for the five years prior to the
compietion of the facility for use as a factor in the formula for calculating the percentage of eligible costs
that are allocable. to pollution control. In reviewing the definitions of the SICs that might reasonably apply
to the grass seed straw processing business, the applicants, in conjunction with the Department of
Agriculture and the Department, determined that the classification that best describes this business activity
is SIC 5261, Combined wholesale/retail Farm and Garden Equipment and Supplies, Nurseries, Lawn &
Garden Supply Stores. Although this may seem an imperfect description, it should be noted that the
definitions of the Standard Industrial Classifications presented in the Robert Morris Associates Index to the
Annual Statement Studies tend to be broad and that the grass seed straw business includes retailing,
wholesaling and service elements. The resulting percentage allocable factor using this SIC was 29% for
both applications. :

In addition, the department recommends the revocation of certificate number 2299 issued to Trapp’s
Eastside Veltex Station on November 2, 1990 and the transfer of the remaining balance of the certificate to
Mr. Gary Chobot. Mr. Chobot purchased the property on which the subject pollution control facility is
.ocated earlier this year, The DEQ verified that the sale occurred and that Mr. Chobot is the current
rightful owner.
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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 QAR 340-17-010 through 340-17-055 (Reclaimed Plastic Product Tax
Credit).

Alternatives and Evaluation

None.

Summary of Any Prior Public Input 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.

0 | Proposed December 10, 1993 Poilution Control Tax Crédit Totals:

Certificates Certified Costs* No.
Air Quality $ 11,339,741 13
CFC 29,644 12
Field Burning 316,260 2
Hazardous Waste 379,973 1
Noise 0 0
Plastics ' 0 0
Solid Waste - Recycling 0 0
Solid Waste - Landfills 1,410,624 1
Water Quality 6,845,157 3
UST 1,418,167 16

TOTALS $ 21,739,566 48
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Note: the total amount for three closely related applications, 3993, 4006 & 4007 was
presented for approval on one certificate. However, the amounts are presented
separately in the table above because the applications pertain to three separate
categories of tax credits, Air Quality, Hazardous Waste and Water Quality facilities.
As a result, the actual number of certificates presented for approval for this report is

46, not 48.
Calendar Year Totals Through October 29, 1993:
Certificates Certified Costs* No.
Air Quality : $ 3,611,176 26
CFC 105,037 37
Field Burning 2,590,437 32
Hazardous Waste _ 0 0
Noise 0 0
Plastics 32,097 4
Solid Waste - Recycling 1,455,468 13
Solid Waste - Landfills ' 10,100,739 6
Water Quality 20,314,911 30
UST 5,794,736 54
TOTALS $ 44,004,601 202
* 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
applications recommended by the Department of Agriculture. The Department also
recommends approval of the transfer of certificate number 2299 from Trapp’s Eastside
Veltex Station to Mr. Gary Chobot, the current owner of the facility.
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Intended Followup Actions

Notify applicants of Environmental Quality Commission actions.
Attachments
A, Pollution Control Tax Credit Application Review Reports.

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.

bl

Approved:

Section:

Division: ) ' EE

Report Prepared By: Charles Bianchi
Phone: 229-6149
Date Prepared: November 29, 1993
Charles Bianchi

TCDEC.EQC
Nov. 9, 1993 Draift



Attachment A

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

Transfer of Pollution Control Facility Certificate

Certificate to be transferred from:

Trapp's Eastside Veltex Station .
1003 E. 8th Street
The Dalles, Oregon 97058

Certificate to be transferred to:

Mr. Gary Chobot
2702 E. 2nd st.
The Dalles, Oregon 97058

Transfer Request

Mr. Gary Chobot requests that the Environmental Quality
Commission approve the transfer of the certificate
identified below from Trapp's Eastside Veltex Station. The
transfer is necessary because Mr. Chobot purchased the
property on which the pollution control facility is located,
2702 E. 2nd Street, The Dalles, OR from Milford J. and Anna
L. Trapp (dba Trapp's Eastside Veltax Station) on May 26,
1992. The pollution control facility certificate was issued
to Trapp's Eastside Veltex Station on November 02, 1990.

Degcription of Certificate (Copy Attached)

: Issuance Certified
Certificate Date _ Cost
2299 11/02/90 $19,267.00

97% allocable to pollution control.
Summation

Due to the sale of the claimed facility, Mr. Gary Chabot
requests the Environmental Quality Commission to transfer
tax credit certificate 2299 from Trapp's Eastside Veltex
Station to Mr. Chabot.

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.




Certificate No. 2299
¥ Date of Issue %é/OZ/QO
Application No. -3224

State of Cregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLIDTION CORTROL. FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued to: Iocation of Pollution Control Facility:
- Trapp's Eastside Veltex Station . 2702 E. 2rd Streest
1003 E. 8th Street The Dalles, CR

The Dalles, OR 97058295

As: () Lessee (X) Ownexr

Description of Pollution Control Facility:
Installation of impressed current cathodic protection on 3 steel UST's & piping,
spill contairment ins, overfill float ves, tank monitor, monitoring wells
& pamp check valves.

Type of Pollutian Comtrol Facility: . ,
( ) Air () Noise (X) Water ( ) Solid Waste ( ) Hazardous Waste ( ) Used 0il

Date Facility was campleted: December 18, 1989 Placed into Operaticn: December 18, 1989

Actnal Cost of Pollution Comtrol Facility: $19,267.00

Percent; of actual cost pn:{:erly allocable to polluticon control: 97 Percent

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Envirormental ity

Commission certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in

accordarce with the requirements of subsection (1) of (RS 468,165, ard is desigred for, and is being

operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or

reducing air, water or moise pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil, ard t it is

m to satisfy the intents and purposes of (RS Chapters 454, 459, 467 and 468 and rules adopted
T r.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with

the statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Erwvironmental Quality and

the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be contirmousl rated at maximum efficiency for the desigred purpose of
prevmting‘,:ycontmlling, and mﬁ:ﬁﬁe the type of pollution as irdicated above.

2. The Department of Envirormental Quality shall be immediately motified of roposed change in
use or method of operation of the fa:gi ard if, for amy ¥eascn, the faci Eycpcgases to
operate for its intended pollution control purpese.

Arty reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Envirermental Quality shall be
promptly provided,
NOTE: The facility described herein is mot eligible to receive tax credit certification aif agi'xe

Energy Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Ore Law 1979
rson issued the Certificate elects topt'ake the tax credit relief unilx-:l RS 316.097 or

17.072. | .
Signed %KTC,\ r— }‘

Title William P. Hutchison, Jr., Chairman

Approved by the Envircrmental Quality Commission
an the 2nd day of November, 1990. e _
¥To be effective as of 10/31/90 ‘




Application No. TC-3832

State of Oregon
3 Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

BP Oil Company
200 Public Square, 24-H
Cleveland, OH 44114-2375

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 12975 SW Canyon Rd.,
Beaverton, OR, Facility No. 729.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution controi facilities described in this application are doublewall
fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, automatic shutoff valves, line leak detectors,
Stage T and I vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $82,143
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on January 20, 1991 and placed into operation
on January 20, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on August 5, 1992 was considered to be complete and filed on September 1, 1992, within
two years of the completion date of the project.

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 instailation of poilution control, the facility consisted of three steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfiil prevention
or leak detection equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under QAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Doublewall fiberglass piping.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins and automatic
shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - Line leak detectors.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I and II vapor recovery piping.
Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. Cleanup is in progress.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with ait
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are

current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($82,143) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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:

Y
3)

.‘5)

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.

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.

‘The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same

pollution control objective. '

The applicant considered the methods used to be the most cost effective.
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 of 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:




Corrosion Protection:
Doublewall fiberglass

piping

Spill & Overfill Prevention;

Spill containment basins
Automatic shutoff valves

Leak Detection:
Line leak detectors

Stage I vapor recovery
Labor & materials (incl.
Stage II piping

Total

Application No. TC-3832

Eligible ‘
Facility *~  Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
$ 5,600 76% (1) $ 4,256
5,119 100 5,119
2,317 100 2,317
058 100 958
249 100 249
67,900 100 67,900
$82,143 98 % $80,799

Page 4

(1)  The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a
corrosion protected piping System by using a formula based on the
difference in cost between the protected 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 $5,600 and the bare steel system is $1,370, the resulting
portion of the eligible piping cost allocable to pollution control is 76%.

Summation

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

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certificatton 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 “poilution 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.
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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 Poilution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $82,143 with 98% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3832.

Mary Lou Perry
(503) 229-5731
October 16, 1992




Application No. TC-3836

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant
BP 0Qil Company

200 Public Square 24-H
Cleveland, OH 44114-2375

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 2090 River Road, Eugene, OR,
Facility No, 781.

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

DPescription of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four fiberglass
tanks and doublewall fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, line/turbine leak
detectors, monitoring wells, automatic shutoff valves and an oil/water separator.

Claimed facility cost $ 98,706
{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.
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The facility was substantially completed on November 16, 1990 and placed into operation
on November 16,7 1990. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on August 5, 1992 was determined to be complete and filed on September
1, 1992, within two years of the completion date of the project.

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.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OCAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

|} For corrosion protection - Fiberglass tanks and doublewall fiberglass
piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Line/turbine leak detectors and monitoring wells.
The applicant also installed an oil/water separator.

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. Cleanup is in progress.
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. '
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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)

2)

3)

4)

5

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

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

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.

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

The applicant considered the method chosen to be the most cost effective.
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 poilution control.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
facility properly allocable to prevention, control of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Fiberglass tanks and
piping $25,676 41% (1) $10,527
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 4,015 100 4,015
Automatic shutoff valves 2,683 100 2,683
Leak Detection:
Line/turbine leak detectors 6,367 100 6,367
Monitoring wells 647 100 647
Oil/water separator 4,902 100 4,902
Labor and materials 54,416 100 54,416
~ Total $98,706 85% $83,557

(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 $25,676 and the bare steel system 1s $15,217, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to poliution
control is 41%.

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
Envirenmental 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."
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c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is
85%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $98,706 with 85% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3836.

Mary Lou Perry
(503) 229-5731
October 30, 1992




Application No. TC-3918

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Jeld-Wen, Inc.

Klamath Door

P.0O. Box 1329

Klamath Falls, OR 97601

The applicant owns and operates solid pine door
manufacturing plant in Klamath Falls, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility controls the emissions of wood dust
from the applicants door manufacturing operations
expanded pneumatic waste transport system. The facility
consists of a Clarke 95-20 Pneu-Air primary filter
baghouse and support equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: ‘ $97,670.00
Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility
is twenty years.

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 1s6.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on June 12, 1992 and placed into operation on June 15,
1993.- The application for final certification was
received by the Department on December 7, 1992. The
application was found to be complete on October 11, 1993,
within tweo years of substantial completion of the
facility.
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4. Evaluation of Application

- a.

Ratiocnale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to control air
pollution. This is in accordance with OAR Chapter
340, Division 21, rule 240. The air contaminant
Discharge Permit for this source, 18-0006, item 2
requires the permittee to control particulate
emissions. The emission reduction is accomplished
by the elimination of air contaminants as defined in
ORS 468A.,005.

The facility controls the particulate emissions from
the applicants pneumatic waste transport systen.

The waste transport system removes sawdust produced
on a new production line. The facility consists of
a Clarke 95-20 primary filter baghouse, a fire
protection system, electrical materials, and support
equipment. The pneumatic transport system collects
waste material (primarily sawdust) from the new pine
door manufacturing line. Individual sources include
several saws and sanders. The waste transport
system delivers the waste to a cyclone located
beneath the baghouse. The cyclone collects most of
this material and emits dust laden air to the
baghouse. The exhaust stream is directed into the
bagfilters where dust accumulates. A rotating
manifold directs low pressure reverse flow air to
individual bags removing the dust and returning it
to the cyclone. The filtered exhaust air is
returned indoors to the manufacturing area for
recapture of the heat energy contained in the air.
The cost of ducting used to return this air is not
claimed in the application.

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
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products into a salable or usable commodity.

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.

Baghouses are technically recognized as an
acceptable method for controlling the emissions
of particulate from wood waste pneumatic
transport systems.

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

There is no savings from the facility. The
cost of maintaining and operating the facility
is $16,880.00 annually.

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

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 principal purpose
of the facility is to control a substantial
quantity of air pollution.

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

Summation

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

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit
certification in that the principal purpose of the
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facility is to comply with a reguirement imposed by
the Department to control air pollution. :

cC. The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules, and
permit conditions.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $97,670.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Appiication No. TC-3918.

BKF:
MISC\AH72914
November 8, 1993



Application No. TC-3946

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Texaco Refining & Marketing, Inc.
1800 SW First Suite 180
Portland, OR 97201

The apélicant owns and operates a gasoline dispensing station at 2450 SE 122nd, Portland
OR 97233, facility no. 856.

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 and
Stage I vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are the installation of
five fiberglass underground storage tanks, fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, line
leak detectors, tank gauge system, float vent valves, overfill alarms, monitoring wells and
Stage I vapor recovery equipment and piping for Stage II vapor recovery.

Claimed facility cost $ 156,634
{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 December 30, 1990 and placed into operation
on December 30, 1990. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on December 23, 1992, within two years of the completion date.
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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 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 instailation 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 under OAR 340-Division 150, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Fiberglass underground storage tanks and piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system, line leak detectors and monitoring wells.

4) For VOC Reduction - Stage I vapor recovery equipment and piping for Stage II vapor
recovery.

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

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

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($156,634) are eligible
pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.1535.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible poilution 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 considered the method chosen to offer the best pollution control. 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 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:
Fiberglass tanks & piping $ 60,419 69 %(l) $ 41,689
Connectors & flex boots 2,609 100 2,609
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,006 100 1,006
Float vent vaives 600 100 600
Overfill alarms 380 100 380
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system 5,488 90 (2) 4,939
Line leak detectors ' 7,068 100 7,068
Monitoring wells 919 100 919
Labor & materials (Includes Stage I
& Stage U vapor recovery
equipment 78,145 100 78,145

Total $§ 156,634 88 % $ 137,355
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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 $60,419 and the bare steel system
is $18,551, 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 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 poliution 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 m 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 88%.
6. Director’s Recommendation
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $156,634 with 88% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3946.
Mary Lou Perry:ew

(503) 229-5731
November 8, 1993



Application No. TC-3986

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Precision Castparts
SSBO Facility

4600 S.E. Harney Drive
Portland, OR 97206

The applicant owns and operates an investment metal
casting plant in Portland, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution

control facility.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility prevents the atmospheric emission of
the Volatile Organic Compound, trichloroethylene, from
the applicants metal casting cleaning process. The
facility replaces a trichloroethylene vapor steel
castings cleaning system with an alkaline wash cleaning
systen.

Claimed Facility Cost: $227,725.50
Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility
is ten years.

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 1s6.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction of the facility was substantially completed
on December 31, 1991 and placed into operation on
December 31, 1991. The application for final
certification was received by the Department on December
22, 1992. The application was found to be complete on
November 2, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.
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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 control air
pellution. The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for
this source, 03-2674, requlres the appllcant to
control Volatile Organlc Compounds (VOC) emissions.
This is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340, Division
28, rule 1930. The emissions reduction is
accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants
as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The claimed facility prevents the emission of the
VOC, trichloroethylene, from the applicants steel
castings degreasing process. The degreasing process
removes 0il from the steel castings prior to
fluorescent inspection for faults. The facility, an
alkaline cleaning system, replaces the appllcants
prior vapor degrea51ng system which used
trichloroethylene in a vapor form to remove oil from
steel castings. Installation of the alkaline
cleaning system has prevented the emission of 33
tons of VOC each year.

The facility consists of tanks, conveyors, a dryer,
ventilation equipment, electrical materials, and
plumbing materials. Steel castings are loaded onto
a conveyor which moves the parts through the
alkaline cleaning system. The first stage of the
cleaner dips castings into a mild alkaline cleaning
solution kept at a temperature of 120 degrees
fahrenheit. The second and third stage rinse the
steel castings with cold water. The forth stage
sprays the steel castings with hot de-ionized water.
The fifth stage directs a down draft across the
steel castings to remove excess water. The final
stage is a dryer which removes all moisture from the
castings in preparation for the fluorescent
inspection procedure. The cleaning agent used has
the commercial name of Turco 4215 NC-LT. The
material safety data sheet indicates the substance
contains no components defined to be carcinogens.

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)

2)

3)

4)

5)

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 estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility.

The average annual cash flow is $37,482 which
results from the value of operational savings.
Dividing the average annual cash flow into the
cost of the facility gives a return on
investment factor of 6.06. Using Table 1 of
OAR 340-16-30 for a useful life of ten years
gives an annual return on investment of 10.25%.
As a result, the percent allocable is 43%. A
reference percent return of investment of 18.1%
was used for the purposes of this calculation
because the application was submitted prior to
February 1, 1993.

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

Pollution prevention is an effective and cost
efficient approach for eliminating emissions of
VOC te the atmosphere.

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

The savings resulting from the installation of
the alkaline cleaning system is $37,482.00.

The vapor degreaser maintenance and operating
costs would have been $67,062.00. This cost
results primarily from the need to purchase
trichlorcethylene. The cost of maintaining and
operating the alkaline cleaning system is
$29,580.00 annually.

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

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution control as determined by using this factor or
these factors is 43%.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all
requlatory 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 1mposed by
the Department reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules, and
permit conditions.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $227,726.00 with 43% allocated to pellution control,
be lssued for the facility claimed 1n Tax Credlt
Application No. TC-3986.

BKF:a
MISCN\AH72916
November 8,

1993



Application No. TC-4032

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 retail service station #200841 at 2281 NW 135th,

Hillsboro, OR, Facility No. 11262.

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 equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are spill containment
basins and Stage II vapor recovery hoses and nozzles.

Claimed facility cost $27,179
(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 April 3, 1992 and placed into operation on
April 4, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
April 16, 1993 was considered to be complete and filed on October 20, 1993, within two
years of the completion date of the project.
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4, Evaiuation 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 three steel
tanks and piping with corrosion protection and leak detection equipment, but no
spill containment or Stage II vapor recovery equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins.
2) For VOC reduction - Stage II vapor recovery, hoses & nozzles on four
dispensers. '

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with ail
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current. The facility is also in compliance with Stage II vapor recovery rules.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($27,179) 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 salabie
or usable commodity.
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3)

4

5)
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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.

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

The applicant indicated no alternative methods were available. 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 of 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 603 100 603

Stage 1I vapor recovery
(incl. 24 hozes and nozzles :
on four dispensers) 2,463 100 2,463

Labor and materials 24,113 100 24,113

Total - $27,179 100% $27,179
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Summation

a,

b.

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, 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.

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 $27,179 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4032. ‘

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
October 29, 1993



Application No. TC-4066

‘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 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
cosgsts for Emco Wheaton nozzles {model numbers A4005 and
240158), retreofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. Costs are also claimed for
the installation of underground vapor control piping.
The facility reduces the emissions of gasoline vapors
into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: _ 535,116.00
Accountant'’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was
substantially completed on May 5, 1992. The facility was
placed into operation on May 5, 1992. The application
for final certification was received by the Department on
April 28, 1993, within two vyears of substantial
completicon 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
reguirement 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
emigsion 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
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 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 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 automocbile gas tank. As the spout
dispenses gasoline there is a small pressure
increase created in the automobile gascline tank due
to the additional wvolume 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
gasocline 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 liquid gasoline.
The wvapor 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 peollution control, the
following factors from ORS 468.190 have been
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congidered and analyzed as indicated:

1)

3)

4)

5)

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 ig 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, egquipment and costs
for achieving the same pollution control
objective.

The applicant identified no alternative.

Any related sgavings or increase in costsg 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 to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to reduction of pollution.
The primcipal purpose of the facility is to
prevent a substantial quantity of air
pollution.

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

100%.
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5. Summation

a.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

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

The facility complies with Department rules.

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

6. Director’'s Reccommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Poiliution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $35,116.00 with 100% allccated to poilution control,
be issued for the facility c¢laimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4066.

BKF:aq
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Application No. TC-4074

‘State of Cregon
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 station in Portland, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
centrol 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 24005 and
A4015), retrofit kits, additional miscellaneous
equipment, and installation. Costs are also c¢laimed for
the installation of underground vapor control piping.
The facility reduces the emissions of gasoline vapors
into the atmosphere.

Claimed Facility Cost: $48,182.00
A distinct portion of the claimed facility costs are not
allocable to pollution contrcl. This is in accordance
with OAR 340-16-025 (3). The applicant claimed costs for
on site remediation efforts. The applicant attributed
$41,292.00 to unspecified labor and materials.

Adjusted Facility Cost: ' $6,890.00

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:
Constructicon and installation of the facility was

substantially completed on April 3, 1992. The facility
was placed into operation on April 3, 1992. The
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application for final certification was received by the
Department on May 7, 1993, within two years of
substantial completion of the facility. The application
was found to be complete on June 10, 1993.

Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility isg to comply with a
regquirement imposed by the Department to prevent the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. Thisg
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 watexr. 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 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 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.
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Eligible Cost Findings

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

1)

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 prcduct 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 1is 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.

The applicant identified no alternative.

Any related savings or increase in costs which
ccour 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.

The eligible facility costs have been
determined to be $6,890.00 after adjusting for
a distinct portion of the facility which is not
eligible for tax credit certification. This is
discussed in section 2 of this report.
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The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution control as determined by using these factors is
100%.,

1

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 pocllution.

