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Environmental Quality Commission Meeting Agenda 

September 20-21, 2001 

Windmill Inns of America 
2525 Ashland Street, Mt. McLaughlin Room 

Ashland, Oregon 97520 

Thursday, September 20, 2001 Beginning at 10:00 a.m. 

A. Discussion Item: Development of Performance Appraisal Process for Director 
B. Discussion Item: Strategic Doing and Performance Measures 
C. Contested Case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 regarding Reggie Huff 
D. Informational Item, Geoff Huntington, OWEB Director 
E. Joint Discussion with Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board: our Shared Oregon Plan Mission 

(This agenda item will be in Mt. Shasta Room) 

Thursday evening, Commissioners will hold a joint reception with the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board in the Mt. 
McLaughlin room. 

Friday, September 21, 2001 Beginning at 8:30 a.m. 

The Commission will hold an executive session at 8:00 a.m. to consult with counsel concerning legal rights and duties 
regarding current and potential litigation against the Depmtment. Executive session is held pursuant to ORS 
192.660( I )(h). Only representatives of the media may attend but will not be allowed to repmt on any deliberations during 
the session. 

" Approval of Minutes 
Consideration of Tax Credit Requests 

H. Action Item: Approval Process for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Operation 
I. Director's Repmt 
J. tRule Adoption: On-Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers 
K. j·Rule Adoption: Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 
L. Action Item: Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to Amend OAR 340-122-0115, regarding 

Hazardous Substances 
M. Commissioners' Reports 

tHearings have been held on Rule Adoption items and public comment periods have closed. In accordance with ORS 183.335(13), 
no comments may be presented by any party to either Commission or Department on these items at any time during this meeting. 

Note: Because of the uncertain length of time needed for each agenda item, the Commission may hear any item at any time during 
the meeting. If a specific time is indicated for an agenda item, an effort will be made to consider that item as close to that time as 
possible. However, scheduled times may be modified if participants agree. Those wishing to hear discussion of an item should 
arrive at the beginning of the meeting to avoid missing the item. 

Public Forum: The Commission will break the meeting at approximately 11 :30 a.m. on Friday, September 21, 2001, for public forum 
if people are signed up to speak. Public forum is an opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commission on environmental issues 
and concerns not part of the agenda for this meeting. Individual presentations will be limited to five minutes. The Commission may 
discontinue public forum after a reasonable time if a large number of speakers wish to appear. Public comment periods for Rule 
Adoption items have closed and, in accordance with ORS 183.335(13), no comments may be presented to the Commission on those 
agenda items. 

The next Commission meeting is scheduled for December 6~7, 2001. 

Copies of staff reports for individual agenda items are available by contaciing the Directors Office of the Department of 
Environmental Quality, 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204, telephone 503-229-5301, or toll-free 1-800-452-4011. 
-·ease specify the agenda item letter when requesting reports. If special. physical, language or other accommodations are needed 
,"this meeting, please advise the Emma Djodjic, Director's Office, 503-229-5990 (voice)/503-229-6993 (TTY) as soon as possible 

but at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 

August 20, 2001 



Commission Itinerary 
September 20-21, 2001 EQC Meeting, Ashland 

'" Thursday, September 20, 2001 

United flight 6905 PDX to Medford 

09/05/0l 

8:00-9:06 
9:06-9:30 
9:30 

Travel in vans from airport to Windmill funs, 2525 Ashland Street, Ashland, 541-482-3010 
Drop off luggage at front desk 

10:00 - 5:00 EQC Meeting in Mt. McLoughlin room 

A. Discussion Item: Development of Performance Appraisal Process for Director (10:00- 10:30) 
• Commissioner Van Vliet and Commissioner Bennett will report to EQC. 

B. Discussion Item: Strategic Doing and Performance Measures (10:30 - 12:00, working lunch at 11 :30) 
Break (Melinda needs to leave the meeting during this time) (12:00 - 1:00) 

C. Contested Case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 regarding Reggie Huff (1 :00 - 2:00) 
• Appellant requested no oral arguments; Larry Knudsen will present 

D. Informational Item, Geoff Huntington, OWEB Director (2:00 - 3:00) 
• Update on Willamette Toxics Study 
• Status of SB 945 and SB 946 
• Coordination for achieving water quality standards, funding monitoring work, implementing TMDLs 

(EQC moves across the hall to join OWEB in the Mt. Shasta room) 
E. Joint EQC/OWEB Discussion of Common Agency Mission (3: 15 - 5:00) 

• Presentation from Rogue Basin Coordinating Council on basin restoration efforts (3: 15 - 4: 15) 
• EQC/OWEB discussion of the common Oregon Plan mission: how we're measuring success and how 

DEQ and OWEB can improve coordination on funding priorities. Discussion led by Mike Llewelyn 
and Geoff Huntington ( 4: 15 - 5 :00) 

5:00 - 6:00 
6:00-7:00 

Check in to rooms 
Joint EQC/OWEB reception with poster session by Rogue Basin Coordinating Council 

Friday, September 21, 2001 

7:00-8:00 
8:00- 8:30 

Check out of rooms 
Executive Session in Mt. McLoughlin room 

8:30 - 2:00 EQC Meeting in Mt. McLoughlin room 
F. Approval of Minutes (8:30- 8:35) 
G. Consideration of Tax Credit Requests (8:35- 9:00) 
H. Action Item: Approval Process for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Operation (9:00 - 11 :00) 
I. Director's Report (11 :00 - 11:30) 
J. · Rule Adoption: On-Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers (11 :30 - 12:00) 

Lunch (12:00 - 12:30) 
K. RuleoAdoption: Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments (12:30 - 1 :00) 
L. Action Item: Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to Amend OAR 340-122-0115, 

regarding Hazardous Substances (1:00 -1:20) 
M. Temporary Rule Adoption: Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit (1:20-1:40) 
N. Commissioners' Reports (1:40-1:45) 

2:30 -3:00 
3:50 - 4:52 

Travel Ashland to Medford airport 
United flight 6910 Medford to PDX 



00/05/0:i 

l<'light reservations for: 

1) Stephanie Hallock 9) Andy Ginsburg 
2) Mikell O'Mealy 10) Mike Kortenhof 
3) Neil Mullane 11) Ranei Nomura 
4) MarkReeve 12) Enuna Djodjic 
5) Larry Knudsen 13) Heleu Lottridge 
6) Mike Llewelyn 14) Jerry Coffer 
7) DawuFarr 15) Paul Slyman 
8) Maggie Vandehey 

Lodging reservations for: 