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 Recommendaticn

Based upon these findings, it 1s recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $6,890.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. TC-4074. :

MISC\AH71769P



Application No. TC-4102

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

D & G Rentals

Duckett - George Partnership
P. O. Box 5030

Charieston, OR 97420

The applicant owns and operates a gas station/grocery store at 5092 Boat Basin Dr.,
Charleston, OR, Facility No. 9324. '

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 three STI-P3
tanks and fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system, line leak
detectors, overfill alarm, monitoring wells and automatic shutoff valves.

Claimed facility cost $ 71,637
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

*The Department concludes that the eligible facility cost for the project is $66,647. This
represents a difference of $4,990 from the applicant’s claimed cost of $71,637 due to a
determination by the Department that the cost of pumps is not eligibie pursuant to the
definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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 30, 1992 and placed into operation
on October 30, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on June 29, 1993 was determined to be complete and filed on October 10, 1993, within
two years of the completion date of the project.

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 three steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention
or leak detection equipment.

To respond to Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division
150, the applicant instailed:

D For corrosion protection - STI-P3 tanks and fiberglass piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system, line leak detectors and
monitoring wells.

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.
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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)

2)

3)

4)

5)

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.

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.

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

- The applicant considered the method chosen to be the most cost effective.

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 of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
STI-P3 tanks and
fiberglass piping $13,658 36% (1) $ 4,917
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,180 100 1,180
Overfill alarm 195 100 195
Automatic shutoff valves 1,124 100 1,124
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system 8,865 90 ) 7,979
Line leak detectors 1,340 100 1,340
Monitering wells 334 100 334
Labor and materials 39,951 100 39,951
Total $66,647 86% $57,020
(1)  The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a

(2)

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 formuia to the costs presented by the applicant, where the
protected system cost is $13,658 and the bare steel system is $8,793, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 36%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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
86%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $66,647 with 86% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4102,

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
November 1, 1993




Application No. TC-4118

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Willamette Industries, Inc.

Duraflake Division

1300 SW Fifth Avenue, 3800 First Interstate Tower
Portland, Oregon, 97201 '

The applicant owns and operafes a particleboard
manufacturing plant in Albany, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility _

The claimed facility controls particulate emissions to
the atmosphere generated by the applicant's PSKM refiner
cyclones. The facility consists of two baghouses and
support equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $124,462.00
Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility
is ten years.

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:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on July 12, 1992 and placed into operation on July 12,
1992. The application for final certification was
received by the Department on July 15, 1993. The
application was found to be complete on July 15, 1993
within two years of substantial completion of th
facility. '
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4, 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 control air
pollution. This is in accordance with OAR Chapter
340, Division 21, rules 015 and 030. The air
contaminant Discharge Permit for this source, 22-
0143, items 2 and 3 require the permittee to control
the emissions of particulate to the atmosphere. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005,

- The claimed facility controls the atmospheric

emissions of the applicant's PSKM pneumatic
conveyance system. The facility consists of two
Western Pneumatics 256 baghouses, fans, ducting,
electrical equipment, and support equipment.
Department inspections of the PSKM cyclones has
shown the baghouses to be operating in compliance.

The filter media of each baghouse consists of
hanging fabric filters supported on tubular frames
in a containment structure. Particulate laden
exhaust is drawn through ducting into the baghouses
through the surface of the fabric filters where it
accumulates. A reverse flow of air is periodically
directed through each filter causing the accumulated
particulate to fall into a collection bin located
beneath the hanging filters. Each baghouse is
equipped with a fire detection and suppression
system. Three motors are used in each baghouse.

The negative air fan motor is used for pulling air
through the baghouse. The cleaning fan motor is
used to push reverse air through bagfilters for
removal of accumulated particulate. The carriage
motor rotates the reverse air fan so it periodically
delivers reverse air to each bagfilter.

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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2)

3)

4)

5)
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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 recovers 47 tons of wood dust per
year. .

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

Annual operating expenses exceed income from
the facility, so there is no return on
investment.

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

Baghouses are technically recognized as an
acceptable method for controlling the emissions
of particulate from wood waste pneumatic
transport systems.

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

The applicant realizes a savings of $3,200.00
annually from the value of the recovered wood
dust plus avoided landfill expenses. The cost
of maintaining and operating the facility is
$43,608.00 annually.

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

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 principal purpose
of the facility is to contreol a substantial
quantity of air pollution.

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

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

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

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules,
permit conditions.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $124,462.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4118.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72921
October 28, 1993



Application No. TC-4121

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Oregon Metallurgical Corporation
P.0. Beox 580

. Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a Titanium manufacturing
plant in Albany, Oregon.

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

Degcription of Facility

The facility controls atmospheric emissions from two
Titanium reduction furnaces. The claimed facility
consiste of two Duall scrubbers and associated support
equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $313,274.88

A distinct portion of the claimed facility makes an
insignificant contribution to pollution contrel. The
applicant claimed $97,390.61 for dismantling and
salvaging of material moved for plant expansion.

Adjusted Facility Cost: $215,884 .27

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

Procedural Reguirementsg

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

The faciiity met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction, of the facility was substantially completed
“on August 31, 1991 and placed into operation on August
31, 1991. The application for certification was
submitted to the Department on July 28, 1993, within two
years of substantial completion of the facility. The
application was found to be complete on August 5, 1993.
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Evaluation of Application

& .

Raticnale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because its principal
purpose is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to control air pollution. This is in
accordance with OCAR chapter 340, Division 21, rule
035 through 045. The air contaminant discharge
permit for this source, 22-0328, condition 4 (a)
regquires the permittee to limit particulate
emissions from the Titanium sponge plant. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The Duall scrubber controls particulate emissions
from Titanium reduction furnaces #9 through 12. The
emissions include TiCl,, TiOCl,, HCl, MgCl,, and MgO.
Duall scrubbkers have been effective in controlling
emissions of the sponge reduction furnaces prior to
the addition of furnaces #9 and #11. The Duall
scrubbers claimed in this application provide
additional pollution control for increased
production. The plant is considered to be in
compliance,

The facility consists of two Duall scrubbers, two 60
horsepower fans, ducting, and support structures.
The exhaust air stream from each furnace is drawn
into the duct system through hoods located over the
furnace. The duct system routes the exhaust to a
scrubber. The front section of the scrubber sprays
a water mist into the exhaust stream which wets and
cools the gas stream while dissolving some of the
particulate. The next section of the scrubber is
filled with a hollow spherical polypropolene packing
media. The surface of this section is kept moist
with the water spray. The scrubber fan pulls
exhaust through the scrubber where particulate and
fumes are adsorbed on the media surface. In the
next section the exhaust air stream passes thrcugh a
louvre type barrier. Entrained water droplets in
the exhaust stream impacts with this barrier
removing it from the exhaust stream. The filtered
exhaust is drawn through the fan and vented through
the stack on the scrubber.
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The air contaminantsg processed by the scrubber are
transferred from air to water. The waste water from
the scrubber is treated in Oregon Metallurgical
Corporation’s waste water treatment facility.

b. 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
congidered and analyzed ag indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to
reccver 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 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.

Several control measures are available. The
Duall scrubber represented the most efficient
low cost alternative to higher efficiency
control. The success rate with previous
scrubbers justifies this selection further.

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 from the facility. The
cost of maintaining and operating the facility
is approximately $46,689.00 annually.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, control, or reducticon of air
pollution.
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The eligible facility costs have been :
determined to be $215,884.00 after adjustlng
for a distinct portion of the facility which is
not allocable tec pollution control. This is
discussed in section 2 of thisg report.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable
to pecllution control as determined by using this
factor or 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 control air pollution.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules
and permit conditionsg.

d. The porticn of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution contreol is 100%.

6. - Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $215,884.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4121.

BKF
MISC\AH72922
November 8,

1993



Application No. TC-4123

State of Oregon
Department of Envirconmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Oregon Metallurgical Corporation
P.0O. Box 580
Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a Titanium
. manufacturing plant in Albany, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Facility

The facility controls atmospheric emissions from the
applicants MgCL, separation process. The claimed
facility consists of a caustic scrubber constructed in
series with an existing HC1l burner.

Claimed Facility Cost: $39,241.09

Accountant's Certification was provided.

3. 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, of the facility was substantially
completed on February 1, 1991 and placed into operation
on February 1, 1991. The applicant was granted a six
month extension, until August 1, 1993, in filing the
application by the Environmental Quality Commission on
April 27, 1993. The application for certification was
submitted to the Department on July 28, 1993. The
application was found to be complete on July 28, 1993,
within two years of substantial completion of the
facility.
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4. Evaluation of Application

a.

Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because its principal
purpose is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to control air pollution. This is
in accordance with ORS 468A.025 and ORS 468A.040.
The air contaminant discharge permit for this
source, 22-0328, condition 5(b) requires the
permittee to limit emission of gaseous Chlorine
from the Magnesium/Chlorine plant. The emission
reduction is accomplished by the elimination of
air contaminants as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The Magnesium/Chlorine plant has an exhaust gas
stream which contains HCl and Cl,. Control is
provided by two natural gas burners operating in
parallel. The burners convert Cl, to HCl. Each
burner is followed by a scrubber. The claimed
facility supplements the existing water scrubber
on the North scrubber/burner system with a
secondary caustic scrubber. The South
scrubber/burner system has had a secondary caustic
scrubber since 1982. Addition of the caustic
scrubber provides a higher level of control.
Department staff have inspected the facility and
found it to be operating in compliance.

The facility consists of a caustic scrubber,
control instrumentation, electrical equipment, a
foundation, and a support structure. Gaseous
exhaust from the North HCl burner/scrubber is
vented into to the new caustic scrubber. The
scrubber body is filled with a packing media which
is kept constantly wet by a solution of dissolved
NaOH. The scrubber water is circulated at a rate
of 60 gallons per minute. The HCl1l in the exhaust
is adsorbed onto the media surface. The filtered
exhaust gas is released to the atmosphere through
the stack of the caustic scrubber. Effluent is
removed from the caustic scrubber system at a rate
necessary to maintain a high PH and delivered to -
the applicants water treatment system.

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
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2)

3)

4)

5)
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have been considered and analyzed as indicated:

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 estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility.

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.

Caustic scrubbers are a technically accepted
method for controlling the emissions of acid
fumes to 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 no savings from the facility. The
cost of maintaining and operating the
facility is approximately $1,432.20 annually.

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

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to control of pollution.
The principal purpose of the facility is to
control a substantial quantity of air
pollutieon.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable
to pollution control as determined by using this
factor or these factors is 100%.
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5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with

all regulatory deadlines.

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

C. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules
and permit conditions.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $39,241.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4121.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72923
November 8, 1993



Application No. TC-4126

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Minimart of Vernonia
Garold J. Settje

490 Bridge Street
Vernonia, OR 97064

The applicant owns and operates a gas station/convenience store at 490 Bridge St.,
Vernonia, OR, Facility No. 5648.

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 and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are three composite
(Buffhide) tanks and doublewall fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge
system, sumps, automatic shutoff valves, Stage I vapor recovery and Stage I1 vapor
recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $ 88,337
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on December 15, 1991 and placed into operation
on December 15, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on August 3, 1993 was determined to be complete and filed on October 20,
1993, within two years of the completion date of the project.

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 three steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfiil prevention
or leak detection equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under QAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Composite (Bufthide) tanks and doublewail
fiberglass piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system,

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I vapor recovery and Stage II vapor recovery
piping.
Soil and groumdwater contamination found at the site were reported to DEQ.

Cleanup is im progress.

Based om imfermation currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEX) regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.

The Departiment concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($88,337) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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Eligible Cost Findings

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

1)

2)

3)

4)

3)

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.

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.

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

The applicant aiso considered tank lining. 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 of 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:
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Eligibie

Facility Percent Amount

Cost Allocable Allocabie
Corrosion Protection:
Composite tanks and :

fiberglass piping $14,571 36% (1) $ 5,246

Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 543 100 543
Sumps 2,473 100 2,473
Automatic shutoff valves 2,285 100 2,285

Leak Detection;:
Tank gauge system 4,929 90 (2) 4,436

Labor & materials (includes
Stage I & Stage 1I vapor

recovery piping) 63,536 100 63,536
Total $88,337 89% $78,519
(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a

2)

Summation

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 $14,571 and the bare steel system is $9,303, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocabie to pollution
control is 36%.

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

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements.
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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 poliution control is
- 89%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $88,337 with 89% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4126.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
October 27, 1993




Application No. TC-4131

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Ap_plicant

Texaco Refining and Marketing Inc.
Pacific NW Region

1800 SW First Ave. #180

Portland, OR 97201

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas statioﬁ at 22355 Willamette Dr., West Linn,
OR, Facility No. 1321. '

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 and Stage Il vapor recovery equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are five doublewall
fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system, sumps,
automatic shutoff valves, overfill alarm, line/turbine leak detectors, monitoring wells and
Stage I and II vapor recovery equipment.

Claimed facility cost $160,321
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on August 22, 1991 and placed into operation
on August 22, 1991, The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on August 17, 1993 was considered to be complete and filed on August 20, 1993, within
two years of the completion date of the project.

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 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 under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed: '

1) For corrosion protection - Doublewall 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 gauge system, line/turbine leak detectors and
monitoring wells. '

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I and II vapor recovery piping, hoses &
nozzles on four dispensers.

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. The applicant believes
cleanup has been completed.

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 facility is also in compliance with Stage II vapor recovery rules.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($160,321) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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)
o

3

4y

3)

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.

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.

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

The applicant considered the methods used to be the best available. 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 of reduction of pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined
by using these factors as displayed in the foilowing table:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Doublewal] fiberglass '
tanks and piping $49,537 63% (1) $31,208
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,808 100 1,808
Overfill alarm 517 100 517
Sumps 2,040 100 2,040
Automatic shutoff valves 8,574 100 8,574
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system 6,552 90 (2) 5,897
Line/turbine leak detectors 2,431 100 2,431
Monitoring wells 486 100 486

Stage I & II vapor recovery

(incl.

24 hozes and nozzles

on four dispensers) 12,513 100 12,513

Labor and materiais 75,863 100 75,863

(D)

Total $160,321 88 % $141,337

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 $49,537 and the bare steel system is $18,292, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 63%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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, 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
88%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $160,321 with 88% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No, TC-4131.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
October 29, 1993




Application No. TC-4143

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

4.

Applicant

Cornelius Auto Repair Service Inc.
1776 N. Adair
Cornelius, OR 97113

The applicant owns and operates a automobile repair
establishment in Cornelius, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is leased by the applicant. The
lessor has given the applicant the authority to claim tax
credit certification.

Description of Facility

Facility is a machine which removes and cleans auto air
conditioner coolant. The machine is self contained and
includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the
spent 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: $3400.00
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 1s6.

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on May 28, 1992. The facility was placed into operation
on May 28, 1992. The application for final certification
was submitted to the Department on September 24, 1993.
The application was found to be complete on November 8,
1993, within two 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
requirement imposed by the Department, to reduce air
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pollution. This reduction is accomplished by
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 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)

2)

The extent to which the facility 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 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.

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 operations estimated
by the Department.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the cost
to applicant of virgin coolant at $9.16/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of thirty 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

0000

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 has identified no alternatives.

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 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
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. :

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
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equipment is not required by state or federal
law. The additional expense incurred in the
purchase of equipment with recharge
capabilities is not allocable to pollution
control. The Department estimates the
additional expense incurred is $700.00.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to

pollution control as determined by using these factors is
79%.

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 79%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $3400.00 with 79% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4143, '

BKF:a
MISCN\AH72912A
November 9, 1993
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Department of Environmental Quality -

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT
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Applicant

-

Hillfop Chevron, Inc.
860 Molalla Ave.
Oregon City, OR 97045

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline service
station in Oregon City, 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 auto air
conditioner coolant. The machine is self contained and
includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the
spent coolant of oil, excess air, water, acids and
contaminant particles.

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

Claimed Facility Cost: $1,785.00
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

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 May 26, 1993. The facility was placed into operation
on May 26, 1993. The application for final certification
was submitted to the Department on September 24, 1993.
The application was found to be complete on November 8,
1993, within two 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
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 468.275. 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 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 machine serves two
purposes. It prevents the release of spent
auto A/C coolant toc 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 coolant 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 $5.50/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of sixty 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:

¢ Electricity consumption of machine
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o Additional labor to operate machine
o Machine maintenance costs
o Depreciation of machine

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.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4) 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 coclant. 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 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.

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

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

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

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

b. The facility is eligible for 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 contrel is 100%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $1,785.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, he
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4144.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72912B
November 9, 1993
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| State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Miles Qil Co., Inc.
P. O. Box 237
Florence, OR 97439

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 2175 Hwy 101, Florence, OR,
Facility No. 3643.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility tnvolving
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 \ﬁberglass piping,
spill containment basins, overfill alarm, sumps, automatic shutoff valves, line leak
detectors, monitoring wells and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

- Claimed facility cost $45,272
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on November 6, 1991 and placed into operation

“on November 6, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department

on September 27, 1993 was considered to be complete and filed on October 29, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.

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 five
fiberglass coated steel tanks, bare steel piping, tank gauge system, but no spill
and overfill protection.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Fiberglass piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Line leak detectors and monitoring wells.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compiiance 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 ($45,272) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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)
3)
4

3)

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.

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.

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

The applicant did not indicate that alternatives 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 of 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:
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Eligible

Facility Percent Amount

Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Fiberglass piping ' $ 1,829 39% (1) $ 713
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,005 100 1,005
Overfill alarm 195 100 195
Sumps 5,195 100 5,195
Automatic shutoff valves 949 100 949
Leak Detection:
Line leak detectors 11,535 100 11,535
Monitoring wells 327 100 327
Stage II vapor recovery pipe 1,444 100 1,444
Labor and materials 22,793 100 22,793

Total $45,272 98% $44,156

(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a
corrosion protected piping system by using a formula based on the
difference in cost between the protected 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 $1,829 and the bare steel system is $1,115, the resuiting
portion of the eligible piping cost allocable to pollution control is 39%.

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."
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c. The facilify complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
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 $45,272 with 98% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4147.

Barbara Anderson
(503) 229-5870
November 1, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Dennis Thompson
Tigard Arco

12485 SW Main St.
Tigard, OR 97223

The applicant owns and operates a gas station at 12485 SW Main, Tigard, OR, Facility
No. 2371.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are one fiberglass
tank and piping, spill containment basin, line leak detector and monitoring well.

Claimed facility cost $ 15,010
(Documentation of cost was provided)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 3490,
Division 16.

The facility was substantially completed on June 1, 1992 and placed into operation on
June 1, 1992. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
September 27, 1993 was determined to be complete and filed on October 29, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.

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
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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 six steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention
or leak detection equipment. Two of the six tanks have already been replaced to
meet EPA technical standards. Those costs were claimed in a previous tax credit
application (TC 3578).

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

D For corrosion protection - Fiberglass tank and fiberglass piping.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basin.
3) For leak detection - Line leak detector and monitoring well.

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

The applicant indicated that no alternatives 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 of 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 tank and _
fiberglass piping $5,372 35% (1) $ 1,880
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 300 100 500
Leak Detection:
Line leak detectors 781 100 781
Monitoring well 600 100 600
Labor and materials 7,757 100 7,757

Total $15,010 7% $11,518
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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 $5,372 and the bare steel system is $3,471, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 35%.

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
77%. .
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $15,010 with 77% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4148.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
October 29, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELTEF APPLICATION REVIEV REPORT

1. Applicant
Chris and Joan Horton
15150 Airlie Road
Monmouth CR 97361

The applicant owns and operates a custom baling operation in Polk
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 located at 14850 Airlie
Road, Monmouth, Oregon. The land and buildings are owned by the

applicant.

Squeeze (Roadrunner) used ' $27,850
Freeman Baler 330-T (2) used 31,500
1979 Freightliner and 32' Trailers (2) used 14,850
New Holland Rake 216 new 14,500
Ford 7710 Tractor (86 HP) used 15,500
International Hydro 100 Tractor (100 HP) used 7,500
Strav Storage Shed: (22' x 106' x l44') new 82,836

Claimed facility cost: §194,5336
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

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

The applicant states that the growers he bales for used to open burn
or stack burn and propane flame prior to engaging his services for
straw removal. The applicant rakes, bales, stacks, lcads and
tramsports, stores, and transports the straw to a compressor operator
or domestic end user. The applicant states that the average revenue
realized from the baled straw is $41.00/ton with average operating
costs of 529/ton.

4, Procedural Requirements

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

Comstruction of the facility was substantially completed on
September 30, 1993, The application for final certification was
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found to be complete on October 14, 1993, The application was
submitted within two years of substantial completion of the facility.

5., Ewvaluation 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
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, demsifying, 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 ef a waste product
{(straw) into a salable commodity by providing the means to
remove it from the fields in packaged form and protect it
from inclement weather.

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

‘The pollution control facility is integral to the operation
of the applicant's business such that the business would
operate at reduced income levels without the claimed
pollution control facility, Following steps ocutlined in OAR
340-16-030 (5) and referencing Robert Morris Associates'

(RMA) Annual Statement Studies the applicants primary four
digit Standard Industrial Classification is 5261. The
industry median profit before taxes as a percent of total
assets (IMP) for the five years prior to the year of
completion of the claimed facility from RMA, Annual Statement
Studies are 5.4, 5.4, 5.1, 5 and 3.3. Therefore, the
industry average profit before taxes as a percent of total
assets (IRQI) is 4.84 (IMP/S). Selecting the reference
annual percent return (RROI) of 6.8 from Table 2 that
corresponds with the year construction or purchase was
completed the percentage of actual costs allocable to
pollution control (RROI-IROI/RROI x 100) is 29Z.
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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 pollutiom.

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. ,

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.

The established average annual operating hours for tractors
is set at 450 hours. To obtain a total percent allocable,
the annual operating hours per implement per tractor used in
reducing acreage open field burned is as follows:

Implement Acres worked Acres/hour Annual Operating Hours
Baler 940 4 235

The annual operating hours of 235 divided by the average
annual operating hours of 450 produces a percent allocable of

52Z. -
Claimed Percent Adjusted
Facility X = Facility
Cost Allocable Cost
International
Hydro 100 Tractor § 7,500
Ford 2210 Tractor $15,500
§23,000 X .52 = §11,960
Claimed Tractors Adjusted Adjusted
Facility - Cost + Tractors = Facility
Cost Cost Cost
$194,536 - $23,000 + $11,960 = §183,496

Ag indicated in the ROI analyses presented in 5(B)(2), the actual

cost

of the facility properly allocable to pollution control as

determined by using these factors is 29%.

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
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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 297.

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $183,496, with 297 allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4149.

Jim Britton, Manager

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

jb:bm4149
October 14, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Applegate Automotive
134 8. 10th
Philomath, OR 97370

The applicant owns and operates a automotive repair
establishment in Philomath, 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 auto air
conditioner coolant. The machine is self contained and
includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the
spent 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: $2,849.95
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190,
and by QAR Chapter 340, Division 1s6.

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on September 9, 1992. The facility was placed into
operation on September 9, 1992. The application for
final certification was submitted to the Department on
October 13, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility. The application was found to
be complete on November 8, 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 468.275. 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 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 machine serves two
purposes. It prevents the release of spent
auto A/C coolant to the environment, thereby
meeting Department requlations requiring
capture of this air contaminant. Second, it
provides a means to recover and clean waste
coclant 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 operations estimated
by the Department.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the cost
to applicant of virgin coolant at $5.33/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of sixty 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:

o Electricity consumption of machine
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o Additional labor to operate machine
.0 Machine maintenance costs
o . Depreciation of machine

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.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4) 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 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 cooclant.

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

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

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

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

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

b. The facility is eligible for 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 Contrel Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $2,850.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4151.

BKF:a
MISC\NAH72912C
November 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4152

State of. Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Phillip Atkinson
42152 Fish Hatchery Drive
Scio OR 97374

'The”applicant owns and operates a custom baling operation in Linn
County, Oregon.-

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

2. Descrigtion of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is located at 42152 Fish
Hatchery Drive, Scio, Oregon. The equipment is owned by the

applicant.

Freeman baler (2) 596,000
International 966 Tractor 9,044

Lely 300 Rake 2,675

Air Compressor 800’ -
New Holland Rake 15,000

Service Pickup (84 Ford) 9,500

Bale Counters 637

Claimed equipment cost: $133,716
{(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

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

The applicant states that the growers he bales for used to open field
burn up to 1,800 acres of the 2,400 acres from which he now removes
straw, The applicant rakes and bales the straw leaving the bales in
the fields. The growers stack and remove the straw from the fields.

&, 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 July 1,
1992, The application was submitted on October 13, 1993 and the
application for final certification was found to be complete on
October 19, 1993. The application was submitted within two years of
substantial purchase of the equipment.
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5. 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 pollution. fThis 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 incerporating
grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction
of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pellution 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
remove it from the fields in packaged form.

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

The pollution control facility is integral to the operation
of the applicant's business such that the business would
operate at reduced income levels without the claimed
pollution control facility. Following steps outlined in QAR
340-16-030 (5) and referencing Robert Morris Associates'

(RMA) Annual Statement Studies the applicants primary four
digit Standard Industrial Classification is 5261. The
industry median profit before taxes as a percent of total
assets (IMP)} for the five years prior to the year of
completion of the claimed facility from RMA, Annual Statement
Studies are 5.4, 5.4, 5.1, 5, and 3.3. Therefore, the
industry average profit before taxes as a percent of total
assets (IROIL) is 4.84 (IMP/5). Selecting the reference
annual percent return (RROI) of 6.8 from Table 2 that
corresponds with the year construction or purchase was
completed the percentage of actual costs allocable to
pellution control (RROI-IROCI/RROI x 100) is 29%.

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



Application No. TC-4152
Page 3

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air
poellution. 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.

The established average annual operating hours for tractors
is set at 450 hours. To obtain a total percent allocable,
the annual operating hours per implement used with the
applicants tractor in reducing acreage open field burned is
as follows:

Implement Acres worked Acres/hour Annual Operating Hours

Rakes (2) 2,400 7 343
Fluffer 5300 7 71
Total Operating hours 414

The annual operating hours of 414 divided by the average
annual operating hours of 450 produces a. percent allocable of

921. _
Claimed Percent Adjusted
Equipment X = Equipment
Cost Allocable Cost
International
966 Tractor $11,900 X .92 = 810,948
. Claimed Tractors Adjusted Adjusted
Equipment - Cost + Tractors = Facility
Cost Cost Cost
$133,716 - 811,900 + $10,948 = $132,764

As indicated in the ROI analyses presented in 5(B)(2), the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as
determined by using these factors is 297.

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
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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 29Z.

7. The Department of Agriculture's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $132,764, with 297 allocated
to pollution control, be issued for the equipment claimed in Tax
Credit Application Number TC-4152.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program

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

jb:bm4152
October 19, 1993



Application No. TC-4153

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Ap_pl_icant

CI’s Alpine Services, Inc.
93770 East Hwy 26
Government Camp, OR 97028

The applicant owns and oﬁerates a gas station/convenience store at 93770 East Hwy 26,
Govermnment Camp, OR, Facility No. 2712,

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 and
Stage II vapor recovery equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are three fiberglass
tanks and doublewall enviroflex piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system,
sumps, automatic shutoff valves, overfill alarm, line leak detectors, monitoring wells and
Stage I and II vapor recovery equipment.

Claimed facility cost $114,532
{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 1, 1991 and placed into operation
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on December 1, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on October 14, 1993 and was considered to be complete and filed on October 20, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project. '

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 contrel, 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 under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Fiberglass tanks and doublewall enviroflex
piping.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps,

overfill alarm and automatic shutoff valves.

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system, line leak detectors and
monitoring wells.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I and II vapor recovery piping, hoses &
nozzles on two dispensers.

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. Cleanup has been
completed.

Based on information currently available, the appiicant 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 ($114,532) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a poilution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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)

2

3)

4)

)

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.

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.

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

The applicant considered the alternative of installing steel tanks. 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 poilution control.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
facility properly allocable to prevention, control of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Fiberglass tanks and
enviroflex piping $23,381 52% (1) $12,158
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 1,818 100 1,818
- Overfill alarm 182 100 182
Sumps 2,343 100 2,343
Automatic shutoff valves 438 100 438 -
Leak Detection: _
Tank gauge system 6,676 90 (2) 6,008
Line leak detectors 699 100 699
Monitoring wells 823 100 823

Stage I & II vapor recovery
(incl. 12 hozes and nozzles

on two dispensers) 4,465 100 4,465
Labor and materials - 73,707 100 73,707
Total $114,532 90 % $102,641

(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 $23,381 and the bare steel system is $11,106, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to poilution

- control is 52%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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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3. Summation
a. The fécility 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
90%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $114,532 with 90% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4153.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
October 29, 1993




Application No. TC-4155

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Emery’s Texaco
Armold Emery

P. O. Box 646
Union, OR 97883

The applicant owns and operates. a gas station/garage at 363 N. Main, Union, OR,
Facility No. 5198.

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.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed poilution control facilities described in this application are three STI-P3
tanks and doublewall fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system with
interstitial line monitoring, overfill alarm, monitoring well, sumps, automatic shutoff
valves, and Stage I vapor recovery equipment.

Claimed facility cost $ 72,946
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on November 1, 1991 and placed into operation
on November 1, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on October 15, 1993 was determined to be complete and filed on October 20, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.

Evaluation of Application

d.

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 1s 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 overfiil prevention
or leak detection equipment.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1 For corrosion protection - STI-P3 tanks and doublewall fiberglass piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system with interstitial line monitoring
and a monitoring well.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I vapor recovery equipment.

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. Cleanup is almost
completed.

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 ($72,946) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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Eligible Cost Findings

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

1)

)

3)

4)

3)

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.

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.

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.

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 of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
STI-P3 tanks with Stage 1
vapor recovery and
fiberglass piping $18,017 45% (1) $ 8,108
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 402 100 402
Sumps 1,796 100 1,796
Overfill alarm 185 100 185
Automatic shutoff valves 106 100 106

Leak Detection:
Tank gauge with interstitial

line monitoring 7,914 90 (2) 7,123
Monitoring well 233 100 ' 233
Labor and Materials 44 293 100 44,293
Total $72,946 85% $62,246
(D) 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 $18,017 and the bare steel system is $9,953, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 45%.

(2)  The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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 principal purpose of
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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
85%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $72,946 with 85% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4155.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
October 28, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

3.

Applicant

Orient Auto Service, Inc.
1550 SE Orient Drive
Gresham, OR 97080

The applicant owns and operates an automotive service and
repair establishment in Gresham, 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 auto air
conditioner coolant. The machine is self contained and
includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the
spent coolant of oil, excess air, water, acids and
contaminant particles.

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be ten years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $2,750.00
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

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 October 26, 1992. The facility was placed into
operation on October 26, 1992. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on October
18, 1993. The application was found toc be complete on
November 8, 1993, within two 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
requirement imposed by the Department, to reduce air
pellution. This reduction is accomplished by
‘capturing and/or recycling air contaminants, as
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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 reguirements 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 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 con51dered 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 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 teo 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 operations estimated
by the Department.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the cost
to applicant of virgin cooclant at $9.35/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of 30 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:

o Electricity consumption of machine
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o Additional labor to operate machine
o Machine maintenance costs
o Depreciation of machine

Based on these considerations, the applicant
estimated the return on investment to be less
thah zero, in that machine operating costs
exceeded income from the use of the machine.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4) 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 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
estimates are discussed in 2) above.

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

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

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

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

b. The facility is eligible for 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 $2,750.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility c¢laimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4156.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72912D
November 9, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Powerhouse Engines
1008 Jefferson Avenue
La Grande, OR 97850

The applicant owns and operates an automotive service and
repair establishment in La Grande, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is leased by the applicant. The
lessor has provide the applicant with permission to claim
tax credit certification.

Description of Facility

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

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be four years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $3,347.20
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

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 July 7, 1992. The facility was placed into operation
on July 7, 1992. The application for final certification
was submitted to the Department on October 25, 1993. The
application was found to be complete on November 8, 1993,
within two 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
requirement imposed by the Department, to reduce air
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pollution. This reduction is accomplished by
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 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 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 coolant 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 thirty 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

CO00C0C

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.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4} 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 cooclant 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 coclant.

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

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

There are no other factors to consider in
establishing the actual cost of the facility
properly alleccable 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%.
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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 $3,347.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4158.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72912E
November 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4160

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

EDCO Sheet Metal, Inc.
3625 Partlow Rd.
Hood River, OR 97031

The applicant owns and operates a heating and air
conditioning installation and repair establishment in
Hood River, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is owned by the applicant.

Degscription of Facility

Facility is a machine which removes air conditioner or
commercial refrigerant coolant. The machine is self
contained and includes pumps, tubing, and valves.

The applicant has identified the usgeful life of the
equipment to be ten years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $1,275.00
{(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Reguirementsg

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 June 2, 1992. The facility wasg placed into coperation
on August 1, 1992. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on October
26, 1993. The application was found to be complete on
November 8, 1993, within two vears of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluaticn of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Environmental Protection
Agency to reduce air peoliution. This reduction is
accomplished by capturing air contaminants, as
defined in ORS 468.275. The requirement is to
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comply with Section 608 of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments. Section 608 prohibits the venting of a
Class I or Class II czone depleting substance in the
course of maintaining, gervicing, repairing, or
disposing of an appliance or industrial process
refrigeration.

The EPA hasg specified standards equipment
manufactured before January 1, 1993 would have to
meet to be grandfathered under the EPA's 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 .
pressure equipment will need to sustain a four inch
vacuum. Low pressure equipment will need to sustain
a twenty-five inch vacuum. The claimed facility
meets these gtandards.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

1) The extent to which the facilicy 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
refrigerant to the environment, thereby meeting
EPA regulations requiring capture of this air
contaminant. Second, it provides a means to
recover waste coclant for reuse or sale.

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

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

Specifically, the applicant estimated the cost
to applicant of virgin coolant at $3.00/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of 50 pounds.

In estimating the operating costs for use of
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the recovery, 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

0O00CO0

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 capture of air conditioner and refrigerant
coolant is an accepted method for preventing
the emission of ozone depleting chemicals to
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/or reuse coolant. The applicant may use
the coolant in customer equipment. In this
case the savings are tied to the displaced cost
of virgin coolant. Alternately, the applicant
could sell the cocolant to an industrial coolant
purification center. In this case the savings
to the applicant are tied to the sales price of
recovered coolant.

However, for this applicant increases in
business operations and maintenance costs
exceeded facility savings. These cost
egtimates 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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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 w1th 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 EPA to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department standards and
rules.

d. The porticon 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 $1,275.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4160.

BKF
MISC\AH72913A
November 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4161

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Sisters Qil Co., Inc.
P. O. Box 415
Sisters, OR 97759

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 115 Cascade St., Sisters, OR,
Facility No. 808. ‘

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 and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are two 2-
compartment STI-P3 tanks and fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge
system, automatic shutoff valves, overfill alarm, line leak detectors, monitoring wells and
Stage I and II vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost _ $80,571
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on December 19, 1991 and placed into operation
on December 19, 1991. The application for certification was submitted to the
Department on October 29, 1993 and was considered to be complete and filed on
November 1, 1993, within two years of the completion date of the project.

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):
"Instailation 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.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - STI-P3 tanks and fiberglass piping.

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

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system, line leak detectors and
monitoring wells.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I and 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 ($80,571) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468,155,
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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:

)

s

3)

4)

5)

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.

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.

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

The applicant do not indicate that any alternatives 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 of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
STI-P3 tanks and -
fiberglass piping $17,822 40% (1) = $7,129
Spill & Qverfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 4,288 100 4,288
Overfill alarm 368 100 368
Automatic shutoff valves 856 100 856
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system 6,907 90 (2) 6,216
Line leak detectors 1,758 100 1,758
Monitoring wells 3,584 100 3,584
Stage I & II vapor
recovery piping 5,334 100 5,334
Labor and materials 39,654 100 ‘39,654
Total $ 80,571 86% $ 69,187
(L) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a

2)

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 $17,822 and the bare steel system is $10,685, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 40%. ‘

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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, 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
86%. '
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Poliution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $80,571 with 86% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4161.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
November 1, 1993




Application No. TC-4162

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Ladds Automotive Repair
208 NW Yamhill
Sheridan, OR 97378

The applicant owns and operates an automotive repair
establishment in Sheridan, 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 auto air
conditioner coolant. The machine is self contained and
includes pumps, tubing, valves and filters which rid the
gpent coolant of o0il, excess air, water, acids and
contaminant particles.

The applicant has identified the ugeful life of the
equipment to be ten years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $3,000.00
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Eegquirements

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 June 1, 1991. The facility was placed into operation
on June 1, 1992. The application for final certification
was submitted to the Department on October 29, 1993. The
application was found to be complete on November 8, 1993,
within two years of substantial completion of the
facility.

BEvaluation 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
poliution. This reduction is accomplished by
capturing and/or recycling air contaminants, as
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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 requirements.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the faclility cost
allocable to peollution 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 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 coolant 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 $5.50/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of sixty 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:

o Electricity consumption of machine
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o Additional labor to operate machine
0 Machine maintenance costs
o Depreciation of machine

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.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4) 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 coclant 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.

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

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

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

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

b. The facility is eligible for 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 Regcommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $3,000.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4162.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72912F
Novembker 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4163

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Al’s Heating & A/C
P.0. Box 796
Forest Grove, OR 97116

The applicant owns and operates a HVAC installation and
service establishment in Forest Grove, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is owned by the applicant.

Description of Facility

Facility 1s a machine which removes and cleansg air
conditioner or commercial refrigerant coolant. The
machine is self contained and includes pumps, tubing,
valves and filters which rid the spent coolant of oil,
excess alr, water, acids and contaminant particles.

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be three vyears.

Claimed Facility Cost: $3,505.00
{Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

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 May 18, 1992. The facility wag placed into operation
on July 1, 1992. The application for final certification
was submitted to the Department on November 1, 1893. The
application was found to be complete on November 8, 1993,
within two years of substantial completion of the
facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal
purpose of the facility is te comply with a
requirement imposed by the Environmental Protection
Agency to reduce air pollution. 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,
gservicing, repairing, cor 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’s 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
pressure equipment will need to sustain a four inch
vacuum. Low pressure equipment will need to sustain
a twenty-five inch vacuum. The claimed facility
meets these standards.

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 asg 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 machine serves two
purpcses. It prevents the release of spent
refrigerant to the environment, thereby meeting
EPA regulations requiring capture of this air
contaminant. Second, it provides a means to
recover and clean waste coolant for reuse.

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 cocolant at $2.00/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of 300 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
o Additiconal labor tc operate machine
© Machine maintenance costs

o Deprecilation of machine

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, eguipment and costs
for achieving the same pollution control
objective.

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

Any related gavings or increase in cogts which
oCCuUY QY mMmay occur as a result of the
installation of the facility.

There are savings from the facility to recover
and/or reuse coolant. The applicant may use
the recycled coolant in customer equipment. In
this case the savings are tied to the displaced
cost of virgin coolant. Alternately, the
applicant could sell the coclant to an
industrial coclant purificaticn center. In
this case the savings to the applicant are tied
to the sales price of recovered coolant.

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

Any cther factors which are relevant in
establighing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, control or reduction of air, water
or noise pollution or sclid or hazardous waste
Oor to recycling or properly disposing of used
oil. :

A distinct portion of this air conditioning and
regrigerant coolant recovery and recycling
equipment makes an insignificant contribution
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to the principal purpose of the claimed
facility. This coolant recovery eguipment has
the capability to return {(recharge) coolant to
automobile air contitioning 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 is not allocable to pollution
control. The Department estimates the
additional expense incurred is $700.00.

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

80%.

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 EPA to reduce air pellutiomn.

c. The facility complies with Department standards and
rules.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is
properly allocable tco 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 $3,505.00 with 80% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4163.

BXF
MISC\AH729138
November 9, 19383



Application No. TC-4164

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Oregon Caves Chevron
Jeffrey and Karen Stiles
409 S. Redwood Hwy.
Cave Junction, OR 97523

The applicant owns and operates a gas station at 409 S. Redwood Hwy., Cave Junction,
OR, Facility No. 1200.

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 and
Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility |

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are three doublewall
steel/fiberglass tanks, enviroflex piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system,
overfill alarm, sumps, automatic shutoff valves, turbine leak detectors, Stage I and II
vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost $165,715
(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 29, 1993 and placed into operation on
June 29, 1993. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
November 1, 1993 and was considered to be complete and filed on November 1, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.
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4. Evaluation of Application

d.

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.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

D For corrosion protection - Doublewail fiberglass/steel tank and enviroflex
piping.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, overfill alarm,

sumps and automatic shutoff valves.
3) For leak detection - Turbine leak detectors and a tank gauge system.
4) For VOC reduction - Stage I and II vapor recovery piping.
Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. Cleanup is in progress.
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 ($165,715) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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:

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

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.

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.

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

The applicant indicated there were not alternatives. 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 poilution control.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
facility properly allocable to prevention, control of 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:
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Eligible
 Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Steel/fiberglass tanks
and enviroflex piping $29,124 52% (1) $15,144
Spill & Overfill Prevention;
Spill containment basins 800 100 800
Overfill alarm 169 100 169
Sumps 1,580 100 1,580
Automatic shutoff valves 1,778 100 1,778
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system 10,280 90% (2) 9,252
Turbine leak detectors 1,500 100 1,500
Stage I & Stage II pipe 2,000 100 2,000
Labor & materials 118,484 100 118,484
Total $165,715 91% $150,707

(1) The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a
corrosion protected piping system by using a formula based on the
difference in cost between the protected 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 $29,124 and the bare steel system is $13,856, the resulting
portion of the eligible piping cost allocable to pollution control is 52%.

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 poilution of soil, water and air.
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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 unauthortzed 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
91%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $165,715 with 91% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4164,

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
November 1, 1993




Application No. TC-4165

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Regency Car Wash, Inc.
1001 S. Riverside
Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owné and operates a retail gas station and car wash at 1001 S. Riverside,
Medford, OR, Facility No. 8869, ‘

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed poilution control facilities described in this application are the installation
of epoxy lining into three steel underground storage tanks, spill containment basins, and
underground preparation for a tank gauge system. ‘

Claimed facility cost $31,598
(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.
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The facility was substantially completed on October 22, 1993 and placed into operation
on October 22, 1993. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on November 1, 1993 and was considered to be complete and filed on November 1,
1993, within two years of the completion date of the project.

Evaluation of Application

d.

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 three steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection, spill and overfill prevention or leak
detection.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant instailed:

1) For corrosion protection - Epoxy tank lining.
2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins.
3) For leak detection - Underground preparation for a tank gauge system.

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 ($31,598) are

eligible pursuant to the definition of a poilution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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)

2

3)

4)

3)

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.

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.