1) Stephanie Hallock 13) Wayne Thomas 
2) Mikell O'Mealy 14) Andy Ginsburg 
3) Neil Mullane 15) Mike Kortenhof 
4) Melinda Eden (2 nights) 16) RaneiNomura 
5) Mark Reeve 17) Enuna Dj odjic 
6) Tony Van Vliet 18) Sue Oliver 
7) Deirdre Malarkey 19) Trisha Markham 
8) Harvey Bennett 20) Helen Lottridge 
9) Larry Knudsen 21) Jerry Coffer 
10) Mike Llewelyn 22) TomBearn 
11) Dawn Farr 23) Paul Slyman 
12) Maggie Vandehey 24) Kerri Nelson 



State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

September 18, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commission lv 
. . {lL{oL1 

Stephanie Hallock, Director )\ q\ 
Agenda Item A: Development of Performance Appraisal Process for Director; 
Review and Approval of Director's Transactions 
September 20, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Department 
Recommendation 

The Department requests the Commission adopt a policy (Attachment 1) 
delegating to the Management Services Division Administrator the review 
and approval of certain financial transactions of the Director. The 
Commission would review the approved transactions annually. These post 
transaction reviews and approvals would be documented in Commission 
meeting minutes. 

Key Issues 

EQCAction 
Alternatives 

Attachments 

The Department of Administrative Services issued Oregon Accounting 
Manual (OAM) Policy No. 10.90.00.PO effective July 16, 2001, which set 
accountability and control standards for the review and approval of certain 
agency head transactions. The recommended action ensures the Department 
is in compliance with this new policy. 

OAM 10.90.00.PO gives the Commission the option of reviewing and 
approving each specified transaction itself or delegating this task to the 
agency second-in-command or chief financial officer. Commissions 
delegating the process must at least annually review the financial transactions 
of the Director approved as delegated. 

1. Proposed Department Policy for Approval of Director's Transactions 
2. Oregon Accounting Manual Policy No. 10.90.00.PO 

Approved: 

Section: 

Division: 

Report Prepared By: Judith L. Hatton 

Phone: 503-229-5389 



DEPARTMENT OF POLICY NUMBER: 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Al0.90.00.PO 

SEPTEMBER20, 2001 
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

PAGEl OFl 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF DIRECTOR'S APPROVAL: 

TRANSACTIONS 

'/~re~~ . ,vc _,,.J . , ~ 

INTENT: to set accountability and control standards for the review and approval of the 
director's financial transactions. 

AUTHORITY: Oregon Accounting Manual (OAM) Policy No. 10.90.00.PO 

POLICY: As delegated by the Environmental Quality Commission, the Management 
Services Division administrator will review and approve the Director's monthly time reports, 
requests for vacation payoff, use of exceptional performance leaves, travel expense 
reimbursement claims, and Small Purchase Order Transaction System (SPOTS) card 
purchases. This review will be performed in accordance with OAM 10.90.00.PO. 

Annually, at the time of the Director's evaluation, the Commission will review the 
transactions approved as delegated. These post transaction reviews and approvals will be 
documented in the minutes of the Commission meeting. 
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I 
OREGON ACCOUNTING MANUAL 

II 

Number 

I 
10.90.00.PO 

Oregon Department of Policy Effective Date 
Administrative Services 
State Controller's Division July 16, 2001 

I Chapter Internal Control I 
Part Approval of Agency Head Transactions 

Section Approval: 
(Signature on File at SCD) 

Accountability and Control Standards 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

.101 This policy sets accountability and control standards for the determination and delegation 
of review and approval authority for the agency head's monthly time report, requests for 
vacation payoff, use of exceptional performance leave, travel expense reimbursement 
claims, and Small Purchase Order Transaction System (SPOTS) card purchases. This 
policy is intended to ensure that these transactions are reviewed for completeness and 
accuracy and that they are in conformance with and measured against the 
documentation and compliance standards provided herein. In the case of agency heads 
that are elected, this policy may be applied at the option of that elected official. 

Establishing Review and Approval Authority 

.102 Agency heads appointed by the Governor shall delegate review and approval authority 
for agency head financial transactions to the chief financial officer or to the person who 
holds the position of second-in-command to the agency head. The delegation shall be in 
writing. 

Agency heads appointed by or reporting to a board or commission shall work with that 
body to create a review and approval structure for financial transactions of the agency 
head. The board or commission may delegate the review and approval authority, by 
direct designation or motion, in writing, to the board or commission chair or ranking 
officer. Or, the board or commission may delegate to the agency second-in-command, 
chief financial officer, or may choose to retain an active role in the approval process. 
Boards and commissions choosing to take an active role in the review and approval 
process must make the review and approvals of financial transactions a part of their 
regular meetings and document them in the minutes. 

Boards and commissions delegating the review and approval process must at least 
annually review the financial transactions of the agency head approved as delegated. 
These post transaction reviews and approvals must be documented in the minutes of the 
board or commission annual meeting. 

Requirement for Internal Procedure and Review 

n 
This policy requires agencie.s to develop internal procedures for the review and approval 
of the following agency head transactions: 

a. Time reporting: Review and approve the agency head's monthly report of sick 

http://scd.das.state.or.us/oam/scdpolicy/109000po.htm 9/17/2001 
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leave, vacation, holiday or other leave hours used. Review for completeness and 
accuracy and to ensure that all time that has been taken has been reported. 
Ensure that leave hours comply with HRSD 60.000.01 Sick Leave, 60.000.05 
Vacation Leave, 60.010.01 Holidays, 60.000.15 Family Medical Leave, 60.005.01 
Leave Without Pay and 60.000.10 Special Leaves with Pay. Time reporting (leave 
usage) must be documented using either paper or electronic timekeeping 
methods. The documentation must show that the time reports have been 
and approved by the appropriate authority, which, in the case of a board or 
commission, may be the ranking officer of the board. Note: Heads of agencies are 
classified as exempt from the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) and as such 
should not be required to report actual hours worked. The time reporting review is 
intended to focus only on hours related to the categories defined above. The 
documentation must provide evidence for an audit trail and must be maintained by 
the agency for the prescribed IRS retention schedule for time records of three 
years and one quarter as well as the current record retention standards per 
Secretary of State, Archives Division. 

b. Travel expense reimbursements: Review and approve all travel claims submitted 
by the agency head, whether for in-state or out-of-state travel. Ensure compliance 
with DAS Travel Rules QAM 40 10 00.PO as well as OAM 104!!00 PO, 
Expenditures. The review and approval of travel transactions must be 
documented to provide an audit trail and evidence that the review complies with 
and was conducted in accordance with the prevailing state policies as listed. 

c. Exceptional Performance Leave: This leave shall be granted to agency heads 
using the criteria set forth in HRSD 60.000.10 "Special Leaves With Pay". For 
agency heads appointed by the Governor, this leave shall only be granted by the 
Governor or by the Director of the Department of Administrative Services on 
behalf of the Governor. For agency heads reporting to a board or commission, this 
leave shall be granted by that body or by the board or commission chair and 
documented in the minutes of the board or commission. The review and approval 
responsibility is to ensure that the Exceptional Performance leave was granted 
based on appropriate criteria and authority and is in compliance with HRSD policy 
60.000.10. The review and approval of these transactions must be documented to 
provide an audit trail and evidence that the review complies with and was 
conducted in accordance with the prevailing state policies as listed. The 
documentation must clearly demonstrate the criteria upon which the leave was 
granted. The documentation must include copies of the written request and 
approval granting the leave and copies of the board or commission minutes, if 
applicable. The documentation must be retained according to the current record 
retention standards per Secretary of State, Archives Division. 

d. Vacation Payoff: Review and approve ensuring compliance with HRSD policy 60 
000.05 "Vacation Leave". The review and approval of these transactions must be 
documented to provide an audit trail and evidence that the review complies with 
and was conducted in accordance with HRSD 60.000.05. That review must clearly 
demonstrate that the vacation payoff was approved in accordance with Section (6) 
(b) of that policy which mandates that a vacation payoff is only granted when 
taking vacation leave is not appropriate. Copies of the written request and 
approval granting the vacation payoff and copies of the board or commission 
minutes, if applicable, must be part of the documentation for these transactions. 

e. Use of the Small Purchase Order Transaction System (SPOTS) purchase card: 
Review purchases to ensure that they are appropriate expenditures that further 
the business of the state and the mission of the agency and that the use of the 
SPOTS card complies with OAM 55 30 00.PO. The review must be conducted by 
someone other than the person whose name appears on the card. The review 
approval of transactions must be documented to provide an audit trail and 
evidence that the review complies with and was conducted in accordance with the 

http://scd.das.state.or.us/oarn/scdpolicy/109000po.htm 9/17/2001 
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prevailing state policies as listed. 

The documentation for all of the above should be retained according to the 
current record retention standards per Secretary of State, Archives 
Division. 

Fiscal Officer Responsibility 

nD4I Agency fiscal officers processing these financial transactions for the agency head have a 
LJ duty to pre-audit and verify that the transactions comply with this policy. 

Seeking Guidance from State Controller's Division 

.105 For the purposes of this policy, those persons delegated to review and approve financial 
transactions for state agency heads have a duty to comply with the provisions of this 
policy. Any agency head requests to deviate from this policy must be approved by the 
State Controller. Those persons delegated review and approval authority having 
reservations or questions about an agency head financial transaction may seek guidance 
from the State Controller's Division. 

Transactions Subject to Audit 

no6l All financial transactions of state agency heads are subject to periodic audit by the 
LJ Secretary of State Audits Division. 

http://scd.das.state.or.us/oarn/scdpolicy/109000po.htm 9117/2001 



FILED: June 5, 2003 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

REGGIE D. HUFF, ) 
) 

Petitioner, ) 

v. 
) 
) 

Environmental Quality Comm. 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION, 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Respondent. ) 

Argued or submitted on briefs: May 1, 2003 

· A117410 

BeforeHaselton, Presidmg Judge, and Linder arid Wollheim, Judges 

Attorney for Petitioner> Reggie D. Huff, prose 

Attorney for Respondent: Jas. Jeffrey Adams 

.. AFFIRMED WITHOUT OPINION 

DESIGNATION OF PREVAILING PARTY AND AW ARD OF COSTS 

Prevailing party: Respondent 

[X] No costs allowed. [ ] Costs allowed, payable by: 

Appellate Judgment 
Effective Date: August 25, 2003 

APPELLATE JUDGMENT 

1.i:ilS IS THE APPELLATE JUDG'f',1ENT OF 
~fFIE .t\PttELLP.iTE COUI<.:TS i:i.ND S!-IOULD 
BE ENTERED PURSUANT TO ORS 19.450. 

co s 



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of 

REGGIED. HUFF, 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

FINAL ORDER 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 

On September 20, 2001, the Environmental Quality Commission considered the 
Respondent's appeal of Hearing Officer Kevin Anselm's proposed contested case order. 
That order is dated April 21, 2001 and incorporated herein as Attachment A. The 
Commission considered the exceptions and brief submitted by the Respondent and the 
briefs submitted by the Department of Environmental Quality. Neither the Respondent 
nor the Department requested oral arguments. 

At the September hearing, the Commission determined that it wished to hear oral 
argument on the issue of how the phrase "likely to escape or be carried into waters of the 
state" in ORS 468B.025(1) should be interpreted and applied to this case. Accordingly, 
the Commission set the matter over to its regular meeting on December 6, 2001. At the 
December meeting, oral arguments were provided by Mr. Huff and by Susan Greco, an 
environmental law specialist with the Department. 

After considering the written and oral arguments presented by Mr. Huff and the 
Department, the Commission affirms the April 27, 2001 proposed order of the Hearing 
Officer and adopts it as its final order with the following clarification: 

The Commission concludes that the term "likely" as used in ORS 468B.025 
should be given its ordinary and common meaning and applied on a case-by-case 
basis. The Hearing Officer correctly found that the waste water was placed in a 
storm drain. The storm drain was designed to convey storm water into the 
surrounding ground and groundwater. Under these circumstances, the waste water 
was placed in a location where it was likely to reach waters of the state. 

~r;A 
Dated this U day of December, 2001. 

.4-tz;iihauu..;J/W'L!,.cd , 
Stephanie Hallock, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
On behalf of the 
Environmental Quality Commission 

z,/ 



State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

August 31, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commission ~ 

Stephanie Hallock, Director A , \1h-tl~t1 
Agenda Item C, Action Item: Appeal of Proposed Order in the Matter of Reggie 
Huff, Case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125, September 20, 2001, EQC Meeting 

Appeal to EQC Reggie Huff appealed the Proposed Order (Attachment E), dated April 27, 
2001, which found Mr. Huff liable for a civil penalty in the amount of $1,200 
for placing waste where it was likely to escape or be carried into waters of the 
state. 