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

The applicant considered the method used to be the least costly. 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 of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Epoxy tank lining $27,488 100% $27,488
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 2,685 100 2,685
Leak Detection:
Underground preparation for
a tank guage system 1,425 100 1,425
Total $31,598 100% $31,598
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 QAR 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
100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $31,598 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4165.

Barbara Anderson
(503) 229-5870
November 1, 1993



Application No. TC-4166

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

4.

Applicant

- Siberts Auto Body

13842 SE Powell
Portland, OR 97236

.~ The applicant owns and operates an autec body repair and
" paint 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

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

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be ten years. :

Claimed Facility Cost: $1,450.00
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

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 July 13, 1993. The facility was placed into operation
on July 14, 1993. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on November
1, 1993. The application was found to be complete on
November 8, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

o 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 468.275. 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 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 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 coolant 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 $7.00/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of twenty 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:

© Electricity consumption of machine
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o Additional labor to operate machine
o Machine maintenance costs
o - Depreciation of machine

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.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4) 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 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
estimates are discussed in 2) above.

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

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

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

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

b. The facility is eligible for 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 pecllution control is 100%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $1,450 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4166.

BKF:a
MISC\AH72912G
November 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4169

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPCRT

Applicant

Pro Automotive
410 Tussey Lane
Grants Pass, OR 97527

The applicant owns and operates an automotive repair
establishment in Grants Pass, 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
receive tax credit certification.

Description of Facility

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

The applicant has identified the useful life of the
equipment to be five years.

Claimed Facility Cost: $4,103.90
(Costs have been documented)

Procedural Requirements

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 November 24, 1992. The facility was placed into
operation on December 4, 1992. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on November
4, 1993, The application was found to be complete on
November 8, 1993, within two 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
requirement imposed by the Department, to reduce air
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pellution. This reduction is accomplished by
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 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 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 coolant 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 $9.90/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of sixty 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

CO0OGCoO

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.

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

The applicant has identified no alternatives.

4) 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 wvehicles. 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
estimates are discussed in 2) above.

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

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
poliution control as determined by using these factors is
100%. ‘
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5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all

regulatory deadlines.

b. The facility is eligible for 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 contrcl 1s 100%.

6. Director’s Récommendation

Baged upon these findings, it i1s recommended that a
Polluticon Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $4,104.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4169.

BXF
MISC\AH72912H
November 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4170

State of Cregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAYX RELIEF APPLICATICN REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

-

Alre-Flo Heating & Air Conditioning, Inc.
PO Box 328
Hillsboro, OR 987123

The applicant owng and operates a HVAC installation and
service establishment in Hillsboro, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution
control facility which is owned by the applicant.

Degcription of Facility

Facility 1s a machine which removes air conditioner or
commercial refrigerant coolant. The machine is self
contained and includes pumps, tubing, and valves.

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

Claimed Facility Cost: $1,078.00
{Coste have been documented)

Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.1920,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Divigion 16.

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on June 29, 1992. The facility was placed into operation
on June 29, 1992. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on November
5, 1993. The application was found to be complete on
November 8, 1993, within two 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
requirement imposed by the Environmental Protection
Agency to reduce air pollution. This reduction is
accomplished by capturing air contaminants, as
defined in ORS 468.275. The regquirement is to
comply with Section 608 of the 13390 Clean Air Act
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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’s 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
pressure equipment will need to sustain a four 1nch
vacuum. Low pressure equipment will need to sustain
a twenty-five inch vacuum. The claimed facility
meets these standards.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

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

The recovery and recycling machine serves twc
purposes. It prevents the release of spent
refrigerant to the environment, thereby meeting
EPA regulations requiring capture of this air
contaminant. Second, it provides a means to
recover waste coolant for reuse or sale.

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

The percent return on investment from facility
use was calculated using ccolant 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 $2.50/pound.
The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of 50 pounds.

In estimating the operating costs for use of
the recovery, the Department developed a
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standardized methodology which considers the
following factors:

Electricity consumption of machine
Additional labor to operate machine
Machine maintenance costs
Depreciation of machine

0000

Based on these considerations, the applicant
estimated the return on investment toc 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 capture of air conditioner and refrigerant
coolant 1s an accepted method for preventing
the emission of ozone depleting chemicals to
the atmesphere.

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/or reuse coolant. The applicant may use
the coclant in customer equipment. In this
case the savings are tied tc the displaced cost
of virgin coolant. Alternately, the applicant
could sell the coclant to an industrial coolant
purification center. In this case the savings
to the applicant are tied to the sales price of
recovered 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
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properly allocable to prevention, control or
reduction of polliution.

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 tax credit
certification in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the EPA to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department standards and
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 $1,078.00 with 100% allccated to pollution contrcl, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
Ne. 4170.

MISC\AH72913C
November 9, 1993



Zpplication No. TC-4171

State of Cregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATICON REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Aire-Flo Heating & Air Conditioning, Inc.
PO Box 328

Hillsboro, OR 97123

The applicant owns and operates a HVAC installation and
service establighment in Hillsboro, 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 air conditioner or
commercial refrigerant coolant. The machine is self
contained and includes pumps, tubing, and valves.

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

Claimed Facility Cost: $1,100.00
. {Costs have been documented)

Procedural Reguirements

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 July 10, 1992. The facility was placed into operation
on July 10, 19%92. The application for final
certification was submitted to the Department on November
5, 1993. The application was found to be complete on
November 8, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible bécause the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Environmental Protection
Agency to reduce air pollution. This reduction is
accomplished by capturing air contaminants, as
defined in ORS 468.275. The requirement is to
comply with Section 608 of the 1990 Clean Air Act
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Amendments. Section 608 prohibits the venting of a
Class T 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’s 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
pressure equipment will need to sustain a four inch
vacuum. Low presgsgsure eguipment will need to sustain
a twenty-five inch vacuum. The claimed facility
meets these standards.

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 ag 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 machine serves twc
purpcses. It prevents the release of spent
refrigerant to the environment, thereby meeting
EPA regulations requiring capture of this air
contaminant. Second, it provides a means to
recover waste coolant for reuse or sale.

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 operations estimated
by the Department.

Specifically, the applicant estimated the cost
to applicant of virgin coolant at $2.50/pound.
‘The applicant estimated an annual coolant
recovery rate of 20 pounds.

In estimating the operating costs for use cf
the recovery, the Department developed a
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standardized methodology which considers the
follewing factors:

o Electricity consumption of machine
o Additional labor to operate machine
© Machine maintenance costs

o Depreciation of machine

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 controil
objective.

The capture of air conditioner and refrigerant
coolant is an accepted method for preventing
the emission of ozone depleting chemicals to
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/or reuse coolant. The applicant may use
the coolant in customer equipment. In this
case the gavings are tied to the displaced cost
of virgin coolant. Alternately, the applicant
could sell the coolant to an industrial coolant
purification center. In this case the savings
to the applicant are tied to the sales price of
recovered 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
egtablishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the '
prevention, control or reduction of aix, water
or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste
or to recycling or properly disposing of used
oil.

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

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 1is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the EPA to reduce air pollution.

c. The facility complies with Department standards and
rules.

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

5. Director’s Recommendaticn

Bagsed upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $1,100.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. 4171.

BXF
MISCN\NAH72913C
November 9, 1993



Application No. TC-4172

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Jimmy L. Arendell
18045 SE Portland Avenue
Milwaukie, OR 97267

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 4140 SE Harrison St., Milwaukie,
OR, Facility No. 635.

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 and Stage II vapor recovery equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four doublewall
fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system, automatic
shutoff valves, turbine leak detectors, monitoring wells and Stage 1 and II vapor recovery
equipment. '

Claimed facility cost $144 610
(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 May 5, 1993 and placed into operation on
May 5, 1993. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
November 9, 1993 was considered to be complete and filed on November 10, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.
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Evaluation of Application

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 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 under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Doublewall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins and automatic
shutoff valves.
3 For leak detection - Tank gauge system, turbine leak detectors and

monitoring wells.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I and II vapor recovery piping, hoses &
nozzles on two dispensers, ‘

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. The applicant believes
cleanup has been completed.,

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 facility is also in compliance with Stage I vapor recovery rules.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($144,610) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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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)

2

3)

4)

3)

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

The equ1pment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable
or usable commodity.

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.

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

The applicant did not indicate that alternatives 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
instailation.

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 of 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:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Doublewall fiberglass
tanks and piping $46,478 65% (1) $30,211
ill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 2,147 100 2,147
Automatic shutoff valves 1,016 100 1,016
Leak Detection:
Tank gauge system 10,659 90 (2) 9,593
Turbine leak detectors 879 100 879
Monitoring wells 537 100 537

Stage I & II vapor recovery
(incl. 12 hozes and nozzles

on two dispensers) 8,698 100 8,698
Labor and materials 74,196 100 74,196
Total $144,610 88 % $127,277

(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 $46,478 and the bare steel system is $16,295, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 65%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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 ﬁx 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
88%.
6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $144,610 with 88% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4172.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
November 12, 1993




Application No. TC-4182

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Apgiicant

Downtown Texaco
Robert George

301 N. Central
Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 301 N, Central., Medford, OR,
Facility No. 6295.

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 and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are three STI-P3
tanks and fiberglass piping, spill containment basins, tank gauge system, overfiil alarm,
automatic shutoff valves, line leak detectors, Stage I and Stage II vapor recovery piping.

Claimed facility cost , $67,946
(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 February 23, 1993 and placed into operation
on February 23, 1993. The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on November 19, 1993 was constidered to be complete and filed on November 19, 1993,
within two years of the completion date of the project.
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4, Evaluation of Application

d.

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.

To respond to Air Quality regulations under OAR 340-22-400 - 403 and
Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division 150, the
applicant installed:

1} For corrosion protection - STI-P3 tanks and fiberglass piping.

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

3) For Jeak detection - Tank gauge system and line leak detectors.

4) For VOC reduction - Stage I vapor recovery and Stage II vapor recovery
piping.

Contamination found at the site was reported to DEQ. The cleanup is completed.

Based on information currently availabie, 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 ($67,946) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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Eligible Cost Findings

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

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

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.

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.

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

The applicant did not indicate that alternatives were considered. The
methods chosen are acceptablé 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 of reduction of poliution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined
by using these factors as displayed in the following table:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Doublewall fiberglass
tanks and piping : $12,835 35% (1) $ 4,492
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 522 100 522
Automatic shutoff valves 525 100 525
Overfill alarm 182 100 182
Leak Detection;
Tank gauge system 4 668 90 (2) 4,201
Line leak detectors 798 100 798
Stage I vapor recovery 207 100 207
Labor & materials (incl.
Stage 1II piping) 48,209 100 48,209
‘Total $ 67,946 37 % $ 59,136

(1)

2

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 $12,835 and the bare steel system is $8,283, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control} is 35%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system 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, 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 $67,946 with §7% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4182.

Barbara J. Anderson
{503) 229-587Q
November 19, 1993




Applications No. T-3810

STATE OF OREGON
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Riedel Environmental Technologies, Inc
Riedel Wagte Systems, Inc.

P O Box 5007

Portland, Oregon 97208-5007

The applicant owns and operates the pollution control systems associated
with a closed solid waste landfill in Portland, Oregon. Application was
made for tax credit for a scolid waste pollution control facility.

Description of Facility

The applicant has claimed all of the pollution control equipment
associated with the landfill as a single pollution contrel facility.
Staff has reviewed permit requirements and the intended purpose of each
pcllution control system associated with the landfill and has determined
that these systems should be placed into two categories, those
agssociated with landfill operation and required by the operating permit
and those associated with the landfill closure and required by the
landfill closure permit. )

Staff recommends that only equipment associated with landfill closure be
considered eligible for certification. Pollution control systems
asgociated with the landfill closure were started after December 27,
1989, when the landfill closed. These systems were substantially
completed after June 24, 1990, within two years of the date of
application, June 24, 1992.

Staff recommends that equipment associated with landfill operation be
considered ineligible for certification. Pollution control systems that
were installed as a condition of landfill operating permit were
substantially completed prior to June 24, 1990. This equipment was
carrying out its intended function during the active life of the
landfill, from November 1979 through December 1989. These systems were
substantially completed and operating prior to the landfill closure,
more than two years prior to the date of tax credit application,

The claimed facility consists of a bottom liner, leachate collection,
storm water control, ground water monitoring, methane gas control, and
top liner and final closure systems., Staff recommends that only a
portion of the claimed systems be considered eligible for consideration
for tax credit certification.

An applicant's Accountant's Certification was provided. A cost
allocation review of this application by an independent accountant has
identified $28,118 in nonallowable costs claimed by the applicant for
those pollution control systems recommended eligible by the Department.
The eligible facility cost has been reduced for these nonallowable
costs.

At the request and cost of the applicant, the Department authorized the
independent accountant to identify all nonallowable cost associated with
the full claimed facility. The result of this review is listed below.
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System Applicant claimed Recommended eligible
Bottom liner $ 636,301 S o
Leachate collection 159,646 $ o
Stormwater control 80,174 $ 0
Groundwater monitoring 55,767 5 0
Top liner & closure 1,206,680 5 1,206,680
Methane gas control 232,062 $ 232,062
Total claimed cost $§ 2,370,630
Total recommended eligible cost S 1,438,742
Less nonallowable costs (28,118) s (28,118)
Total allowable facility cost 2,342,512 5 1,410,624

In September 1993 the top liner and methane collection systems included
in this tax credit application were damaged by an subterranean fire
burning within the closed landfill. This fire was discovered after the
pollution contrel systems related to landfill closure had been
substantially completed and after this tax credit application had been
submitted to the Department. This fire, which is still active, has
damaged the landfill top liner. It has alsoc necessitated a partial
shutdown of the methane collection system which was a major contrxbutlng
factor to the fire.

The Department is working with the applicant to develop programs to
control the fire and to restore the pellution control aystems to
operation. The Department has specifically requested that the applicant
1) extinguish or control the subterranean fire, 2) submit a corrective
action plan, 3) restore the landfill top liner to a fully operaticn
condition, and 4) modify the operation of the present methane control
system so that it will not contribute to fire conditions.

Procedural Requirements

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

Only portions of the claimed facility met statutory deadlines for timely
application. The application includes a claim for pollution control
facilities constructed as a requirement of the landfill operation
permit. Construction on these systems was started between 1979 and
1989. These systems formed the pollution control facility for the
operating landfill and were carrying out their intended purpose between
1979 and 1989. They were substantially complete more than two years
prior to the application date, June 24, 1992.

The pollution control systems required as a condition of the landfill
closure permit meet statutory deadlines for timely application. The
Landfill Closure Plan was dated June 1, 1990. Construction of new
pollution control systems and modification of existing landfill
operation systems was effectively started upon closure of the landfill,
December 27, 1989, and was officially completed on September 25, 1992
upon the Department’'s acceptance of the Landfill Closure Construction
Certification Report. Individual landfill closure pollution control
systems were placed into operation as they were completed, during 1990
and 1991. The application was submitted to the Department June 24,
1992, after all individual pollution control systems had been placed
into operation. The tax credit application was received by the
Department within twe years of operational completion of new or modified
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landfill clesure pollution control systems. Official "substantial
completion” occurred on September 25, 1592 some time after the
application was received on June 24, 1992.

There has been considerable correspondence with the applicant between
June 1992 and May 1993 regarding which pollution control systems the i
Department should consider to be eligible.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility, as identified by the Department, is eligible because
the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department (DEQ) and the federal
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to prevent ground water

~Ppollution. The requirement is to comply with OAR 340-61, 40 CFR
+258.40, and DEQ Solid Waste Closure Permit No. 330.

b. fEligible Cost Findings
- In determining the percent of the pollutioh control facility cost

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

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

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

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

There is no return on investment for this facility because
the applicant claims there is no income derived from the
landfill top liner or the stormwater, leachate and methane
gas control system. ’

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

There are no alternatives. The liner and methane gas
collection system are specified requirements of DEQ Solid
waste Closure Permit No. 330.

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

There are no savings realized from the installation 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, contrel cor reduction of air,

water, or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste, or to
recycling or properly disposging of used oil.

a) The Department has recommended to the Commission that
some portions of the claimed facility should not be
eligible for tax credit certification because they
constitute a separate pollution control facility.

That facility was required as a conditions of landfill
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operation and was substantially complete and in
operation for a ten year period prior to this
application. These portions of the claimed facility
have been identified in Section 2 of this report and
their cost, $931,888 has been subtracted from the
claimed facility cost. This will result in an
eligible facility cost of §$1,438,742.

b) The Environmental Quality Commission has directed that
tax credit applications at or above $250,000 go
through an additional accounting review to determine
if costs were properly allocated. This review was
performed under contract by the accounting firm of
Coopers and Lybrand. The ceost allocation review of
this application has identified $28,118 of
nonallowable costs in the Department recommend
eligible facility. This amount has been subtracted
from the eligible facility cost and results in a
Department recommended allowable facility cost of
$1,410,624,

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

Summation -

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

b. The Department identified portions of the claimed facility are
eligible for tax credit certification in that their principal
purpose is to comply with a regquirement imposed by the Department
and federal Environmental Protection Agency to prevent ground
water pollution and control methane gas release.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and permit conditions.

d. An independent accounting firm under contract with the Department
has concluded that no further procedures be performed on T-3810,
other than the adjustment for noneligible and nonallowable costs
noted in this report.

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $1,410,624 with 100% allocable
to pollution control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Applications No. T-3810. It is recommended that the Commission direct
the Department to hold that certificate until the applicant has
implemented a Department approved corrective action plan and the
pollution control systems described in tax credit application TC-3810
are operational and approved. However, if the corrective action plan
cannot be implemented by December 31, 1995, the Department recommends
that the certificate be deemed revoked as of that date and that Riedel
be granted a contested case hearing, if theychoose to pursue the matter
at that time.
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September 27, 1993

Oregon Departmént of Environmental Quaiity
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue
Portfand Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed upon procedures with respect
to Riedel Waste Systems Inc. ( the Company) Poliution Tax Control Credit Appfication No.
3810 regarding the Killingsworth Fast Disposal in Portland, Oregon ( the Facility).
aggregate, claimed Facility costs on the Appfication were $2,370,630. The followmg
agreed upon procedures and related findings are as follows:

1. We read the Application, the QOregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Controf
Facilities Tax Credits - Sections 469.150 -468.190 ( the Statutes) and the Oregon
Administrative Rules on Poliution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-00&
through 340-16-050 (QAR’S).

2. We discussed the Application and Statues with Charles Bianchi of the Cregon
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

3. We reviewed the draft memorandum regarding the Company’s application
prepared by William R. Bree of the DEQ.

4. We discussed the appiication with Jerry Dettwiler of the Company.
5. We obtained the foillowing schedules from the Company:
A. Part | - Costs Associated with Landfill Construction

Costs Incurred

Prior to Cn or After
6/26/90 6/26/90 Total
Bottom Liner $636,301 3 o $636,301
Leachate System 136,772 22,874 159,646
Stormwater _ ,
Contrat , 3,134 77,040 80,174
Groundwater ' ‘
Monitoring 36,127 . 19,640 55,767

Total costs $812.334 $119.554 $931.888




B. Part Il - Costs Associated With Closing the Landfilt

Costs Incurred

Prior to 12/27/89 After 12/27/89 Total

Top Liner &

Closure $303,876 $902,804 $1,206,680
Methane Gas ,

System 94.076 137,986 232,062
Total costs $397,952 $1,040,790 $1.438,742
Grand total of :
all costs $1.210,286 $1,160,344 &2,370‘630

We proved the mathematical accuracy of these schedules.

6. We inquired as to whether there were any costs associated with roadwork, office
buildings or any other costs not directly attributable to the landfill claimed in the
Application. We were informed that no such costs were included in the
Application.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 12 below
we identified $28,118 paid to Rll Rocking & Paving Company as being attributable
to roadwork and therefore not an eligible component of the total cost. This
amount was charged to the Bottom Liner cost category and incurred prior to June

26, 1990.

7. We inquired as to whether were any costs associated with the normal costs of
running and operating the landfill. We were informed that no such costs were
charged.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 12
below, there does not appear to be any costs associated of running and operatmg
the landfill clasmed in the Application.

8. We inquired as whether any salaries, wages and fringe benefits for employees
were included in the Top Liner & Closure and Methane Gas System cost
categories for operating the landfill prior to closure on 12/27/89 We were

- informed that no such costs were charged.



10.

11.

12.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 12 below,
there does not appear that any salaries, wages and fringe benefits for employees
were included in the Top Liner & Closure and Methane Gas System cost
categories for operating the land fill prior to closure-on 12/27/89. .

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 12 below,
costs appear to properly relate to the categories included in Parts | and |l, as listed
in item no.5 above, and properly eligible for the tax credit except as discussed in
item no. 6 above.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 12 below,
costs were properly categorized by date as, for Part | before and on or after
6/26/90 and, for Part ll, before and on or after 12/27/89.

We inquired as to whether engineering and overhead costs of $189,840 were
included in the total indirect costs of $2,370,630, and if so, what were the methods
and rates used to apply such costs. We were informed that indirect costs were

- not included in the $189,840 for engineering and overhead costs. Based on our

review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 12 below, there does
not appear to be any indirect Company costs claimed in the Application,

We reviewed supporting documentation as follows for the amount claimed on the
Application through review of vendor invoices:

Category - Percentage
Bottom Liner 76%
Leachate System 33
Stormwater Control 93
Groundwater Monitoring 52
Top Liner & Closure 62
Methane Gas System 90

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in

accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion
on any of the items referred to above. In connection with the procedures referred to
above, no matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the Application
should be adjusted, except for the $28,118 of costs noted in item no. 6 above. Had we
performed additional procedures, or had we conducted an audit of the financial
statements of the Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards,
other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.
This report relates only to the items specified above and does not extend to any financial
statements of the Company taken as a whole.