Background Findings of fact made by the Hearing Officer are summarized as follows: 

On October 30, 2000, the Department assessed Mr. Huff a $1,400 penalty for 
allegedly placing waste in a location where it was likely to escape or be carried 
into waters of the state. Mr. Huff appealed and a contested case hearing was 
held on February 27, 2001. Mr. Huff operates Aero-Tech, Inc., from a building 
located at 51377 S.W. Old Portland Road in Scappoose, Oregon. In this 
building was a 2000-gallon tank, which in 1999, contained approximately 450-
500 gallons of water and 55 gallons of ethylene glycol. The solution was used 
to cool engines used in research. In the spring of 1999, Mr. Huff disposed of 
the approximately 500 gallons of cooling solution into a storm drain located in 
the property's parking lot. The storm drain consists of a sump from which 
fluids flow into a drywell under the parking lot, then drain or seep into the 
surrounding ground. When disposed of by Mr. Huff, the solution contained 
ethylene glycol and metal leachings. The ground in the area is generally well 
drained and includes deposits of clay or clay mixed with other soil types from 
the surface to depths ranging from 11 to 30 feet. 

The Hearing Officer held that Mr. Huff placed 500 gallons of waste where it 
was likely to escape or be carried into waters of state and he was liable for a 
civil penalty in the amount of $1,200. On May 29, 2001, Mr. Huff timely 
appealed the Proposed Order. 

Mr. Huff took the following exceptions to the Proposed Order: 
1. the waste was not likely to enter waters of the state, 
2. the Hearing Officer erred by replacing 'likely' with 'may' in the Proposed 

Order, 
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EQCAction 
Alternatives 

3. the waste must still be waste by definition when it enters waters of the 
state, and 

4. the wastewater disposed of was not waste. 

Additionally, Mr. Huff raises the issue that the Department's Brief was not 
filed in a timely manner (see Attachment B, Reply Brief). The Department's 
Brief was filed with Mikell O'Mealy on behalf of the Commission, on June 26, 
2001, within 30 days of filing of Mr. Huff's Brief (May 29, 2001), as set forth 
in the Department's rules. See OAR 340-0l 1-0132(3)(b) and Attachments C 
andD. 

The Department expressed concerns that Mr. Huff relied on facts to support his 
arguments that are not in the record or are not in the Hearing Officer's findings 
of fact (see Attachment C, Department's Brief). As explained below, the 
Commission is limited in its ability to modify a recommended finding of fact 
or accept additional evidence. 

The Commission may: 
1. As requested by Mr. Huff, find that he did not place waste were it was 

likely to escape or be carried into waters of the state and is thus, not liable 
for a civil penalty; or 

2. Uphold the Proposed Order determining that Mr. Huff violated ORS 
468B.025 and is liable for a civil penalty in the amount of $1,200. 

The Commission may substitute its judgment for that of the Hearing Officer 
except as noted below .1 The Order was issued under 1999 statutes and rules 
for the Hearings Officer Panel Pilot Project,2 which require contested case 
hearings to be conducted by a hearing officer appointed to the panel. The 
Commission's authority to review and reverse the Hearing Officer's decision 
is limited by the statutes and rules of the Department of Justice that 
implement the project.3 

The most important limitations are as follows: 
1. The Commission may not modify the form of the Order in any substantial 

manner without identifying and explaining the modifications.4 

2. The Commission may not modify a recommended finding of historical 

I OAR 340-011-0132. 
2 Or Laws 1999 Chapter 849. 
3 Id. at§ 5(2); § 9(6). 
4 Id. at § 12(2). 
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Attachments 

fact unless it finds that the recommended finding is not supported by a 
preponderance of the evidence.5 Accordingly, the Commission may not 
modify any historical fact unless it has reviewed the entire record or at 
least all portions of the record that are relevant to the finding. 

3. The Commission may not consider any new or additional evidence, but 
may only remand the matter to the Hearing Officer to take the evidence.6 

Rules implementing the 1999 statutes also have more specific provisions for 
how Commissioners must declare and address any ex parte communications 
and potential or actual conflicts of interest. 7 

In addition, a number of procedural provisions are established by the 
Commission's own rules. These include: 
1. The Commission will not consider matters not raised before the hearing 

officer unless it is necessary to prevent a manifest injustice. 8 

2. The Commission will not remand a matter to the Hearing Officer to 
consider new or additional facts unless the proponent of the new 
evidence has properly filed a written motion explaining why evidence 
was not presented to the Hearing Officer.9 

A. Letter from Mikell O'Mealy dated August 29, 2001 
B. Mr. Huff's Reply Biief dated July 23, 2001 
C. Department's Brief dated June 26, 2001 
D. Mr. Huff's Petition for Review, Exceptions to Proposed Order, Brief and 

Attachements dated May 29, 2001 
E. Proposed Order dated April 27, 2001 
F. Exhibits from Hearing of February 27, 2001 

1. Notice of Hearing, Amended Notice of Hearing and Changed Notice of 
Hearing 

lA. Notice of Contested Case Rights and Procedures 
2. Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty dated August 1, 2000 
3. Huff Request for Hearing dated August 9, 2000 
4. Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty dated October 30, 2000 
5. Huff Request for Hearing date'c! November 13, 2000 

. 
5 Id. at § 12(3). A historical fact is a determination that an event did or did not occur or that a 
circumstance or status did or did not exist either before or at the time of the hearing. 
6 Id. at § 8; OAR 137-003-0655(4). 
7 OAR 137-003-0655(5); 137-003-0660. 
8 OAR 340-011-132(3)(a). 
9 Id. at (4). 
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6. Wabschall Letter dated December 10, 1999 
7. Notice of Noncompliance dated April 26, 2000 
8. Huff Letter dated May 3, 2000 
9. Area Map and Well Logs 

10. EPA Hazard Summary- Ethylene GlycolfToxFAQs - Propylene Glycol 
11. Condensed Chemical Dictionary - Ethylene Glycol definitions 
12. Conversion Factors 
13. Crow Water Systems letter and attachments with fax dated August 23, 

2000 
14. Cox email dated February 25, 2000 
15. Complaint log dated August 16, 2000 
16. Murphy's note dated April 10, 2000 
17. Huff affidavit signed February 14, 2001 
18. The Chronicle news release dated October 28, 2000 
19. NCA test results dated February 19, 2001 
20. NCA letter dated February 22, 2001 
21. AcroTech brochure 
22. Pictures of grate and recent construction in area of AcroTech parking lot 
23. Columbia County Department of Land Development letter dated August 

17, 2000 with tax map 
24. Greco letter and Mutual Agreement and Order dated September 18, 2000 
25. Center for Hazardous Materials Research letter dated January 7, 1994 
26. Transmittal of Question dated March 8,.2001 
27. Huff letter dated March 15, 2001 
28. Letter to Huff from hearing officer dated March 21, 2001 
29. Fax from Susan Greco dated March 29, 2001 
30. Department Response to Transmitted Question dated April 4, 2001 
31. Huff Rebuttal to Transmitted Question dated April 11, 2001 

Report Prepared By: Mikell O'Mealy 
Assistant to the Commission 

Phone: (503) 229-5301 



regon 
John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor 

Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 

Portland, OR 97204-1390 
(503) 229-5696 

TTY (503) 229-6993 

August 29, 2001 

Via Certified Mail 

Reggie D. Huff 
34685 Bachelor Flat Rd. 
St. Helens, Oregon 97051 

RE: Case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 

The appeal in the above referenced matter has been set for the regularly scheduled Environmental 
Quality Commission meeting on Thursday, September 20, 2001. The matter will be heard in the 
regular course of the meeting. The meeting will be held in the McLaughlin Room of the 
Windmill Inns of America, 2525 Ashland Street, Ashland, Oregon. I will send you the agenda 
and case record as soon as it is available. 

Your representatives are welcome to attend the meeting. However, because you have not 
requested oral argument before the Commission, your representatives and representatives of the 
Department will not be allowed to address the Commission on the issues involved in this matter. 

If you should have any questions or should need special accommodations, please feel free to call 
me at (503) 229-5301 or (800) 452-4011 ex. 5301 within the state of Oregon. 

Mikell O'Mealy 
Assistant to the Comrnis · n 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
C!O Mikell 0 'Mealy, Assistant to the Director, DEQ 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

July 20, 2001 

RE: REPLY BRIEF 

Dear Miss O'Mealy: 

You will find herein the following Reply Brief. 

Thank you for you consideration of this matter. ,...., 
Sins.erer7 
// 
/-i9-j~ 
Reggie D. Huff 
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Reggie D. Huff 
Respondent - Petitioner 

v. 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Respondent on Petition 
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Case No. WQll-NWR-00-125 

REPLY BRIEF 

11 The respondent - petitioner, Reggie D. Huff, submits this REPLY BRIEF pursuant to OAR 340-011-

12 0132(3)(c) to the Environmental Quality Commission in order to reply to the Department of Environmental 

13 Quality Brief in response to petitioner's petition for review and brief. 

14 ARGUMENTS AGAINST DEQ BRIEF 

15 Technical Issues 

16 I. The brief is in fact untimely pursuant to OAR 340-011-0132(3)(b ). 

17 2. No proof of service has been submitted to the petitioner. The cover letter and brief are dated June 

18 27th, 2001, (33 days after service of Petition & Brief), but the envelope it came in is internal meter 

19 stamped the 28th, and further, its delivery suggests it was not actually deposited in the mail until at least 

20 the 29th. Without proof of service the petitioner does not know what date, if any, should be relied on in 

21 reply. 

22 The petitioner will not object to the acceptance of the untimely and improperly served brief subject 

23 to the conunission's acknowledgement of the errors and the DEQ's refrain from objections to similar 

24 oversights jfthey exist in the future. 

25 FACTUAL & LEGAL ISSUES 

26 I. The respondent DEQ has asserted in its brief that I liave asserted facts not in the record and have 

27 improperly challenged findings of fact by the hearing officer. Both assertions are incorrect. 

28 OAR 340-0ll-0132(3)(a) states "Matters not raised before the hearing officer will not be 
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considered except when necessary to prevent manifest injustice." (Emphasis supplied.) 

No new "matters" have been raised. At worst I have added some clarification and arguments 

exclusive to existing "matters" raised and on the record. 

Amazingly, however, most of the items Miss Greco cites in her "Attachment A", and claims are not 

on tbe record, actually are on the record directly. Her claims are just flat wrong. 

For example: Item #4 - "The discharge had no enviromnental impact". Miss Greco clearly claims 

this to not be on tbe record. In fact, a wituess for the petitioner, a certified hydrologist, Rob Gill, 

testified under oath at the hearing that he believed the discharge had no enviromnental impact. I have 

also stated this repeatedly on the record. This is a fact I will stand on and is clearly on the record. 

In addition, items #5, 6, 7, 8; and 11 l would challenge as being on the record directly. Miss Greco 

is disingenuous in these claims. All of the other items are clearly clarification and arguments of 

existing matters all on the record. Surely Miss Greco is not trying to argue (outside of the record) that 

arguments are not allowed in the petitioner's brief. 

This may, in fact, be the case, as Miss Greco is also arguing that it is improper to challenge the 

hearings officer's fmding of fact. Of course this is absurd, both from a practical standpoint as it would 

render this entire process meaningless and from a legal standpoint. OAR 340-0ll-0132(3)(a) actually 

requires a challenge to the hearings officer finding and/or conclusions and more specifically requires 

that "alternative findings of fact" be presented. 

It gets even worse however. Miss Greco states in item #5 of her Attachment B that Exhibit 31, my 

response to a transmitted question from the hearing officer, which was accepted as being part of the 

record prior to her ruling, is not part of the record. Clearly the hearing officer herself considered this 

part of the record, as her Exhibit List shows the documents as part of the record without objection. 

Miss Greco is just flat wrong. I realize that this document is very threatening to her case, but to 

' blatantly attempt, through misleading statements, to remove this docmnent from consideration seems 

highly inappropriate. This fact also calls into question the credibility of all other statements made by 

Miss Greco. 

There are more examples of both Miss Greco and the hearing officer's ability to fabricate facts on 

the fly. They cannot even be true to their own evidence offered by the department. One of many 
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excellent examples is the issue regarding the ubiquitous clay layer in the discharge area aud its 

2 thickness. Miss Greco takes exception to my statements that the clay is ubiquitous aud approximately 

3 30-35 feet thick She states that "the hearing officer must have found the documents contained in DEQ 

4 Exhibit 9 and the department's witness more persuasive." (Respondent's brief page 3, line 1 & 2) 

5 In fact, the Department's own Exhibit #9 shows that the closest well to the discharge point, half the 

6 distauce of any other well, showed a clay layer starting at 2 feet and running down to 46 feet That is a 

7 clay layer of 44 feet (See Exhibit - 9 Well I. Please look at the actual log, not the department's listing 

8 and description.) Another nearby well, owned by the city of Scappoose, and presented by myself as 

9 part of Exhibit #13, shows a clay layer from 3 feet to 60 feet, or 57 feet of clay. (See Exhibit #13 -

10 Well Log COLU 100) 

11 In addition, the one well which the department focused on, which showed "silr' rather than clay 

12 may, in fact, be a re-drill of a decommissioned well, which may explain the presence of silt and gravel. 

13 This question was raised by hydrologist Rob Gill on the record, and officials at the Columbia County 

14 Department of Land Development Services indicated knowledge of a nearby re-drilled well. The DEQ 

15 never clarified the matter. In any event this well is located in the direction deemed least likely to be in 

16 the line of the flow from the discharge point according to Mr. Rob Gill. 

17 3. Miss Greco states that the department did not argue that the discharge was toxic. 