This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
in the evaluating the Company’s Pollution Control Tax Credit Application and should not
be used for any other purpose.

Portland, Oregon
September 27, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Evergreen Forest Products, Inc.
Allweather Wood Treaters

7893 Pacific Avenue

P.0O. Box 2678

White City, Oregon 97503

The applicant owns and operates a pressure treating wood
preservation facility in White City, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

Evergreen Forest Products operates a pressure treating wood
preservation facility. A chemical formulation of copper,
chromium, and arsenic (CCA), in a water base, is used to
treat and preserve wood. The treatment of the wood is
performed in pressure vessels. Due to the nature of the
chemicals used in the treatment process, Evergreen has
constructed process areas and installed equipment to
control pollution, including a concrete drip pad, steel
sumps, a tank containment area, a chemical unloading area,
a roof structure constructed over the drip pad and the
treated lumber storage area, a dedicated forklift, a paved
storage yard, and package transfer chains. The average
estimated useful life of the treatment system is 30.3
years.

The drip pad is constructed of steel reinforced concrete
that is sloped to a double~lined steel sump with . a leak
detection system. The drip pad is curbed around its
perimeter and is covered with a building. This system
collects and contains wood treating chemicals that may drip
from the wood and alsoc prevents the contact of the '
chemicals with the surrounding soil. Further, the drip pad
prevents accidental spills or leaks from process equipment
used in wood treatment. Fiber mesh has been installed in
the reinforced concrete to prevent surface cracking. 1In
addition, surface coatings have been applied to the
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concrete surfaces to prevent penetration of the treatment
chemicals. Drippage of treatment chemicals is diverted to
a large steel sump, and the chemicals are recovered through
pumping to be used again in the treatment process.

The tank containment area is located adjacent to the drip
"pad. This area consists of a reinforced concrete secondary
containment structure with a small steel stump that is
designed to contain spills from potential failures of
above-ground storage tanks. Numerous large tanks are
located within the containment area to store CCA, water,
ammonia, and to serve as treatment work tanks.

The chemical unloading area is located adjacent to both the
drip pad and the tank containment area. The unloading area
is constructed of reinforced concrete and is used for spill
containment. Trucks that are delivering chemicals to
Evergreen Wood Treaters drive up the access ramp and unload
the product within the containment area. If a spill were
to occur, the spilled chemical would be captured by the
containment system that includes a small steel sump. The
chemical spilled would be recovered and directed to the
above-ground storage tanks for use in the treatment
process.

The roof structure is a prefabricated metal structure that
has been installed over the drip pad and the treated lumber
storage area. The roof prevents rainfall from contacting
treatment chemicals found on the concrete pad and on the
treated lumber. The generation of hazardous wastes is
reduced since the rainfall does not become contaminated
with CCA treatment chemicals.

The dedicated forklift allows Evergreen Wood Treaters to
move the treated lumber off the drip pad without
continuously moving equipment on and off the pad. This
process prevents the tracking of chemicals onto the
surrounding soil that would occur if the forklift left the
pad. The forklift both receives untreated material from
the storage yard and transfers treated material on the drip
pad.

The storage yard at Evergreen Wood Treaters has been paved
with asphalt to prevent the contamination of soil and
groundwater with any chemical drippings from vehicles or
stored wood at the facility. Spills are managed through
storm water control mechanisms so that they do not leave
the site.

The package transfer chains consist of two transfer chains
that are used to transfer both untreated and treated wood
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to and from the storage yards. The chains allow the
transfer of materials. on the drip pad so that other
equipment will not enter or leave the pad and track
chemicals onto the soil.

Claimed Facility Cost: $1,266,801
(Exhibit C of the application incorrectly lists the claimed
cost as $1,226,801 due to an addition error by the
applicant. An Accountant's Certification was provided.

The certification verifies that the claimed facility cost
is $1,266,801).

Less: Nonallowable Costs: (11.600)
Total Eligible Facility Cost $1,255,201

A cost allocation review of this application by an
independent contractor has identified $11,600 in costs that
could not be supported. The eligible facility cost has
been reduced for these costs.

Procedural Requirements

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 April 1,
1991. The application for certification was found to be
complete on March 12, 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 requirement imposed
by the Department to prevent water pollution. The
requirement is to comply with OAR 340-41-362 and the
requirements of the applicant's Water Pollution Control
Facilities (WPCF) waste discharge permit.

Evergreen Forest Products operates a pressure treating
wood preservation facility. A chemical formulation of
copper, chromium, and arsenic (CCA), in a water base,
is used to treat and preserve wood. Due to the nature
of the chemicals used in the treatment process,
Evergreen's facility has been constructed to prevent
contact of the chemicals with soil and groundwater.

The facility also minimizes hazardous waste generation
since the small quantity generated enables Evergreen to
gqualify as a conditionally exempt hazardous waste
generator.
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According to the Rogue Basin Standards given in OAR
340-41-362, toxic substances should not be discharged
above natural background levels into waters of the
State in amounts, concentrations, or combinations that
may harm, alter, or accumulate in aquatic life or .
wildlife to levels that adversely affect public health,
safety, or welfare, or beneficial uses.

Due to the toxicity of the components of CCA, the
applicant's WPCF permit does not allow direct discharge
of process wastewaters from the facility into public
waters. As stated in the permit, all wastewater shall
be recirculated and reused or controlled in a manner
approved by the Department. Each batch of treated wood
must be processed to minimize drippage and rainfall
leaching of the wood if it is stored in the open.
Further, the drip pad and containment pads shall be
maintained free of cracks, corrosion or other
deterioration that could cause hazardous waste to leak
from the pads. The drip pad and containment pads shall
be operated and maintained to prevent tracking of
hazardous waste off the drip pad by personnel or
equipment. The transfer of chemicals and storage of
full and empty chemical containers should be conducted
on a sealed containment pad so that spillage or
contaminated runoff can be collected and returned to
the plant's collection and recirculation system.

Evergreen Wood Treaters installed the drip pad, the
tank containment area, the chemical unloading area, the
roof structure, a dedicated forklift, a paved storage
yard, and package transfer chains to achieve compliance
with their WPCF permit.

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 converts part of the waste products
into a usable commodity by recycling any spilled
CCA back into the wood treatment system.

2) The estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility.
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The applicant indicates in the application that
there is no income or savings from the facility,
so there is no return on investment.

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

The applicant stated in the application that there
are no known alternative methods to be installed
in place of the drip pad, the tank containment
area, the chemical unlocading area, the dedicated
forklift, the package transfer chains, the paved
storage yard, and the steel sumps. Evergreen did
consider an alternative to roofing the storage
facility, inecluding wrapping bundles of wood with
a polyethylene material. When this method was
used on unseasoned wood at the facility, the
moisture trapped in the materials allowed a mold
to form on the wood, making the product
undesirable.

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

There are no savings from the facility. Even with
the recovery of the CCa, the applicant has
demonstrated that no savings has resulted from the
operation. The cost of maintaining and operating
the facility has been estimated to average $20,364
annually.

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

(a) The Environmental Quality Commission has
directed that tax credit applications at or
above $250,000 go through an additional
accounting review to determine if costs were
properly allocated. This review was performed
under contract by the accounting firm of
Symonds, Evans & Larson. In addition to the
adjustment for nonallowable facility costs,
the cost allocation review of this application
has identified the issues listed in (b) below
that must be resolved.
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(b) The applicant included the entire cost of
$509,000 for constructing the storage yard in
the total cost claimed with the application.
However, the applicant indicated that portions
of the storage yard were not allocable to
water pollution control. Additional
information was requested to clarify the
allocable portion of the cost. The applicant
indicated that portions of the storage area
were used for vehicle circulation, parking,
and storage of both untreated wood waiting for
processing and treated wood. The applicant
reduced the claimed cost by 75% based upon the
area used for activities other than treated
wood storage, leaving 25% of the cost claimed
for the storage yard as allocable to pollution
control. Further, since the applicant stated
in the application that the dedicated forklift
and the package transfer chains are redundant
equipment that perform the same function, the
cost of the more expensive equipment
purchased, the package transfer chains for
$69,864.00, is not allocable to water
pollution contrel. It was determined that the
claimed facility cost was $803,587, or 64% of
the total eligible facility cost.

Summation

a.

b.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

The facility is eligible for tax credit certification
in that the principal purpose of the facility is to
comply with a reguirement imposed by the Department to
prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose
by the containment of industrial waste as defined in
ORS 468.700.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules, and
permit conditions.

An independent accounting firm under contract with the
Department has concluded that no further review
procedures be performed on T-3916 (see attached review
report).

The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution control is 64%.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$1,255,201 with 64% allocated to pollution control, be

- issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. T-3916. ’

Pamela Fink:plf
EVERGREEN.TAX

(503) 229-6385, Ext. 248
April 22, 1993




SYMONDS, EVANS & LARSON

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Environmental Quality Commission
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures with respect to Evergreen
Forest Products, Inc.'s — Allweather Wood Treaters (the Company's) Pollution Control Tax Credit
Application No. 3916 (the Application) filed with the State of Oregon, Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the Water Pollution Control Facility in White City, Oregon (the
Facility). The Application has a claimed Facility cost of $815,187 (as amended by DEQ). Our
procedures, findings and conclusion are as follows:

Procedures:

1.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits — Sections 468.150 through 468.190 (the Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative
Rules on Pollution Control Tax Credits — Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050
(OAR's).

. We reviewed certain documents which support the Application.

. We discussed the Application, the Statutes and OAR's with certain DEQ personnel,

including Charles Bianchi and Pam Fink,

We discussed certain components of the Application with certain Company personnel
including the following:

+ Gerry Glem
« Harold Osterman
+ Don Johnston

. We toured the Facility with Mr. Johnston.

. We confirmed the following directly with Batzer Construction, Inc. (General Contractor for

the Facility):

a) The cost of labor and material to install the tank farm foundation and related supports
(which were included in the Application) was $11,600.

9600 5.W. QOak Street, Suite 380 Phone: (503) 244-7350
Portland, Oregon 97223 Fax: (503) 244-7331
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b) The $238,000 of costs (included in the Application) related to the roof structures for the
main plant and storage building do not include any charges for insulation, the
maintenance shop, the lunch room, the dry kilns or the office.

7. Wereviewed certain workpapers of the Company's certified public accountants that related
to the Facility.

8. Werequested that Company personnel confirm the following:

a) There were no related parties or affiliates of the Company which had billings which
were included in the Application. '

b) In accordance with ORS 468.155(2)(e), the Facility is not a "replacement or
reconstruction of all or a part of any facility for which a pollution control facility
certificate has previously been issued..."” ‘

¢) All costs included in the Application related directly to the construction of the Facility
and were not related to maintenance and repairs.

d) The roof structures covering the treated lumber are allowable costs, because continual
rain would cause drippage that would eventually result in non-compliance with
regulatory limits.

Findings:
1. through 7.
No matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the Application should be
adjusted, except for $11,600 of non-allowable costs to install the tank farm foundation and
related supports.

As a result, the allowable costs for the Application should be reduced to $803,587.

8. Company personnel confirmed in writing that such assertions were true and correct.
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Conclusion:

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the specified items should be adjusted, except as noted above. Had we
performed additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the
Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have come
to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items
specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company, taken as a whole.

This report is:solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and
Department of: Environmental Quality in evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit
Application with respect to its Water Pollution Control Facility in White City, Oregon and should
not be used for any other purpose.

S\dfwwrwle_, Evome ¥ Larceor

October 3, 1993
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Application No. T-3922

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Lamb Weston, Inc.
P. 0. Box 705
Hermiston, OR 97838

The applicant owns a frozen potato processing plant in
Hermiston, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The applicant has substantially expanded the acreage
available for irrigation. The expanded irrigation system
includes piping of wastewater from the Lamb Weston plant
to the Madison Ranch {(about three miles) and the
installation of center pivot irrigation systems.

Claimed Facility cCost: $2,410,058.00
(Accountant’s Certification was provided).

Eligible Facility Cost: $2,277,236.00
The eligible costs are:

All costs submitted by the applicant were deemed to be
eligible except for construction interest/capitalized
interest (see attached summary of eligible costs).

Procedural Requirements

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

‘The facility met statutory deadline in that construction
and installation of the claimed portion of the facility
was substantially completed on November 2, 1992 and the
application for certification was filed on December 11,
1992, within 2 years of substantial completion of the
facility.
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4. Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the principal
purpcse of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department of
Environmental Quality to prevent groundwater
pellution by irrigating at agronomic rates. To
accomplish this goal, the applicant has increased the
land irrigation area to over 2,700 acres. The
eligible costs are costs associated with the
installation of the irrigation system that include
land acquisition, installation of piping to transport
the wastewater from the Lamb Weston plant to Madison
Ranch, installation of a center pivot irrigation
systems, and other associated equipment.

Prior to expanding the irrigation system, the
applicant was not able to meet the requirement that
wastewater be land applied at agronomic rates. The
additional irrigation acreage enables the applicant
to irrigate wastewater at agronomic rates to prevent
groundwater pollution.

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 this facility
and therefore, no return on investment. The
applicant has constructed facilities to deliver
and irrigate wastewater at nearby farms. The
applicant does not realize an economic benefit
from these farming operations.
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The alternative methods, equipment and costs for
achieving the same pollution control objective.

Two other options were considered by the
applicant. Option one was to purchase and
develeop additional land near their existing site
to irrigate wastewater. An additional 3,000 to
4,000 acres of land would be required at an
estimated cost of 3.0 - 4.5 million dollars.

A second option that was considered was to
install a constructed wetland treatment system.
The applicant conducted pilot testing of a
constructed wetland treatment system. The
option that was selected (land application at
the Madison Ranch) provided the best use of the
wastewater at the least cost.

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

There is no savings that would be realized as a
result of installing the center pivot irrigation
systemn.

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 pcllution or solid or hazardous waste
or to recycling or properly disposing of used
oil.

The Department determined that capitalized
interest/construction interest was not an
eligible cost and subtracted this amount from
the Claimed Facility Cost to determine the
Eligible Facility Cost.

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.
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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
of Environmental Quality to protect groundwater. The
applicant accomplished this purpose by irrigating at
agronomic rates and increasing the irrigation acreage
to 2700 acres.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

The portion of. the facility cost that is properly
allocable tc¢ pollution control 1s 100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Contrel Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
2,277,236 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
Neo. T-3922. :

Rajeev Kapur
IWAWCI1\WC11921.5
(503) 229-5185

14 Sept 93



EXHTIBIT A

Lamb-Weston Waste Water Project
Tax Credit Application No. 3922
Summary and description of project components

Component Description Amount
Aol BURIED PIPELINE AT RANCH $504,499
AlOZ NCRTH BCOSTER STATION $61,820
A103 C PIVOTS & ASSOC. VALVES, ETC. 938,088
AL04 WINTERIZE MADISON SYSTEM 536,098
ALO5 GROUNDWATER MONITORING 5104,754
B101 RIGHTS OF WAY 534,574
B102Z FREEWAY, CANAL, ROAD, & RR CROSSINGS 574,085
B103 BURIED PIPELINE: PLANT TO RANCH $337,482
croL SEPARATE DOMESTIC WASTE 55,158
€102 IMPROVE INDUSTRIAL W.W.T.P. 511,532
c104 ENGINEERING AND PERMITS 567,212
Dilol NEW PIPELINE TO L-W FARM $107,608
D102z DISPOSAL DISTRIBUTION MANIFOLD $61,109
E101 LAND ACQUISITION $50,536
CONSTRUCTION INTEREST $132,822
Total Expense $2,534,352
Lesz exclusions
clol SEPARATE DOMESTIC WASTE 55,158
ci102 IMPROVE INDUSTRIAL W.W.T.P. 511,532
D101 NEW PIPELINE TO L-W EARM $107,605
Total Project Cost $2,410,058
Construction Interest is not an eligible cost 132,822
Total Eligible Cost $2,277,236




certified public accountants 270 First Interstate Towsr telephone (503) 227-8600

Coopers
&Lybrand

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue
Portland Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed upon procedures with respect to

Lamb-Weston, Inc.'s (the Company) Pollution Tax Control Credit Application No. 3922,
regarding the Lamb-Weston Waste Water Irrigation System in Umatilla County, Oregon (the
Facility). The aggregate claimed Facility costs on the Application were $2,410,058. The
following agreed upon procedures and related findings are as follows:

L

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits - Sections 469.150 -468.190 ( the Statutes) and the Oregon Administrative Rules
on Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050 (OAR'S).

We discussed the Application and Statues with Charles Bianchi and Rajeev Kapur of the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

We discussed the Application and Statutes with Tom Wamsley, Administrative Services
Manager of the Company.

We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect Company costs charged to the
Facility costs claimed in the Application. We were informed that no such costs were
charges,

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. S below, there
does not appear to be any direct or indirect Company costs claimed in the Application.

We reviewed supporting documentation for 82% of the amount claimed on the
Application through review of vendor invoices. All costs which we reviewed supporting
the Application appeared to be from third party vendors.

We discussed with Tom Wamsley, Administrative Services Manager for the Company, the
extent to which non-allowable costs were excluded from the Application. This was
accomplished by reviewing specific contractor invoices (see item no. 5) with Mr.
Wamsley. We determined that the Company had not properly excluded from the
Application $132,822 of self imputed interest costs on construction expenditures.
Accordingly, the Facility costs claimed on the Application should have been $2,277,236,
instead of $2,410,058.

Coopers & Lybrand is a member firm of Coopers & Lybrand (International)
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Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred
to above. In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention
that caused us to believe that the Application should be adjusted, except for the $132,822 of costs
noted in item no. 6 above. Had we performed additional procedures, or had we conducted an
audit of the financial statements of the Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.
This report relates only to the items specified above and does not extend to any financial
statements of the Company taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in the
evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit Application and should not be used for
any other purpose.

Portland, Oregon
October 26, 1993



Application No. TG-3979

State cf Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Timber Products Co.
Medford Hardwood Plywood
PO Box 1669

Medford OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a hardwood plywood mill in Medford,
Oregon.

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

-Degcription of Facility

The claimed facilities control the emisgions of three veneer dryers
and reduce emissions from the plywood sander and plytrim lines. The
facilities consist of an Electrified Filter Bed (EFB) HFC 50
electrostatic precipitator, a Northwest baghouse, and support
equipment .

Claimed Facility Cost: $729,312.64

The claimed facility replaces a previously certified peolluticn
control facility. -On February 22, 1980, Pollution Control Facility
Certificate No. 1057 was issued tc Timber Products Company for
$219,823,08, The facility consisted of two Burley scrubkers and
water treatment system to control the emissions from two veneer
dryers. The claimed facility replaces the scrubbers and utilizes
the water treatment system. In accordance with OAR 340-16-025 (g},
the applicant is eligible for the difference between the like-for-
like replacement costs of the original facility and the new
facility. The Department estimated and the applicant concurred it
would cost $240,055.13 to replace the original facility. This
estimate does not include the cost of replacing the water treatment
system since it is utilized in the claimed facility.

A distinet portion of the facility makes an insignificant
contribution to the principal purpose of pollution control. The
applicant claimed $16,708.37 for equipment installed on their veneer
dryers and 5225 for engineering work unrelated to pollution control.

Like for Like Replacement Costs: $240,055.13
Ineligible costs: $16,933.37
Adjusted Facility Cost: 5472,324.14

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility is ten
years.

Procedural Recuirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.
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The electrostatic precipitator meets all statutory deadlines in
that:

Installation of the EFB was substantially completed on March 19,
1991, and it was placed into operation on January 2, 1991. The
Department received the application on February 10, 1993. The
Department considered this portion of the application filed in all
technical aspects on March 11, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

The Fabric Filters Northwest Baghouse met all statutory deadlines in
that:

Installation of baghouse and pneumatic waste transport system was
substantially compieted on November 18, 1992. The facility was
placed into operation on September 14, 19%2. The Department
considered this portion of the application filed in.all technical
aspects on July 22, 1993, within two years of substantial completion
of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. Rationale For Eligibility

The EFB electrostatic precipitator is eligible because the
prinecipal purpose of the facility is to comply with a
regquirement imposed by the Department to control air
pellution. The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for this
source, 15-0025, requires the permittee to contrel the
atmospheric emissions of all veneer dryers. This is in
accordance with CAR Chapter 340, Division 30, rule 021. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air
contaminants as defined in ORS 46BA.005.

The facility consists of an Electrified Filter Bed (EFB)
electrostatic precipitator and associated support equipment.
Installation of the facility required ducting, structural
support, electrical materials, a foundation, a fire
suppression system, and contract labor. The claimed facility
controls particulate emissions to the atmosphere of the
applicants three plywood veneer dryers. The emissions consist
of hydrocarbeons vaporized in the veneer drying process. The
vaporized hydrocarbons condense into liquid particulate when
exposed to ambient conditicns in the atmosphere., After the
installation of the EFB, the applicant performed compliance
demonstration tests for all three veneer dryers on April 4,
1991 and August 6 & 7, 19%2., The Department reviewed the
tests and acknowledged the compliance gstatus of the veneer
dryers.