18 This is a false statement as there is no question that the department did just that, repeatedly. 

19 4. Miss Greco points to the initial blush wine color of the discharge in arguing that it must be 

20 considered a waste and that it must be considered a waste in perpetuity regardless of the science and 

21 the facts. The fact is the solution had a light. blush wine color some 2 years and 4 months prior to its 

22 discharge. By the time of the discharge the wine color had been gone for many months, and, yes, these 

23 facts are on the record. I know because I put them there several times, including at the hearing itself. 
' 

24 5. While attempting to redefine the English language in a most embarrassingly incredulous marmer in 

25 order to prop up an extremely poor case, Miss Greco has attacked the cases I cited to illustrate a legal 

26 difference between the words "may" and "likely", Miss Greco has so entirely missed the point here, I 

27 believe intentionally, that it hardly warrants in-depth comment. I will just state, the department, 

28 through her, is just flat wrong again. She is actually trying to claim that there is no difference between 
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these words. I do not understand how any intelligent person, such as Miss Greco, can take these 

2 positions with a straight face. 

3 6. On page #6, paragraph # 1 & 2 of the Department Brief Miss Greco sticks her neck out again. 

4 Essentially she argues in a convoluted fashion that ORS 468B.025(1)(a) is divided into two sections. 

5 The first is regarding actually 'causing pollution', which has a clear standard that must be met. The 

6 second section, regarding simply "placing wastes", has no standard and amazingly she further argues, I 

7 sincerely doubt with a straight face, that the legislature meant it to be that way. 

8 Once again, under her and the hearing officer's new self-appointed re-legislation, everyone is a 

9 violator. I don't understand why she has to pick on me, a person who's very career involves the 

10 development of enviromnental compatible technologies. Starting from her office she could work 

11 outwards, writing up every man, woman and child she meets, and it would take her 100 years to get to 

12 Columbia County. 

13 Miss Greco takes more libertY with the law by declaring that once a water solution meets the 

14 definition of wastes it is always a waste. She clearly argues that placing waste where they are to 

15 become non-wastes by legal definition before entering any waters of the state is a violation of ORS 

16 468B.025(l)(a). Let me repeat: She states unequivocally and clearly that 'placing wastes where they 

17 are to become non-wastes before entering any waters of the state where there is no evidence it even 

18 could or would enter the waters of the state is a violation of the law! 

19 Miss Greco has just made every town, city, responsible industrial processor, the Oregon gardens, 

20 etc., violators. By placing wastes where known scientific processes will turn them into non-wastes, (as 

21 opposed to doing what?), these entities have not only violated the law, but the legislature purposely 

22 wrote the law so everyone would become a violator! This is the position you are being asked to 

23 defend! 

24 7. On page #5, paragraph #1 of the department's brief it states that the department agrees that an 

25 "error" has been committed by the hearing officer. Then Miss Greco puts forth the most intellectually 

26 dishonest argument of all in order to cover the "error" and claim it to be "harmless"! 

27 To you, the reviewer, I must declare it is real easy for Miss Greco, who is not being falsely accused, 

28 asked to give up $1,200 of her family's money, and, most importantly, is not facing the permanent 

PAGE 5 of 6 - REPLY BRJEF 07/20/2001 
State ofOregonEnviromnental Quality Commission- Case No. WQ!l-NWR-00-125 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 

24 

25 

soiling of her reputation to shamelessly assert that this "error" is "harmless". This "error" goes to the 

heart of the mess that has been created by the department's unwillingness to drop a non-case and is 

very harmful to me. 

I am deeply offended by this comment and the intellectually vacant arguments surrounding it 

CONCLUSION 

The department has admitted that the hearing officer has committed an "error''. In addition, the 

hearings officer has not found that the petitioner has violated any law, only an illegal, unofficial, self-

serving revision thereof. 

Therefore a prima facie case for a complete review has been made. The commission has a duty to 

review this case at this point and time. 

I recognize that I am at a distinct disadvantage in this situation. I do not know any of the key 

people in this process, as Miss Greco most likely does. I don't know the commission's schedule, etc. I 

know at this point that Miss Greco will accept a technical victory, one based on political positioning or the 

like. However, I will apologize at this time for the comment I made in my Exception & Brief regarding the 

"fox guarding the hen house". I should not have presumed upon the disposition of the commission to this 

case. 

Now that a pritna facie case for review has been made the n-ext move by the commission will 

/1. 
v V· 

St. Helens, Oregon 97051 

Phone: (503)543-8220 - OR - (503) 366-0223 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I hereby certify that on the 201
h day of July 2001, I mailed a true copy of the attached REPLY BRIEF and all 

its attachments in the matter in the State of Oregon Enviromnental Quality Commission - Case No. WQ l l
NWR-00-125, Reggie D. Huffv. Department ofEnviromnental Quality to: 

AND 

Environmental Quality Commission 
C/O Mikell O'Mealy, Assistant to the Director, DEQ 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Susan Greco 
Environmental Law Specialist 
DEQ Enforcement Section 
2020 SW 4"' Ave., Suite 400 
Portland, Oregon 97201-4959 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

P.O. BOX 665 
51320 OlD PORTLAND ROAD 
SCAP!'OOSE, OREGON 97056 

1503) 54~326 

503-543-6929 

The static water levels in the wells I have worked on in the area of Old Portland Road 
and Dutch Canyon all have been over 40 feet. I am sending three well logs of wells in 
the area. The logs show static water levels and the material the well driller went through 
when constructing the well. This area is well drained and the static water level does not 
change in the different seasons. There is a clay layer in most of this area that helps to 
seal of surface water from the ground water. If you have any other questions please 
contact me. 

dDa~ 
Crow Water Systems 

I 

p.5 
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Well Records within Quarter-Quarter of Section, "Zones" 1 · 9. 

Zone 1: 
COLU2944 (Well I): Clay to 28', then 5' boulders, 13' clay, and WB sand. 

-r!-COLU50410\(Well 2): [Mon. well] No clay lo 148'. 
COLU 3105: Clay to 35', then 43 ft. sandy clay. 

Zone 2: 
No wells specifically located in zone. 

Zone 3: 
COLU3109 (Well 4): No clay. 

Zone 4: 
COLU726 (Well 7): Silt-clay, silt to 18'; Water found at 10'. 
COLU849 (Well 8): Clay-gravel lo 12'; Water found at 12'. 
COLU3102: Clay to 25'; Water found at 45'. 

Zone 5: 
¥COLU50690 (Well 5): Silly clay to 12'. 

Zone 6: 
COLU3110 (Well 17): "Soil" lo 14'. 

Zone 7: 
COLU3087 & COLU3084: Clay to 25'. 
COLU3107: Clay to 19'. 