The veneer dryer exhaust is drawn though ducting by a 75 horse
power fan located between the EFB and the exhaust stack. The
ducting routes the exhaust gas stream into an evaporative
cooler where the hydrccarbons are cooled and condense into a
suspended liquid particulate. The exhaust gas stream then
passes through negatively charged electrodes. The electrodes
generate ions which impart a negative charge to the
particulate. The exhaust gas stream is then drawn into the
peositively charged filter bed. The particulate is attracted
to the positively charged areas of the filter bed causing the
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particulate to accumulate and drop out of the exhaust stream.
The filtered exhaust stream is then drawn intoc the stack and
vented to the atmosphere. The collected particulate seeps
down through the bed and draing out of the EFB.

The baghouse and pneumatic waste transport system is eligible
because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply
with a requirement imposed by the Department to control air
pellution. On May 25, 19%0 the Department required the
applicant to present a remedial action plan to reduce the
level of particulate fallout on adjacent properties to 10
grams per sguare meter per month., This is in accordance with
CAR Chapter 340, Division 31, Rule 4%, Particulate Fallout.
The emission reduction is accomplished by the elimination of
air contaminants as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The claimed facility reduces particulate emissions from the
plywocd sander and plywood trimming saws’ pneumatic waste
transport systems. The facility consists of a Fabric Filters
Northwest baghouse, a pneumatic conveyance system, and support
equipment. Installation of the pneumatic transport system
required ducting, structural materials, a fan and motor,
electrical materials, and contract labor. Installation of the
new baghouse reguired a support structure, a fire detection
and suppression system, a foundation, and electrical and
mechanical materials and labor.

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility the
emissions from the plywood plant’s pneumatic waste transport
system were controlled by a single Carothers baghouse. The
Carothers baghouse was operating over capacity which resulted
in periodic events where air flow through the filters was
obstructed. These obstructions caused a pressure build up in
the baghocuse, which pushed materials backwards through the
pneumatic transport system into the mill. When these events
occurred the pneumatic transport system was rerocuted to an
uncontrolled cyclone, which contributed to the applicant’s
particulate fallout problem. Department records indicate that
these excess emission events were occurring on the average of
once a week. Since the instaliation of the facility
Department records indicate excess emission events related to
the Carothers baghouse filter cbstruction have ceased
ocourring.

The facility is one approach the applicant has taken toward
addressing the particulate fallcout problem. The amount of
fallout on adjacent properties has decreased from an average
of 45 grams per sguare meter each month in 1990 to an average
of 22 grams per sgquare meter each month in 1993, The
Department has required the applicant reduce the level of
total particulate fallout to 10 gramg per square meter per
month. The applicant is developing continuing strategies to
address the particulate fallout problem. .

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution centrol facility
cost alleocable 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.

A portion of the waste material retrieved by the
pneumatic waste transpert system is a usable commodity
consisting of sander dust used for boiler fuel. The
average annual value of this fuel is estimated by the
Department to be $48,845.00. The EFB does not recover
or convert waste products into a salable or usable
commodity.

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

The average annual cash flow of the facility is
$29,646.00 which results from income generated by the
baghouse less increase in annual operating costs.
Dividing the average annual cash flow inte the cost of
the facility gives a return on investment factor of 24.
Using Table 1 of QAR 340-16-30 for a useful life of ten
years gives an annual return on investment of 0%. As a
result, the percent allocable is 100%.

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

Electrostatic precipitators are technically recognized
as an acceptable method for controlling the emissions of
particulate from veneer dryers in PM10 Non-Attainment
Areas. Baghouses are technically recognized as an
acceptable method for contrelling the emissions of
particulate from wood waste pneumatic transport systems.

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

The increase in annual operating costs of the facility
is $12,199.00. There is a savings of $32,382.00 in
maintenance and operating costs of the EFB compared to
the previous facility. However the cost of maintaining
and operating the Fabric Filters baghouse and pneumatic
waste transport system is $51,581.00 annually.

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

The eligible facility costs have been determined to be
$472,324.14 after adjusting for a distinct portion of
the facility which is not eligible for tax credit
certification. This is discussed in section 2 of this
report.

The Environmental Quality Commission has directed that
tax credit applications at or above $250,000 go through
an additional Departmental accounting review, to
determine if costs were properly alleccated. This review
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was performed under contract with the Department by the
accounting firm of Symonds, Evans & Larson (see attached
report) .

Other than the adjustments to the claimed facility cost
made by the Department referenced in secticn 2, the cost
allocation review of this application has identified no
issues to be resclved and confirms the cost allocation
as submitted in the applicatiomn. .

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

5. Summation
a: The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
- deadlines.
+ M 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 pollutiom.

c. The facility compliss with DEQ statutes, rules, and permit
cenditions.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to

pellution control is 100%.
.6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution
Contreol Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $472,324.00 with
100% allocated to pollution control be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3979.

BXF
MISC\AH72915
September 1, 1993




SYMONDS, EVANS & LARSON
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Environmental Quality Commission
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures with respect to Timber
Products Company's (the Company's) Pollution Control Tax Credit Application No. 3979 (the
Application) filed with the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the
Air Pollution Control Facility in Medford, Oregon (the Facility). The Application has a claimed
Facility cost of $472,324 (as amended by the DEQ). Our procedures, findings and conclusion are
as follows:

Procedures:
1. We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits — Sections 468.150 through 468.190 (the Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative
Rules on Pollution Control Tax Credits — Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050
(OAR's).
2. Wereviewed certain documents which support the Application.

3. We discussed the Application, the Statutes and OAR's with certain DEQ personnel,
including Charles Bianchi and Brian Fields.

4. We discussed certain components of the Application with numerous Company personnel
including the following: -

+  Gary Korepta
*  Gary DelGrande
» Termri Haydukiwecz
5. We toured the Facility with Mr. Korepta.
6. Werequested that Company personnel confirm the following:

a)  There were no related parties or affiliates of the Company which had significant
billings which were included in the Application,

9600 5.W. Oak Street, Suite 380 Phone: {503) 244-7350
Portland, Oregon 97223 Fax: (503) 244-7331
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CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

b)  Allcosts included in the Application related directly to the construction of the Facility
and were not related to maintenance and repairs.

c)  The remaining salvage value (net of any removal and selling costs) of prior equipment
that is no longer being used in the Facility is estimated to be less than $1,000.

d)  All amounts included in the Application relate directly to pollution control, and none
of the amounts included in the Application relate to costs that would have been
incurred by the Company to upgrade/maintain the Facility in the normal course of
business.

e) The Application does not include any costs related to the environmental remediation
of the Facility,

f)  The allocation of 19% of the costs related to the equipment purchased at the KOGAP
auction is appropriate for the Medford plant.

Findings:
1. through 5.

No matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the amended claimed Facility
costs should be adjusted.

6. Company personnel confirmed in writing that such assertions were true and correct.
Conclusion:

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted aaditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referied to above.
In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the amended claimed Facility costs should be adjusted. Had we performed
additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the Company in
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have come to our
attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items specified
above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company, taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and
Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit
Application No. 3979 with respect to its Air Pollution Control Facility in Medford, Oregon and
should not be used for any other purpose.

SWJ Evome + Lareere

November 15, 1993




Application No. TC-3993

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Intel Corporation
Oregon Site

3065 Bowers Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95051

The applicant owns and operates a microcomputer chip manufacturing
complex in Alcha, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility controls the emissiong of toxic air
contaminants to the atmosphere. The facility consists of two
Beverly Pacific Scrukbers, one Harrington Plastics Scrubkber, four
fang, ducting, and support egquipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $6,610,690.00

A distinct portion of the claimed facility makes an insignificant
contribution to the scole purpose of pollution control. The
applicant claimed $251,136.00 for an uncontrolled solvent exhaust
system which emits solvent fumes to the atmosphere. The applicant
stated in the application the intent to install controls in the
future. The solvent exhaust system does not eliminate the emission
of air contaminants to the atmosphere as defined in ORS 468.005..

The Department reviewed job cost reports, contracts, and invoices
for $1,820,943 of discrete mechanical costs for the scrubbers, fans
and exhaust duct system. The applicant estimated the costs incurred
from the control equipment, electrical support, and gtructural
support of the exhaust scrubber system. The Department reviewed the
applicants estimation approach and modified it in an effort to
better reflect the incremental costs of the exhaust scrubber system
on plant construction.

The accounting review contracted by the Department determined the
applicant had not properly excluded $641,650 costs from the overhead
cost category. These costs are not eligible for inclusion in the
partially eligible indirect cost category as they are not associated
with the incremental costs of installing the process exhaust
gscrubber system. This review also determined $367,918 of
acceleration costs that were classified as partially eligible
support costs should be classified as partially eligible indirect
costs. The net effect of the above noted items on the cost
allocation methodology used in the application decreases the
allowable costs by $32,055.
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Discrete mechanical eligible costs
05-252 M-scrubbed exhaust 51,809,534
05-253 L-scrubbed exhaust $11,408%
Total 51,820,943
Process related equipment and
structures cost
ol Process Modules: Includes line .
items 100, 130, 200,and 210 $7,537,496
05 Mechanical: Includes all line itemg. $28,759,099
o8 Fit Up: Includes line items 120, 301,
410, 510, 520, %530, 560, and 750. $2,259,227
Total 538,595,822
Scrubbed exhaust system fraction of total
process related equipment and structures cost
1,820,943/38,595,822= 4.72%
Support cost categories partially eligible
02 Site Work: Includes line items 005, 010,
015, 110. 52,702,464
03 Building Shell: Includes line items
220-430, 704, 740-552. 524,425,896
05 Mechanical: Includes line items
260-270, 400. 53,924,333
06 Electrical: Includes line items 100, 200,
201, 210, 211, 300, 400, and 410. 59,363,053
Total 540,415,746
Eligible portion of support costs
4.72%*540,415, 746 $1,907,623
Direct costs for chemical resistant coating .
02-250 $73,494
04-330 $319,612
Total exhaust scrubber capitol costs
51,820,943+81,907,623
+573,494+5319,612= $4,121,672
Indirect cost categories partially eligible:
10 Overhead (administration & engineering}
less ineligible cost identified by
Department contracted accountant. $18,053,148
12 Acceleration (general contractor overtime) $367,918
Total partially indirect costs. $18,421, 066
Total overhead cosgts divided by total plant
construction capitol costs
518,421,066/593,352,278="19.73%
Exhaust scrubber overhead costs
$4,121,672%19.73%= . 4813,2086
Total exhaust scrubber system
adjusted facility cost 54,934,878

Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful l1ife of the facility is ten
years.
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Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.19G0, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Congtruction, Installation of the facility was substantially
completed on August 31, 1992 and placed into operation on September
1, 1992. The application for final certification was received by
the Department on March 2, 1933. The application was found to be
complete on November 5, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the scole purpose of the
facility is to contrel air pellution. The air contaminants
controlled are toxic pollutants. The Department is currently
developing rules under Title III, of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990, for the control of air toxics. 1In the
interim, the Department is implementing guidelines that
require new sources and major modifications to existing
sources to quantify their emissions of air toxics. Proposed
emission levels are evaluated relative to established
Significant Emission Rates (SER) for each air toxic. New
sources which generate air toxics above the SER are regquired
to model concentration levels for site specific conditions to
determine if emissions meet or exceed acceptable risk levels.
The emission rates for each air toxic as controlled by the
scrubbers, is below the SER. The contrel is accomplished by
the elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS 468.005.

The D1aA fabrication process exhaust scrubber system controls
the emissions of the fcllowing toxic air contaminants: H,S8Q,,
H,PO,, HNOy, HCl, HF, NaOH, NH,QH, CHyCO,0H, NF;, NH,, and Cl,.
These substances are used in the applicant’s photoc-resist
developer chambers, etcher reaction boxes, and wet stations
used for microccomputer chip wafer surface purificatiocn. The
fabrication area exhaust scrubber system consists of two
Beverly Pacific PSH-3860-5 acid scrubbers, two Pace fans (size
CL-54 AFSWS) with 125 horsepower Reliance Duty Master motors,
and an exhaust ducting network. Support systems include
portions of the plant’s structural support, electrical
support, fire protection, and the plant’s control system.

The fabrication process includes 200 to 250 tools that use
toxic air contaminants. There are eleven intermediate duct
branches, ranging in size from 24" to 48", which draw exhaust
from tecols. The duct branches are supported by metal collars
suspended by threaded support bolts fastened to I-beams which
are anchored to the buildings structural support columns.
Exhaust is drawn inte the trunk ducts from the eleven
intermediate duct branches through vertical connecting ducts.

The main duct trunks lie in trenches set into the foundation
cf the DIA building. The trenches are covered by steel
grating to allow passage over the duct system. This
arrangement prevents the main ducting trunks from obstructing
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the utility work area operations. There are two trunk lines
ranging in size from 64" to 84" in diameter. Process exhaust
is drawn from the duct trunks into two 84" rigers each of
which connects to one end of an 84" header duct running the
length of the scrubber attic.

The exhaust scrubbers are connected in series to the 84" duct
header. Each draws a portion of the process exhaust. Each
scrubber body is filled with high surface area plastic packing
media. Water runs over the media providing a wet surface for
the process exhaust to pass over. The scrubber fan pulls
exhaust through the scrubber and acid fumes are adsorbed on
the media surface. The scrubber system includes circulation
pumps, a sump pump, and a chemical feed punp. The scrubber'sg
control system utilizes these pumps to maintain high pH in the
scrubber water and a low dissolved solids content. The
process exhaust is then pulled through each scrubber fan and
emitted to the atmosphere through the exhaust stack.

The process toolg and sections of the duct network are
connected to and isolated from the exhaust system with manual
dampers called blast gates. A blast gate consists of a blade
inserted into the ducting. Pressure transducers located in
the main trunk ducting measure static pressure and provide
readings to the Allen Bradley control system which contreols
equipment throughout the plant. The control system instructs
the scrubber fan’s variable frequency drives to adjust the fan
speed. The control system maintains a negative four inch
static pressure in the trunk ducts.

The applicant also claimed cost for an exhaust scrubber system
which controls the atmcspheric emissions of the applicants
wagte water treatment system. This equipment consists of a
Harrington ECH-55-5 LB scrubber and two Harrington HPCA 2700
fans, ducts, and support equipment. The system collects off-
gasses from ozone cabinets, acid waste tanks, fluoride waste
tanks, and chemical feed tanks.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

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

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

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

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 ocbijective.
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Water scrubbers are a technically accepted method for
controlling the emissionsg of acid fumes to the

atmosphere.

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

There is no savings from the facility. The cost of
maintaining and operating the facility is $171, 200
annually.

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

The Environmental Quality Commission has directed that
tax credit applications at or above $250,000 go through
an additional Departmental accounting review, to
determine if costs were properly allocated. This review
was performed under contract with the Department by the
accounting firm of Symonds, Evans & Larson (see attached
report) .

Other than the adjustments to the c<laimed facility cost
referenced in section 2, the cost allocation review of
this application has identified no issues to be resolved
and confirms the cost allocation as submitted in the
application.

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

5. Summation

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

L. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the sole purpose c¢f the facility is to control air
pollution.

C. The facility complies with statutes, rules, and permit
conditicns.

d. The portion of the facility ccst that is properly alleccable 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 54,934,878 with
100% allocated to pollution control, be igssued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-3993.

BRF:AQ
MISC\AH72926
October 5, 1993




SYMONDS, EVANS & LARSON
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Environmental Quality Commission
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures with respect to Intel
Corporation's (the Company's) Pollution Control Tax Credit Application No. 3993 (the
Application) filed with the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the
Air Pollution Control Facility in Aloha, Oregon (the Facility). The Application has a claimed
Facility cost of $6,610,690. Our procedures, findings and conclusion are as follows:

Procedures:

1.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits — Sections 468.150 through 468.190 (the Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative
Rules on Pollution Control Tax Credits — Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050
(OAR's).

2. Wereviewed certain documents which support the Application.

3. We discussed the Application, the Statutes and OAR's with certain DEQ personnel,
including Charles Bianchi and Brian Fields.

4, We discussed certain components of the Application with numerous Company personnel,
including the following:

» Rick Comeau » Bonnie Brady
s John Arand « Bill Croutch

5. Wereviewed certain workpapers of the Company's certified public accountants that related
to the Facility.

6. We discussed selected components of the Application with William Lewis and Carl
Garrison, employees of Hoffman Construction Company of Oregon, the general contractor
for the Facility.

9600 5.W. Oak Street, Suite 380 Phone: (503) 244-7350

Portland, Cregon 97223 Fax: (503) 2447331
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7. We toured the Facility with Mr. Arand.
8. Werequested that Company personnel confirm the following:

a)  There were no related parties or affiliates of the Company which had billings which
were included in the Application.

b)  Separate codes were not utilized to account for the costs of the Facility and, therefore,

an allocation methodology was the only feasible means of estimating the allowable
COStS.

Findings.
1. through 7.

No matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the claimed Facility costs
should be adjusted, except as follows:

» $367,918 of acceleration costs that were classified as partially eligible should be
classified as indirect costs.

» The following indirect costs should be excluded from the indirect cost allocation, as
they are not incremental costs associated with the Facility.

QA/QC process piping $ 187,284
High Purity consulting 90,332
Site security 17,828
Move-in costs 35,283
AT-1 move-in expense 179,323
Landscaping/kitchen IDC 131,600

$ 641,650

The net effect of the items noted above on the cost allocation methodology used in the
Application (in addition to certain items identified by the DEQ) decreases the allowable
costs by $1,675,812. As a result, the allowable costs for the Apphcatlon should be
decreased to $4,934,878.

8. Company personnel confirmed in writing that such assertions were true and correct.
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Conclusion:

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the claimed Facility costs should be adjusted, except as noted above. Had we
performed additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the
Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have come
to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items
specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company, taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and
Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit

Application No. 3993 with respect to its Air Pollution Control Facility in Aloha, Oregon and
should not be used for any other purpose.

S\dmwwdo, Evone ¥ Larser

November 22, 1993




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Intel Corporation
(Oregon Site)

3065 Bowers Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95051

The applicant owns and operates a microcomputer chip manufacturing facility in Aloha,
Oregon. :

Application was made for a tax credit (TC-4006) for a hazardous waste and solid waste
segregation and collection facility.

2. Description of Facility

The facility consists of tanks, piping, drums, automatic valves, pumps and sumps whose
sole function is to control, segregate and collect hazardous and non-hazardous wastes. The
system is designed to contain and detect any leakage or spillage of wastes, There are no
salable or usable commodities produced from the facility; however, the facility provides the
necessary source separation of materials so that they can be recovered downstream as a useful
material in a fuels reprocessing and recovery program.

The claimed facility cost has been adjusted by the Department as described in section
4(b)(5) of this report.

Claimed Facility Cost: $537,085

Adjusted Claimed Facility Cost: $379,973
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3. 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 of the facility was substantially completed in August, 1992 and the
application for final certification was found to be complete on November 3, 1993,
within two years of substantial completion of the facility.

4. Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification because the sole purpose of
the facility is to prevent, control, and substantially reduce the quantity of hazardous
waste produced. This prevention and/or control and reduction is accomplished by the
use of a material segregation and collection system that substantially reduces or
eliminates hazardous waste as defined in ORS 466.005.

It appears that the facility is in compliance with the hazardous waste regulations.

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 appear to recover or convert waste products into a
salable or usable commodity, although the design of the facility allows for
recovery of some materials for downstream reprocessing for a fuels’
program. Intel pays for the disposal of the wastes in the fuels program.

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

Because the claimed facility is new and does not replace any existing
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system, and since no salable or usable commodities are produced, the
operations have a negative annual cash flow; hence there is no return on
investment.

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

Alternative control and/or treatment methods and systems were evaluated
by Intel engineers but were not considered cost effective for Intel’s specific
application.

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

(a) The facility separates non-hazardous, m-Pyrrol, from hazardous waste
bulk solvents (D001, D038, FOO1, F002, FOO03 and FOO5) and photoresist
(D001, D026, FOO3 and FO04). If separation of the m-Pyrrol did not
occur, the volume of hazardous wastes generated would be greater and
disposal costs could increase. However, separation of the materials is
technically necessary because of waste incompatibility and method of
disposal: the materials are recovered downstream to be used in a fuels’
reprocessing and recovery program, at a cost to Intel.

There are 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 hazardous waste. The eligible cost findings are as follows:

Direct eligible costs

Mechanical (solvent
collection system components)

Total direct eligible costs 168,472
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Mechanical costs
Mechanical Equipment (all
line items) 28,799,099
Fit-Up Costs (only items
120, 301, 410, 510, 520,
530, 560 and 750) 2,259,227 -
Process Modules (only
items 100, 130, 200, 210) 7.537.496
Total mechanical costs 38,595,822

Hazardous waste fraction of total
mechanical:

168,472/38,595,822 = 0.0044

Other cost categories partially eligible
Building shell (03)
(all items except 430,
705, 706, 720, 730,
735, 738) 23,197,892
Mechanical (05)
(only items 260, 261
270 and 400) 3,924,333
Electrical (06) (all
items except 100, 200,

400 and 410) 6,715,597
Total other costs 33,837,822

Eligible portion of Building Shell,
Mechanical and Electrical:

33,837,822 x 0.0044 = 148,386
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Eligible Indirect Cost Calculation
Indirect Costs 18,421,066
Total Facility Cost 93,352,278

Indirect fraction of total
project cost:

10/01-09+11 = 18,421,066/93,352,278
= .1973 x 100 = 19.73%

Eligible Indirect Costs :
317,358 x .1973 = 62,615

Total Eligible Costs
Direct Mechanical 168,472
Eligible Building Shell,
Electrical and .
Mechanical 148,886

Eligible Indirect 62.615
Total: 379,973

5. Summation

a.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification because the sole purpose
of the facility is to prevent and/or control and substantially reduce the quantity
of hazardous waste, This prevention, control, and reduction is accomplished by
the use of a material segregation and coilection system design that substantially
reduces or eliminates hazardous waste as defined in ORS 466.005.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules, and permit conditions.

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 $379,973, 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-4006.

Gary Calaba:gjc
TC4006

(503) 229-6534
November 26, 1993
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Environmental Quality Commission
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures with respect to Intel
Corporation's (the Company's) Pollution Control Tax Credit Application No. 4006 (the
Application) filed with the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the
Hazardous/Solid Waste Poltution Control Facility in Aloha, Oregon (the Facility). The Application
has a claimed Facility cost of $537,085. Our procedures, findings and conclusion are as follows:

Procedures:

1.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits — Sections 468.150 through 468.190 (the Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative
Rules on Pollution Control Tax Credits — Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050
(OAR's).

. Wereviewed certain documents which support the Application.

. We discussed the Application, the Statutes and OAR's with certain DEQ personnel,

including Charles Bianchi and Gary Calaba.

. We discussed certain components of the Application with numerous Company personnel,

including the following:
» Rick Comeau | + Bonnie Brady
» John Arand « Bill Croutch

. We reviewed certain workpapers of the Company's certified public accountants that related

to the Facility.

. We discussed selected components of the Application with William Lewis and Carl

Garrison, employees of Hoffman Construction Company of Oregon, the general contractor
for the Facility.

9600 S.W. Oak Street, Suite 380 Phone: (503) 244-7350
Portland, Oregon 97223 Fax: (503) 244-7331
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7. We toured the Facility with Mr. Arand.
8. Werequested that Company personnel confirm the following:

a)  There were no related parties or affiliates of the Company which had billings which
were included in the Application.

b)  Separate codes were not utilized to account for the costs of the Facility and, therefore,
an allocation methodology was the only feasible means of estimating the allowable
costs.

Findings:
1. through 7.

No matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the claimed Facility costs
should be adjusted, except as follows:

« $367,918 of acceleration costs that were classified as partially eligible should be
classified as indirect costs.

 The following indirect costs should be excluded from the indirect cost aflocation, as
they are not incremental costs associated with the Facility.

QA/QC process piping $ 187,284
High Purity consulting 90,332
Site security 17,828
Move-in costs 35,283
AT-1 move-in expense 179,323
Landscaping/kitchen IDC 131.600

$ 641,650

The net effect of the items noted above on the cost allocation methodology used in the
Application (in addition to certain items identified by the DEQ) decreases the allowable
costs by $157,112. As a result, the allowable costs for the Application should be
decreased to $379,973.

8. Company personnel confirmed in writing that such assertions were true and correct.
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Conclusion:

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the claimed Facility costs should be adjusted, except as noted above. Had we
performed additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the
Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, cther matters might have come
to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items
specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company, taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and
Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit

Application No. 4006 with respect to its Hazardous/Solid Waste Pollution Control Facility in
Aloha, Oregon and should not be used for any other purpose.

SWJ Evone + Larcon.

Novcmbcr_22, 1993
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State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Intel Corporation
(Oregon Site)

3065 Bowers Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95051

The applicant owns and operates a microcomputer chip manufacturing
facility in Aloha, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility generally consists of portions of a new
manufacturing facility (referred to as D1lA) that are used for water
pollution control. The first portion of the claimed facility is an
industrial wastewater pretreatment system. The purpose of this portion
of the facility is to pretreat corrosive waste waters prior to
discharge to the municipal sewerage system. This system consists of
several tanks used to collect, mix and neutralize acidic and basic
wastewater, plus chemical storage tanks and the associated piping,
pumps, valves and .control systems.

The second portion of the claimed facility consists of exterior
portions of the D1A building where chemical handling and storage
occurs. The chemical storage area was constructed with a rocf and
spill containment to prevent contamination of storm water runoff, and
to contain spills that may occur in the storage area. Chemical
receiving and shipping areas have roofs, and loading ramps are sloped
to contain spillage that may occur during chemical and/or hazardous
waste transfers, again to prevent contamination of stormwater runoff.

The claimed water pollution control facility was inspected by
Department staff on March 17, 1993. The claimed facility cost has been
adjusted by the Department, as described in section 4(b)(5) of this
report.

Claimed Facility Cost: §3,312,720 (adjusted)
{Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.1390 and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met statutory deadline in that construction of the
facility was substantially completed in August, 1992, and the

application for certification was found to be complete on November 8,
1993, within 2 years of substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
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is to prevent and/or control a substantial quantity of water
pollution. This prevention and/or control is accomplished by
design to eliminate stormwater contamination and the use of
treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468, 700.

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.

The claimed facility doeg not generate ‘any income, hence the
annual return on investment is zero. The Department has alsc
determined that the claimed facility is not integral to the
applicant's manufacturing process and therefore is not
subject to rules regarding integral facilities.

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

There are no known alternatives.

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 increase in costs as a result of the
facility modification.

g) Any cther 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.

a) The claimed facility consists of portions of the new D1A
manufacturing facility, being those portions that are
dedicated to control of water pollution. However, the
entire D1A facility, including all pollution controls,
was constructed as a whole., Costs for the new facility
were tracked in 16 brecad categories, such as Mechanical,
Electrical, Site Work, Fit-Up, etc. Each of these
categories included a number of line items, such as
"Wiring" in the Electrical category. The costs for
pollution controls were not tracked separately, but are
included in the costs of each applicable category. For
example, the pollution control facilities required
electrical wiring, but the wiring for the pollution
controls is not directly identified; there is only ocne
Wiring line item for the entire facility. Only a few
line items for pollution control equipment can bhe
‘directly identified, these being three major mechanical
compenents of the Acid Waste Neutralization (AWN)
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system, plus the AWN and solvent pit coatings.

Other costs that are a normal part of the construction
of pollution control facilities, and which are allccable
to pollution control, must be estimated. The estimate
must be used to determine what portion, or increment, of
each cost category is allocable to pollution control.
The applicant regquested that other incremental costs be
estimated by calculating the fraction of the total
Mechanical costs that is attributable to the directly
identifiable mechanical pollution control costs, and
then taking that fraction of the overall facility cost
as the incremental cost allocable to pollution control.

The Department agreed in principle to this approach, but
the approach was revised somewhat so as to provide a
more representative calculation of incremental costs
allocable to pollution control. This approach also
eliminated from consideration those cost categories that
would normally not be eligible. BAs an example, in
determining the fraction of Mechanical costs represented
by the pollution contrecl equipment, the Department felt
that other items not in the Mechanical cost category
were, in fact, "mechanical" in nature and should be
included in the overall Mechanical costs. The approach
taken to determine the total eligible cost is described
below:

1. Line item costs that are directly eligible were
identified, and their costs were included at full value.

2. Portions of the Site Work, Building Shell,
Mechanical, Electrical and Acceleration categories were
found to be incrementally eligible. The eligible
portions were calculated by first determining the
fraction of the total mechanical cost represented by the
directly identifiable eligible mechanical costs. The
eligible line items in the Site Work, Building Shell,
Mechanical, Electrical and Acceleration categories were
then summed and multiplied by that fraction to determine
the eligible amount.

The total mechanical costs included all of the
Mechanical cost category, plus portions of the Process
Modules and Fit-Up categories.

3. Eligible indirect (overhead) costs were determined
by first calculating the fraction of the total project
cost represented by the Indirect cost category. The
directly identified eligible Mechanical costs were then
multiplied by this fraction to determine the eligible
portion of the indirect costs.

The total project cost was determined by summing cost
categories 01 through 09, and 11.

4. The total eligible cost was determined by summing
the eligible direct costs, the incrementally eligible
costs, and the eligible indirect costs (as determined in
1, 2 and 3, above).
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ELIGIBLE COST CALCULATIONS

1.

2.

Directly eligible costs

(05}

(02)

Mechanical - AWN components
Line items 570, 574, 576

Site Work

Line item 290 (less 73,494 in directly

eligible air pollution control costs)

Incrementally eligible costs

Portions of the Site Work, Bullding Shell,

Mechanical and Electrical categories are
eligible in the ratio of the AWN mechanical
costs with respect to the overall
mechanical costs.

(01)

(G5)

(08)

AWN mechanical costs 1,251,643

Overall mechanical costs
Process modules
Line items 100, 130, 200,

210 7,537,496
Mechanical

All line items 28,799,099
Fit-up

Line items 120, 301, 410,
510, %20, 530, 560, 750 2,259,227
Ooverall mechanical costs 38,595,822

Eligible fraction of mechanical =

1,251,643/38,595,822 = 0.0324

Eligible portions of Site Work, Building
Shell, Mechanical, and Electrical

{02)
(03)

(05)

(08)

Site Work

Line item 020 656,106
Building Shell

Line items 220-702, 704,

740-952, plus adjusted

amt. for 703, 705, 706 25,390,072
Mechanical

Line items 260, 261, 270,

400 3,924,333
Electrical

Line items 201, 210, 211,

300, 420, 879 6,369,967
Total 36,340,478

Eligible porticons of Site Work, Building Shell,
Electrical, Acceleration 0.0324 x 36,340,478 =

1,251,643

337,751

1,177,431



Application No. T=-4007
Page 5

3. Eligible Indirect Cost Calculation

A portion of the Directly Eligible and
Incrementally Eligible costs are eligible
for indirect costs, in the ratio of the
Indirect and Acceleration categories (10
and 12) with respect to the Total Project
Cost (categories 01-09, and 11).

{10) Indirect (less 641,650 in
ineligible costs identified in
accountant's review) 18,053,148

(12) Acceleration 367,918

18,421,066

Total Project Cost
Categories (01 - 09, 11) 93,352,278

Indirect fraction of total project cost
18,421,066/93,352,278 = 0.1973

Directly Eligible Costs
(from 1, -above) 1,251,643
‘ 337,751
Incrementally Eligible Costs
(from 2, above) 1,177,431
' 2,766,825

Eligible Indirect Costs 0.1973 x 2,766,825 = 545,895

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COSTS 3,312,720

b) The Environmental Quality Commission has directed that
tax credit applications at or above $250,000 go through
an additional departmental accounting review to
determine if costs were properly allocated. This review
was performed under contract with the Department by the
accounting firm of Symonds, Evans and Larson.

The cost allocation review of this application
identified several indirect costs that should be
excluded from the indirect cost allocation, as they are
not incremental costs associated with the claimed
facility. These costs totaled $641,650, and were
excluded from the Eligible Indirect Cost Calculation, in
gection 4(b)(5) of this report, above.

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

a.

- b.

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 and/or control a
substantial gquantity of water pollution. This prevention and/or
control is accomplished by design to eliminate stormwater
contamination and the use of treatment works for industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules and permit
conditions.

An independent accounting firm under contract with the Department
has concluded that no further review procedures be performed on T-
4007 (see attached review report).

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

6. Dbirector's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is8 recommended that a Pollution Control
Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $3,312,720 with 100% allocated
to pellution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T=-4007.

(George F. Davis): (GFD)

{T-4007)

(503) (229-6385 x 242)
(November 23, 1993)



SYMONDS, EVANS & LARSON
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Environmental Quality Comnmission
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures with respect to Intel
Corporation's (the Company's) Pollution Control Tax Credit Application No. 4007 (the
Application) filed with the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the
Water Pollution Control Facility in Aloha, Oregon (the Facility). The Application has a claimed
Facility cost of $3,967,971. Our procedures, findings and conclusion are as follows:

Procedures:

1.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits — Sections 468.150 through 468.190 (the Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative
Rules on Poilution Control Tax Credits — Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050
(OAR's).

. Wereviewed certain documents which support the Application.

. We discussed the Application, the Statutes and OAR's with certain DEQ personnel,

including Charles Bianchi and George Davis.

. We discussed certain components of the Application with numerous Company personnel,

including the following:
« Rick Comeau * Bonnie Brady
+ John Arand « Bill Croutch

. We reviewed certain workpapers of the Company's certified public accountants that related

to the Facility.

We discussed selected components of the Applicatidn with William Lewis and Carl
Garrison, employees of Hoffman Construction Company of Oregon, the general contractor
for the Facility.

9600 8.W. Oak Street, Suite 380 Phone: (503) 244-7350
Portland, Oregon 97223 Fax: (503) 244-7331
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7. We toured the Facility with Mr. Arand.
8. We requested that Company personnel confirm the folowing:

a)  There were no related parties or affiliates of the Company which had billings which
were included in the Application.

b)  Separate codes were not utilized to account for the costs of the Facility and, therefore,
an allocation methodology was the only feasible means of estimating the allowable
costs.

Findings:
1. through 7.

No matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the claimed Facility costs
should be adjusted, except as follows:

+  $367,918 of acceleration costs that were classified as partially eligible should be
classified as indirect costs. '

« The following indirect costs should be excluded from the indirect cost allocation, as
they are not incremental costs associated with the Facility.

QA/QC process piping $ 187,284
High Purity consulting 90,332
Site security 17,828
Move-in costs 35,283
AT-1 move-in expense 179,323
Landscaping/kitchen IDC 131.600

$ 641,650

The net effect of the items noted above on the cost allocation methodology used in the
Application (in addition to certain items identified by the DEQ) decreases the allowable
costs by $655,251. As a result, the allowable costs for the Application should be
decreased to $3,312,720. '

§. Company personnel confirmed in writing that such assertions were true and correct.
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Conclusion:

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the claimed Facility costs should be adjusted, except as noted above. Had we
performed additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the
Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have come
to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items
specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company, taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and
Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit

Application No. 4007 with respect to its Water Pollution Control Facility in Aloha, Oregon and
should not be used for any other purpose.

SW, Evoms % Larcon.

November 22, 1993




Intel Request for Certification
Tax Credit applications 3993, 4006 & 4007
Table of Consolidated Claimed and Eligible Costs

Claimed Costs

Direct equipment, : $ 3,484,380
mechanical & other
costs
Estimated Costs: : 7,631,366
Support Costs:
Site Work (569,479)
Building Shell (3,248,807)
Electrical (1,075,519)
Mechanical 0
Indirect costs (2,257,050)
Acceleration (45,254)
Ineligible Costs: (435,257) **
Total Costs: $ 11,115,746

Allocable Costs

$ 3,971,915

4,655,656

(149,005)

(2,077,364)

(678,098)

(329,473)

(1,421,716)
*

0

$ 8,627,571

* The allocable portion of these costs are included in the total

indirect cost figure (above).

** Tncludes ineligible capitalized interest and CPA review costs.




Application No. TC-4017

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Rosboro Lumber Company
P.0. Box 20
Springfield, OR 97477

The applicant owns and operates Sawmill and Plywood
Manufacturing Plant in Springfield, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility controls the emission of ash to the
atmosphere of the applicants #2 and #3 hogged fuel
boilers. The facility consists of two Breslove Fly Ash
Collectors and support equipment and structures,

Claimed Facility Cost: ' $418,141.14
A distinct portion of the facility makes an insignificant
contribution to the principal purpose of pollution
control. The applicant claimed $17,530.44 for equipment
and work unrelated to pollution control.

Adjusted facility cost: $400,610.70

Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility
is ten years.

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:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on November 30, 1992 and placed into operation on June 1,
1993. The application for final certification was
received by the Department on March 17, 19923. The

application was found to be complete on October 28, 1993,

within two years of substantial completion of the
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facility.

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 Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority control air pollution. This is in
accordance with LRAPA Title 32, section 32-055,
Particulate Matter Size Standards. The Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) for this source,
20-7050, condition 8 requires the permittee to
prevent the emission of particulate matter which is
greater than 250 microns in size if such particulate
matter does or will deposit upon the real property
of another person. The emission reduction is
accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants
as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The claimed facility controls the atmospheric
emissions of particulate from the applicants number
two and three wood fired boilers. The facility
consists of two Breslove Regenerative Fly Ash
Collectors, two 75 horsepower fans, two Bailey
contreollers, ducting, and support structures. On
December 11, 1990 LRAPA requested that Rosboro
Lumber develop a plan to eliminate oversize
particulate emissions from the wood fired boilers.
LRAPA has reviewed source tests conducted in 1993
and determined the number 2 and 3 boilers are
operating in compliance with the Rosboro Lumber's
ACDP. '

The beoilers are controlled by separate fly ash
collectors. Exhaust gasses emitted by the boilers
are pulled through the fly ash collectors by the
system fans. The collector utilizes centrifugal
force to remove particulate in the gas stream. The
centrifugal force is generated by rotating the
exhaust gas stream at a high velocity. The rotation
of the exhaust stream is established as it enters
the collector through angled blades. The velocity
of the exhaust stream is increased by decreasing the
diameter of the tube it flows through. The
resulting centrifugal force throws the particulate
in the exhaust stream against the wall of the tube.
The next section of the collector widens and
particulate is thrown to the outer wall. The
rotating particulate is caught by the hopper and
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collected. The exhaust gases are pulled through
this section into the deceleration section of the
collector by the fan. The filtered exhaust stream
is passed through the fan into the stack and then
emitted to 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
considered and analyzed as indicated:

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

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

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

The 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.

The applicant has chosen an atypical method to
for controlling emissions of particulate matter
greater than 250 microns in diameter. The
claimed facility achieves satisfactory control
levels. The cost of the claimed facility is
equal or less to other options available.

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 éavings from the facility. The
cost of maintaining and operating the facility
is $13,895.00 annually.

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




BKF:

Application No. TC-4017
Page #4

pollution.

The Environmental Quality Commission has
directed that tax credit applications at or
above $250,000 go through an additional
Departmental accounting review, to determine if
costs were properly allocated. This review was
performed under contract with the Department by
the accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand (see
attached repcrt).

The cosgt allocation review of this application
has identified no issues to be resolved and
confirms the cost allocation as submitted in
the application.

The actual ceost of the facility properly allocable to
poliution control as determined by using this factor or
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 teo comply with a requirement imposed by
LRAPA to contrcl air pollution.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules, and
permit conditions.

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

Director's Recommendation

Based upcn these findings, it is reccmmended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of $400,611.00 with 100% allocated to polluticon control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4017.

MISC\AH72917
November 3, 1993
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September 27, 1993

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue .
Portland Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed upon procedures with respect to

Rosboro Lumber Company's (the Company) Pollution Tax Control Credit Application No. 4017,
regarding the Rosboro Lumber Air Pollution Control System in Lane County, Oregon (the
Facility). The-aggregate claimed Facility costs on the Application were $418,141. The following
agreed upon procedures and related findings are as follows:

1.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits - Sections 469.150 -468.190 ( the Statutes) and the Oregon Administrative Rules
on Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050 (OAR'S).

We discussed the Application and Statues with Charles Bianchi and Brian Fields of the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

We discussed the Application and Statutes with Donald Hawkins, Assistant Controller of
the Company.

We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect Company costs charged to the
Facility costs claimed in the Application. We were informed that no such costs were

charged.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 5 below, these
direct Company costs appear to be strictiy reiated to the poliution control project.

We reviewed supporting documentation for 85% of the amount claimed on the
Application through review of vendor invoices. All costs which we reviewed supporting
the Application appeared to be from third party vendors.

We discussed with Donald Hawkins, Assistant Controller for the Company, the extent to
which non-allowable costs were excluded from the Application. This was accomplished
by reviewing specific contractor invoices (see item no. 5) with Mr. Hawkins, We
determined that the Company has properly excluded from the Application costs for items
making an insignificant contribution to pollution control. Accordingly, the Facility costs
clatmed on the # - plication should have been $400,610 instead of $418,141.

N EBELVE
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WATER QUALITY BIVISION
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Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with
gerierally accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred
to above. In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention
that caused us to believe that the Application should be adjusted except for the $17,531 of costs
as noted in item No. 6 above. Had we performed additional procedures, or had we conducted an
audit of the financial statements of the Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.
This report relates only to the items specified above and does not extend to any financial
statements of the Company taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in the
evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit Application and should not be used for

any other purpose.

Portland, Oregon
November 22, 1993
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Application No. TC-4051

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Boige Cascade Corporation
Paper Group

One Jefferson Sguare
Boise, Idaho 83728

“The applicant owns and operates a kraft pulp and paper
mill in St. Helens, Oregon.

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

Degcription of Facility

The claimed facility reduces emissions of Total Reduced
Sulfur (TRS) to the atmosphere through modifications of
the black ligquor evaporators. The facility consists of
piping, pumps, tanks, a heat exchanger, and control
instruments.

Claimed Facility Cost: $648,541.00

The accounting review contracted by the Department
determined the applicant had not included $25,684 of
costs which were allocable to the pollution control
project.

Adjusted facility costs: S674,625.00
Accountant’s Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility
is twenty years.

Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.130,
and by CAR Chapter 240, Division 1%6.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on December 16, 1992 and placed into operation on
December 16, 1992. The application for final
certification was received by the Department on April 29,
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The application was found to be complete on August

1993 within two years of substantial completion of

the facility.

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 that the
emissions of Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS) from "other
sources" shall not exceed 0.078 kg/ADMT. This is in
accordance with OAR Chapter 340, Division 25, rule
165. The air contaminant Discharge Permit for this
scurce, 05-1849, conditions 9 and 17 require the
permittee tc control "other sources of TRS. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the
elimination of air contaminants as defined in CRS
468A.005.