Zone 8: 1 

COLU3082: Silty clay & clay to 26'. 
Zone9: 

COLU3106: Clay(?) to 25'. 
Zone 1 + 9 (Nl/2-SW1/4): 

~' COLU 100: Clay \o 22'. 
COLU3090: Clay to 30'. 
COLU3092: Clay to 11 '. 

Zone 8 + 9 (Sl/2-SWl/4)': 
COLU3086: Clay to 20'. 

l 
COLU3095: Cla}" lo 20'. 

( ' . .JC<O ) 

he ___ I 
'Ot>O ~4 

rS 



r - ,- ""'- TopoZone - Map View Page I of2 

Find Super Products. 

Get a Map 
Map target is 45.73370N, 122.8762°W M Zone 10, N 5064 49, E 509632 

Exact center of display is UTM Zone 10, N 5063871, E 509 24 · 
~D_Q_W_Qqa_Q_ 

...... 

http://www.topozone.com/map.asp?lat=45. 733 7 &lon=- l 22.8762&s=25&size=m 
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(1) 0 
Name 

Address 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well ia/ Deepening O . Ret'l.ondit1oning D Abandon O 

1f abandonment, describe material and procedure fn Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 
Dug 

0 Driven D 
iZ( .retted D 
0 'Bored 0 

Domestlc ~dustrlal D Municipal O 

IrrJgalion 0 Test Well 0 Other 0 

Welded~ 
Gage , ...•. ;J.,,Y..'f2 .. 

······-·········-'' Diam. from ············--·····--·· ft. to ······--.. -······-· ft. Gage ·····-·············-·· . 

.................. "Diam. ftom ..... ·-················ ft. to ······----·-· ft. Gage ·····--·--········ .. ·-

.• PERFORATIONS: Per!orated? O Yf?S ~-
Type of perforator used 

Slze of perforaUons Jn, by in. 

....... - .. perforations 1rom ·····-·······---~---··-·-···· It. to ············-··-· .. tt. 
................ per:loratlons trom ..... - ............. ·-··--·ft. to ........ ···--············-- ft, 

............ perforations from ................ ·-··-··-··· ft. ta ....... ····-·····--······- !L 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen Installed? 0 Yes ~o 
Manufacturer's Name 

"fype --················-···········-···-·· ···········----.-·-··--···- Model No. -···········-····--·-·····--··--

Diam. ·········-····· Slot size _ ··-········· Set from ········--············ tt. to ·-······-.............. ft. 

Diam. ····-···-···· Slot size _ ··-········· Set from ·················-··-· :ft. to .... ·-··--···-- lt. 

(8) WELL TESTS: fo~:r~~rb~i~w ~trc1le~1ter:.1eve1 is 

Was 11 pump test made? D Yes rtr6 If yes, by whom? 

~~'~~~~~---g_•_!.-/m~!n~·-w_!-th~~~~'-'_·_d_''_w~d-o-wn~-a!-!_e_'~~~~h-"~· 

Baller test 10 gal./nrln. with / 0 ft. drawdown alter ( hrs. 

Artesian fl.ow g.p.m. 

•. erature of wate:r:.,f;j Depth artesian flow encountered ._ ..... - ...... - :ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
Well seal-Material used ..... ~.""/J. .... ·~---·--·-·--
Well Sl!!aled from land surface to .................... _.b.P.. ······-·-~---············'"· "· 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ........ l. .. !!. ................ in. 

Dlameler- o! well borl!! below seal ............. _ ... ~.. . . In. 

.!:!.. ..... Number ol sacks of cement used ln well seal 

How was c':f)ent grout pl~ed? .......... ·········-············-.. ············· ·········-··•·-··--

............. t.t:"~ .... ~ .... -..... -.-·-----·-· 

~~:··:· .. ~;~~:··:~-~~-~:~-~-~--·~::·R~~: .. -;ugs ~::-;:::n~.~-----;, 
Dld any strata contain unusable water? O Yes iL'No 

Type of water? di!Pth of strata 

. vrethod ol sealing strata olf 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes ~o _Size of gravel: ........... . 

Gravel placed from ············-- ft. to ............ _. !l. 

W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found £< 
Static level ft, below land sur.face. Date 

Artesian pressure lbs, per Square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing 

ft. Depth o! completed well 
·-----'-'-····-·"'· 

Depth drilled £'l2 1J't? n. 
Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure. o! materials; 
and show thickness and nature o! each stratum and aqul:fer penetrated, 
with at ]east one entry for each change of formation. Report each chanie 11-
podtlon of Static Watl!!r LeVl!!I and indicate principal water-bearlnl' strata 

MATERIAL. Ft om To SWL 

H> ..... ·- -Jj 0 ;i._ . - 4'fl .;J. 1-Jf 
.,,,_ ,-_tJ_J - P/ / F/.J ~· ~ ~ .x- ~.., 

I ? p~-4 .. Ji 
... .., I/ -

'h - JP JY A_ if,, • 
,_ - ,, - h..1 l ,'\',) p 

I ' 

... 
, 

Work started Lj ~ j J..-j 19 7 J Completed 

Date well drilling machine moved off ot well 

Drilling Ma.chine Opera.U?r's C_ertifJca.Uon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

report d above are true to my 

[Signed] 

Drilling 

Water Well Contractor's" Certilication: 

Thi%:f~e~~s drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

:::
0

.~/JtJ/ . .,.::;J.."';f;~j_l'e.~ .......................... . 
(Pexson, !lrm or corpo.tatlon) (Type or print) 

Address '?(tA::1:0.lli1;_··---~···--·----··------------···--··--·· 
[Signed] ~.d./Jt: .... 4:#.. ........................... _ ..................... . 

·('Weter W!!ll Contractor) _ 

7 7 Contractor's License No. !:/. .. [~. Date .-!:/...:: ... !. .. ::::. .............. , 19...... -

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS JF NECESSARY) 



0 WORK: 
ew conmuction 

Conversion 
0 Repoir 

0 Oeepmina 

(3) DRII).ING METHOD 
lld'f>.oury Air 0 Rotary Mud 0 Cable 
O Hollow Stan Auger O Other 

(4) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 

Special St.andard1 

0 
Protective cuina--t~ 

c: Land rorface 

MonUJilcnt 
.a:_IL 

TO 

c 

_l_IL 

Seal 

~L 
TO 

fil1L 

Filter 
pack 

J3b. 
0 TO 

I '!'ii' IL 

(5) WELL TEST: 
QPUmp 0Bailer ~Air 0 Aowina Artesian 

Pcnnubility_______ Yiold :J9 +- GPM 

Conductivity PH ______ _ 

Tempersturc of water-~:::----\:.:C Depth artesian flow foood. ____ ,fL 
Wu water analy1i1 dooe7 No 
By whom? ___________________ _ 

DcpUi o{ itral.11 lO be .Wyzed. Prom, ____ _. ... -----~-
Remark1: __________________ _ 

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
!!> ;l R. below land surfoce. 