The claimed facility reduces emissions of Total
Reduced Sulphur (TRS8) from "other sources" at the

mill site. "Other Sources” ig defined in OAR 340-
25-150 as sources of TRS emissions in a kraft mill
other than recovery furnaces and lime kilns. The

emission reduction has been accomplished by lowering
the concentration of reduced sulfur compounds in the
wagh water used in the brown stock (raw pulp}
washing process. Thig wash water is obtained from
the black ligquor evaporation process. The facility
is a modification of the applicant’s two black
liquor evaporators. The reclaimed water with the
highest ceoncentrations of reduced sulfur compounds
(foul condensate) has been separated from the
reclaimed water used to wash the brown stock. The
facility consists of pumps, piping, tanks, a heat
exchanger, and control instrumentation. Source
tests indicate miscellanecus TRS emitted to the
atmosphere has reduced from 0.098 Kg/ADMT to 0.0392
kg /ADMT.

The black liquor is evaporated through a five step
process by a series of evaporators called effects.
Steam is introduced at the first effect and
circulates toward the fifth effect. The black
liguor is introduced at the fifth effect and
circulates toward the first effect. The fifth
effect condensate has the highest sulfidity because
the volatile sulfur compounds in the black liquor
evaporate readily. As result, most evaporate in the



Application No. TC-4051
Page #3

fifth effect. The applicant separates the foul
condensate by isclating the foul condensate of the
fifth effect from weak condensate of the other four
effects. New piping was installed to segregate foul
from weak condensate.

The vapor from the fifth effect is vented to a
gsurface condenser where it is condensed. This foul
condensate is then collected in two new tanks. It
is transferred through new piping .by condensate
transfer pumps to a new heat exchanger. The heat
exchanger recaptures heat energy present in the foul
condensate for use in the paper mill. A new
demineralized water transfer pump circulates
demineralized water through the heat exchanger to
absorb the heat energy in the foul condensate. The
foul condensate is then transferred to the St.
Helens Combined Municipal and Bleached Kraft Mill
Secondary Treatment Plant. Department staff
indicate the treatment plant has had no violations
due to foul condensate being delivered directly to
the treatment plant.

Eligible Cost Findings

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

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

The facility recaptures a portion of the heat
energy contained in the foul condensate with a
heat exchanger prior to discharge to the water
treatment plant. However prior to installation
of the facility all of this heat energy -
remained in the manufacturing process. The net
regult igs a loss of heat energy.

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

There is no income or savings from the
facility, so there is no return on the
investment.
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3) The alternative methods, équipment,‘and costs
for achieving the same pollution control
cbjective.

Pollution prevention 1s a technically accepted
approach for controlling atmospheric emissions.

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 from the facility. The
cost of maintaining and operating the facility
is $341,153 annually.

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

The Environmental Quality Commission has
directed that tax credit applications at or
above $250,000 go through an additional
Departmental accounting review, to determine if
costs were properly allocated. This review was
performed under contract with the Department by
the accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand (see
attached report).

Other than the additional allocable costs
referenced in secticn 2, the cost allocation
review of this application has identified no
issues to be rescolved and confirmsg the cost
allocation as submitted in the application.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution contrcl as determined by using this factor or
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 control air pollution. .
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. The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules, and
permit conditions.
. d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly

alliocable 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 $674,625.00 with 100% allocated to pollution control,
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. T-4051.

BKF
MISC\AH72918
October 15, 1993
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&Lybrand

Orégon Department of Environmental Quality
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue
Portland Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed upon procedures with respect to Boise

Cascade Corporation's (the Company) Pollution Tax Control Credit Application No. 4051,
regarding the Total Reduced Sulfur Black Liquor Evaporators in Columbia County, Oregon (the
Facility). The aggregate claimed Facility costs on the Application were $648,941. The following
agreed upon procedures and related findings are as follows:

1.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits - Sections 469.150 -468,190 ( the Statutes) and the Oregon Administrative Rules

~ on Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050 (QAR'S),

We discussed the Application and Statues with Charles Bianchi and Brian Fields of the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

We discussed the Application and Statutes with Richard Garber, Environmental Engineer
of the Company.

We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect Company costs charged to the
Facility costs claimed in the Application. We were informed that $17,520 of engineering
and administrative costs were included in the Appiication.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no. 5 below, these
direct Company costs appear to be strictly related to the pollution control project.

We reviewed supporting documentation for 91% of the amount claimed on the
Application through review of vendor invoices. All costs which we reviewed supporting
the Application appeared to be from third party vendors.

We discussed with Richard Garber, Environmental Engineer for the Company, the extent
to which non-allowable costs were excluded from the Application. This was accomplished
by reviewing specific contractor invoices (see item no. 5) with Mr. Garber. We
determined that the Company has properly excluded all non-allowable costs from the
Application.

Our discussion with Richard Garber, Environmental Engineer, indicated that the Company
had incurred additional project costs since the date of the application. The additional
costs incurred, by cost component are listed below.

Coopers & Lybrand is a member firm of Coopars & Lybrand {International)
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Cost Additional - Rewvised
Per Costs Incurred Total Facility

Application and Adjustment Cost
Str;lctural $ 4,950 $ 2,846 3 7,796
Equipment

(Heat Exchanger, Pumps) 69,286 1,587 70,873

Pipe 270,468 | 235 270,703
Instrumentation 46,295 214 - 46,509
Electricalation 64,539 (2,157} 62,382
Programming, Controls 13,895 21,205 35,100
Stores Issue 6,141 . 587 6,728
Operator Training 11,348 100 11,448
Preliminary Engineering 70,861 - 70,861
Engineering Consultant 73,706 - 73,706
Mill Engineering 13,475 560 14,035
Administrative Charges 3,035 | 450 3,485
Freight. B 942 57 __ 999
Total Project Cost 48,94 $25.684 $674.625

We have examined supporting documentation for $24,039 of the $25,684 in additional
costs incurred for this project. These additional costs appear to be directly related to the Facility.
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Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred
to above. In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention
that caused us to believe that the Application should be adjusted. The Company incurred $25,684
of additional eligible costs directly related to the Facility which were not included in the Pollution
Tax Control Credit Application No. 4051, as noted in item No. 6 above. Had we performed
additional procedures, or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the Company
in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have come to our
attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items specified
above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in the
evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit Application and should not be used for

any other purpose. 7
Coqgun  \Aomard)

Portland, Oregon
November 12, 1993




Application No. TC-4083

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Timber Products Co.

White City Plywood Division
PC Box 1669

Medford OR 37501

The applicant owns and operates a hardwood plywoed mill in White
City, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facilities contrxel the emissions of two veneer dryers
and the plywood process’ waste transport system. The facilities
consist of an Electrified Filter Bed {EFB) HFC 50 electrostatic
precipitator, a Clarke baghouse, and support equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $697,759.00

The claimed facility replaces a previously certified pollution
contrel facility. ©n June 20, 1980, Pecllution Control Facility
Certificate No. 1090 was issued to Timber Products Company for
$222,050.00. The facility consisted of two Burley scrubbers and
water treatment system to control the emissions from two veneer
dryers. The claimed facility replaces the scrubbers and utilizes
the water treatment system. In accordance with OAR 340-16-025 (g),
the applicant is eligible for the difference between the like-for-
like replacement costs of the original facility and the new
facility. The Department estimated and the applicant concurred it
would cost $242,480.00 to replace the original facility. This
estimate does not include the cost of replacing the water treatment
gystem since it is utilized in the claimed facility.

A distinct portion of the facility makes an insignificant
contribution to the principal purpose of pecllution contrel. The
applicant claimed $7,444.14 for equipment installed on their veneer
dryers and $6,275.00 for engineering work unrelated tc pelluticn
controi.

Like for Like Replacement Costs: 5242,480.00
Ineligible costs: 513,719.14
Adjusted Facility Cost: 5441,559.86

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful 1life of the facility is ten
years. :

Procedural Reguirements

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




Application No. TC-4083
Page #2

The electrostatic precipitator meets all statutory deadlines in
that: .

Installatien of the EFB was substantially completed on August 2,
1991 and it was placed into operation on August 2, 1991. The
application for final certification was received by the Department
on May 14, 1993. This portion of the application was found to be
complete on July 22, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

The Clarke Baghouse met all statutory deadlines in that:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed on January
30, 1993 and placed into operation omn January 30, 1993. The
application for final certification was received by the Department
on May 14, 1993. This portion of the application was found toc be
complete on August 26, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. Raticnale For Eligibility

The EFB electrostatic precipitator is eligible because the
principal purpoge of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to control air
pollution. The Air contaminant Discharge Permit for this
source, 15-0040 reqguires the permittee to contrel the
atmospheric emissions of all veneer dryers. This is in
accordance with QAR Chapter 340, Division 30, rule 021. The
emission reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air
contaminants as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The facility consists of an Electrified Filter Bed (EFB)
electrostatic precipitator and associated support
egquipment. Installation of the facility reguired ducting,
structural support, electrical materials, a foundation, a
fire suppression system, and contract labor. The claimed
facility controls particulate emissions to the atmosphere
of the applicant’s three plywocd veneer dryers. The
emissions consist of hydrocarbons vaporized in the veneer
drying process. The vaporized hydrocarbons condense into
liguid particulate when exposed to ambient conditiens in
the atmosphere. After the installation of the EFB, the
applicant performed compliance demonstration tests for all
three veneer dryers on Qctober 6, 1892 and June 4, 1993.
The Department reviewed the tests and acknowledged the
compliance status of the veneer dryers.

The veneer dryer exhaust is drawn though ducting by a 75 horse
power fan located between the EFB and the exhaust stack. The
ducting routes the exhaust gas stream into an evaporative
cocler where the hydrocarbons are cooled and condense into a
suspended ligquid particulate. The exhaust gas stream then
passes through negatively charged electrodes. The electrodes
generate ilons which impart a negative charge to the
particulate. The exhaust gas stream is then drawn into the
positively charged filter bed. The particulate is attracted
to the positively charged areas of the filter bed causing the
particulate to accumulate and drop out of the exhaust stream.
The filtered exhaust stream is then drawn into the stack and
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vented to the atmosphere. The c¢ollected particulate seeps
down through the bed and drains out of the EFB.

The Clarke baghouse is eligible because the principal purpose
of the facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the
Department to control air peollution. The Airxr contaminant
Discharge Permit for this source, 15-0040, requires the
permittee to contrxol emissions of particulate to the
atmosphere. This is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340,
Division 30, rule 25. The emission reduction is accomplished
by the elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS
468A.005.

The claimed facility reduceg particulate emissions from the
preumatic waste transport system of the applicant’s plywoocd
manufacturing operation. Prior to installation of the
facility, the applicant used three pneumatic transport systems
to collect wood waste in three uncontrolled cyclones.
Condition 16 of the applicants Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit required the applicant to demonstrate the particulate
emissions of all three cyclones were under 7.2 tons per year
by July 1, 1993. The applicant chose to meet this requirement
by controlling the cyclone emissions with a baghouse.
Installation of the baghouse required modification of the
existing pneumatic transport system. This was necessary join
the three collection systems into one and balance the static
pressure throughout the system. Site inspections have noted
the facility to be operating within compliance.

The c¢laimed facility consists of a Model 60-20 Clarke
baghouse, modifications to the applicants existing pneumatic
conveyance system, and support equipment. Installation of the
new baghouse required a support structure, a fire suppression
gystem, a foundation, electrical and mechanical materials and
labor. 1Installation of the pneumatic conveyance system
required ducting, structural materials, a fan and motor, a
foundation, electrical materials, and contract lakbor. A main
duct was installed which connects individual sources of wood
waste generated by the plywood manufacturing area. Most of
the original ducting connected to the procvess equipment was
replaced.

Eligible Cecst 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 intoc a salable or usable
commodity.

A portion of the waste product is converted intc a
usable commodity consisting of sander dust used for
boiler fuel. The average annual value of this fuel is
estimated by the Department to be $3,822.00. The EFB
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.

The Department has determined the annual operating
expenses exceed income 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.

Electrostatic precipitators are technically recognized
as an acceptable method for controlling the emissions of
particulate from veneer dryers in PMi0 Non-Attainment
Areas. Baghouses are technically recognized as an
acceptable method for controlling the emigsions of
particulate from wcod waste pneumatic transport systems.

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

The increase in annual operating cost of the facility is
$5,363.00, There is a savings of $33,375.00 in
maintenance and operating cost of the EFB compared to
the previous scrubber sgystem. However the cost of
maintaining and operating the Clarke baghouse and
modified pneumatic transport system has increased
- $38,738 compared to the pneumatic transport system it
replaced.

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.

The eligible facility costs have been determined to be
$441,559.86 after adjusting for a distinct portion of
the facility which is not eligible for tax credit
certification. This is discussed in section 2 of this
report.

The Environmental Quality Commission hasg directed that
tax credit applications at oxr above $250,000 go through
an additional Departmental accounting review, to
determine i1f costs were properly allocated. This review
was performed under contract with the Department by the
accounting firm of Symonds, Hvans & Larson (see attached
report) .

Other than the adjustments to the claimed facility cost
made by the Department referenced in section 2, the cost
allocation review of this application has identified neo
issues to be resolved and cenfirms the cost allocation
as submitted in the application.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution
contrel as determined by using this factor or these factors is 100%.
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5. Summation

a.

d.

Thelfacility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

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

The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules, and permit
conditions.

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

6. Director'’'s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $441,560.00 with
100% allocated to pollution control be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4083.

BKF
MISC\AH72913

September 13, 1993




SYMONDS, EVANS & LARSON

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Environmental Quality Commission
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed-upon procedures with respect to Timber
Products Company's (the Company's) Pollution Control Tax Credit Application No. 4083 (the
Application) filed with the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the
Air Pollution Control Facility in White City, Oregon (the Facility). The Application has a claimed
Facility cost of $3441,560 (as amended by the DEQ). Our procedures, findings and conclusion are
as follows:

Procedures:
1. We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits — Sections 468.150 through 468.190 (the Statutes), and the Oregon Administrative
Rules on Polluton Control Tax Credits — Sections 340-16-0035 through 340-16-050
(OAR's).
2. We reviewed certain documents which support the Application.

3. “We discussed the Application, the Statutes and OAR's with certain DEQ personnel,
including Charles Bianchi and Bran Fields.

4. We discussed certain components of the Application with numerous Cornpany personnel
including the following:

+  Gary Korepta
+  Gary DelGrande
+ Temi Haydukiwecz
5. We toured the Facility with Mr. Korepta,
6. We requested that Company personnel confirm the following:

a)  There were no related parties or affiliates of the Company which had biilings which
were included in the Application.

9600 S.W. Oak Street, Suite 380 . Phone: (503} 244-7350
Portland, Oregon 97223 Fax: (503) 244-7331
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CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

b)  All costs included in the Application related directly to the construction of the Facility
and were not related to maintenance and repairs.

¢)  The remaining salvage value (net of any removal and selling costs) of prior equipment
that is no longer being used in the Facility is estimated to be less than $1,000.

d)  All amounts included in the Application relate directly to pollution control, and none
of the amounts included in the Application relate to costs that would have been
incurred by the Company to upgrade/maintain the Facility in the normal course of
business,

e}  The Application does not include any costs related to the environmental remediation
of the Facility.

f)  The allocation of 63% of the costs related to the equipment purchased at the KOGAP
auction is appropriate for the White City plant.

Findings:
1. through 5.

No matters came to our attention that caused us to believe that the amended claimed Facility
costs should be adjusted.

6. Company personnel confirmed in writing that such assertions were ttue and correct.

Conclusion:

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
In connection with the procedurés referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the amended claimed Facility costs should be adjusted. Had we performed
additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of the Cornpany in
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have come to our
attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the items specified
above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company, taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the use of the State of Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and
Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating the Company's Pollution Control Tax Credit
Application No. 4083 with respect to its Air Pollution Control Facﬂlry in White City, Oregon and
should not be used for any other purpose.

SW Evone ‘LLM

November 15, 1993



Application No. TC-4101

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Smurfit Newsprint Corporation
Newsprint

427 Main Street

Oregon City, Oregon 970485

The applicant owns and operates a newsprint paper mill in
Newberg, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The claimed facility controls the particulate emissions
of the applicant's hog fuel boiler. The facility
consists of a Cottrell electrostatic precipitator and
support equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $3,688,795.00

The accounting review contracted by the Department
determined the applicant had not properly excluded
$20,041 of costs from the application which were not
directly related to the pollution control project.

Adjusted facility costs: $3,668,754.00
Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility
is 23 years. : :

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on June 30, 1991 and placed into operation on July 1,
1991. The applicant requested an extension in filing on
June 3, 1993. The extension request was granted by the
Commission on July 23, 1993. The application for final
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certification was received by the Department on June 25,

1993.

The application was found to be complete on

October 22, 1993, within two years of substantial
completion of the facility.

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 control air
pellution. This is in accordance with OAR Chapter
340, Division 28 rule 1940. The air contaminant
Discharge Permit for this source, 36-6142, condition
4 requires the permittee to control the particulate
emissions of the No. 10 boiler. The emission
reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air
contaminants as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The claimed facility controls the particulate
emissions of the applicant's No. 10 boiler. The
facility consists of a Cottrell electrostatic
precipitator, ducting, control equipment, electrical
wiring, a foundation, and support structures. Prior
to installation of the facility the No. 10 boiler
was contreclled by a water scrubber. The scrubber
emitted sooty water droplets which caused nuisance
conditions in the immediate vicinity. The
installation of the electrostatic precipitator has
eliminated the discharge of sooty water droplets and
has reduced the atmospheric emissions of particulate
by 90%. Source tests and inspections conducted in
1991 and 1992 have shown the No. 10 boiler to be
operating in compliance.

The combustion process of the No. 10 boiler
generates ash. The boiler ID fan discharges the ash
into the electrostatic precipitator through exhaust
ducting. The precipitator channels the exhaust gas
stream into thirty five passages. Each passage
consists of four sections, nine feet in length, with
separately charged electric fields. Each section
consists of negatively charged discharge electrodes
which hang between positively charged collector
plates. The exhaust gas path passes through the
field established between the opposite electric
potentials and receives a negative charge. The ash
in the exhaust stream is attracted to the positively
charged plates where it collects. The ash is
dislodged from the plates by periodic vibrations
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from rappers and falls into two bins located beneath
the precipitator. The ash is disposed of in a
landfill.

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)

2)

3)

4)

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 estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility.

The average annual cash flow is $56,320.00
which results from the value of operational
savings. Dividing the average annual cash flow
into the cost of the facility gives a return on
investment factor of 65. Using Table 1 of OAR
340-16-30 for a useful life of 23 years gives
an annual return on investment of 0%. As
result, the percent allocable is 100%.

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

The applicant indicated that baghouse
technology was considered as an alternative.
That option was not chosen due to fire hazards
and higher operational costs.

Any related savings or increase in costs which

© occur or may occur as a result of the

installation of the facility.

The applicant indicated an overall operational
savings of $56,320.00 per year. The
precipitator realizes a savings of $149,020 per
year due to reduced water, sewage and
electricity costs. This savings is offset by
an operational cost increase of $92,700 per
year due to increased disposal costs of ash
collected by the precipitator.
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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.

The Environmental Quality Commission has
directed that tax credit applications at or
above $250,000 go through an additional
Departmental accounting review, to determine if
costs were properly allocated. This review was
performed under contract with the Department by
the accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand (see
attached report).

Other than the non allocable costs referenced
in section 2, the cost allocation review of
this application has identified no issues to be
resolved and confirms the cost allocation as
submitted in the application.

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

Summation

al

b.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

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

The facility complies with DEQ statutes, rules, and
permit conditions.

The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution control is 100%.
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6. Director’s Recommendation

Baged upon thege findings, it is recommended that a
Poliution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost
of 83,668,754.00 with 100% allocated to pollution
control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
-Application No. TC-4101.

BKF
MISC\AH72520
Qctober 25, 1993




certified public accountants 2700 First Interstate Tower telephone (503} 227-8600

COO e rS Portland, Oragon 97201
&Lybrand

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue
Portland Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed upon procedures with respect to

Smurfit Newsprint Corporation's (the Company) Pollution Tax Control Credit Application No.
4101, regarding the No. 10 Boiler Electrostatic Precipitator in Yamhill County, Oregon (the
Facility). The aggregate claimed Facility costs on the Application were $3,688,795. The
following agreed upon procedures and related findings are as follows:

L.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits - Sections 469.150 -468.190 ( the Statutes) and the Oregon Administrative Rules

“on Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-005 through 340-16-050 (QAR'S).

We discussed the Application and Statues with Charles Bianchi and Brian Fields of the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

We discussed the Application and Statutes with Michael McLellan, Accounting Manager
of the Company.

We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect Company costs charged to the
Facility costs claimed in the Application. We were informed that $13,239 of direct costs
were included in the Application.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item no, 5 below, we
noted that the direct costs charged to the Application appeared to be properly allowable.

We reviewed supporting documentation for 92% of the amount claimed on the
Application through review of vendor invoices. All costs which we reviewed supporting
the Application appeared to be from third party vendors.

We discussed with Michael McLellan, Accounting Manager for the Company, the extent
to which non-allowable costs were excluded from the Application. This was accomplished
by reviewing specific contractor invoices (see item no. 5) with Mr. McLellan. We
determined that the Company had not properly excluded from the Application $20,041 of
costs which were not directly related to the pollution control project. Accordingly, the
Facility costs claimed on the Application should have been $3,668,754, instead of
$3,688,795.

Coopers & Lybrand is & member firm of Coopers & Lybrand {International)
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Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred
to above. In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention
that caused us to believe that the Application should be adjusted, except for the $20,041 of costs
noted in item no. 6 above. Had we performed additional procedures, or had we conducted an
audit of the financial statements of the Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.
This report relates only to. the items specified above and does. not extend to any financial
statements of the Company taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Departmen