Artetlan Pres1UtC __ lb{1q. in. 

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
Depth at wbk.h water wu first fomd '!72 .. : 

Prom To En. Flow lUlo 

f(H I 'if() I YC. g,,... 
/l/o' /l/.f I .-.;;., + 

SWL 

(9) WELL LOG: Ground elevation. _____ _ 

MaleNI Prom To 

~.A "' I l"J,. " I i,11 0 -71, I 

( /JYJ.J,,." 
~11,,vt{, - ~ A.,V/ ~;11- °7h I -s~ ' 
C'r»;h I~ J -IJJ,..J-

<'J,.,~I A~~ -t Crl.6/c} ~).I f'-/6 I 

...,.,. 5-r/..t 
~,,,_A.I_,,,/• - _..- _,,,. ,_/ .L 

,, "J.,J,/. { ;,/, 11 ) J 

I .I J' /-- l</c;' I .ttJ' 

"""'"' too ;\.I• 11 - ·- - -
M/\D • 1 1007 

""'ER RES JURCES 1EPT. 
~ OR EGO 

• 

SWL 

\ I 
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I 
N 

I 

TAX LOT 
1000 

APPROXIMATE 
WELL LOCATION 

TAX LOT: 1000 

Ol'INERS: 
GEORGE EJ. HAYFMEN 
MIKE D. HAYFMEN 
P.O. BOX 1087 

SCAPPOOSE, OR 97056 

TOWNSHIP ji<ANGE: 
S.W. 1/4 SEC. 13, T.3N.,R.2W., W.M. 

RECEIVED 
MAR 3 1 1997 

WATER RESOURCES DEPT. 
SALEM, OREGON 

P.02 

DESIGNED BY: PB CHECKED BY: RW PROPER1Y MAP 
08SERVATON WELL SITE 

SCAPPOOSE , OREGON 

DATE: 

~ 11/95 
JRAWN B'f: PAS SCALE: N.T.S centuryweat FlGURE: 

FILE: t0751001\01 \59I_OBS.OWO 
E'.NG!NE!OtlNG CORF'ORA.TION 

TOTl'L P.02 

- ·--··-· ~ 



0 New coMtruction 

0 Conversion 

D AJtcntion (Repair/Recondition) 

D Deepening ~onrnent 

(3) DRILLING METHOD 
D Rowy Air D Rowy Mud D C•blc 

D HollowStcrnAuger ~Other----------

~BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 
fu No 

Special Standards D D Depth of comple~ well /@ ft. 

-;,,.:;:;u"-lt-·{?'t'· ... ·r. _, ___ lll!llr-rr----Land sutfac• 
" '--lil--'1hter~tight cover 

(\To · ~~-Surface flush vault 
__ ft. : . ....C---H--- Locking cop 

:::=f.~""""""''i.,.., Cuing 

~ diameter 

material '°-'Mold<d Threaded Glued 

Seal 
D f!9 0 

Liner 

ft. diameter 

material 

TO 
'Molded Threaded Gturo 

D 0 0 
ft. 'Moll ""1: 

Material 

Amount 

Grout weight 

Borehole diameter 
in, 

In. 

in. 

·WE', '~. ~Lo c/7/'IS-LL 1.~. f; 

(6) LOCATION OF 

3. A'J"Ll.CH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map a.an lndnde 
approximate tcale ud nor1h arrow. 

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
____ Ft. below lmd surface. 

Artesian Pressure ____ lh'sq. in. 

(8) WATER BEARING ZONFS: 
Depth at which water wu first found 

-L--
Da~----~---
Da~---------~ 

10 '"'-'-t. Flow KRte 

(9) WELLLOG: Ground elevation 

From Th SWL 

r 
I 

~nt~ p~ a1 least 3 ft. thick 

Filter 
pack 

fl 

TO 

ft. 

(5) WELL TES'I\ 

Sctten 

material 

interval(s): 

From 

From ___ 

Slot size 

Filter pack: 

Material 

Size 

To 
To 

in. 

in. 

0 Pump 0 Bailer 0 Air 0 Flowing Artesian 
Permcability ________ Yield _______ GPM 

Conductivity PH --------
1Cmperature of water °F/C Depth artesian flow found ____ fl 

Was water analysis done? 0 Yes 0 No 

By whom? 

Depth of strata to be &nalyzc<l. From,,__ ____ fl. to ________ ft. 

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer 

i t'111flh /tJ 7 
ORIGTNAL.!t FIRST COPY· WATER 

Date started Completed 

(unbonded) Monitor ~It Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work 1 performed on the construction. alteration, or 

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction 
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to the best 

knowled~;L ~ L/~ MWC Number.:~~ 
Signro ~ ~ tJA,~ /0 ft,('""f'_.b 

(bonded) Monitor ~II Constructor Certification: 
I accept responsibility for the coMtructlon, alteration. or abandonment 

work performed on thi& well during the construction dates reported above. AH 
work pcrlormed d ' ' · e i.1 in compliance with Oregon well construction 
standards, ' best of my knowledge and belief, 

MWC Number !t9cJ,;;Jij., 
"~~~~~~~2r~o·i. /e-11!..--96 ~ COPY.CUSTOMER 
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1 
I 
N 

j, 

TAX LOT 
1000 

APPROXIMATE 
WELL LOCATION 

TAX LOT: 1000 

Ov.NERS: 
GEORGE B. HAYF'MEN 
MIKE 0. HAYF'MEN 
P.O. SOX 1087 
SCAPPOOSE, OR 97056 

TO~SHIP /RANGE: 
S.W. 1/4 SEC. 13, T.3N.,R.2W., W.M. 

RECEIVED 
MAR 3 1 1997 

WATER RESOURCES DEPT. 
SALEM, OREGON 

P.02 

DESIGNED BY: PB CHECKED BY: RW PROPERTY MAP 
OBSERVATON WELL SITE 

SCAPPOOSE , OREGON 

DATE: 

~ 11/96 

centuryweat FlGURE: 
E'.NGINEl!:RING CORF'ORATION 

DRAWN BY: P/.8 SCALE: N.T.S 

FILE: -!-0751001 \01 \592....0BS.DWG 

TOTFi... P.02 



NQ'.C,~CE TO WATER WELL CQrACTQR _"· / v1- ~ 

~~~~~~o~~:!r~!~o Y, WATER WELL R!tfC E 1 VE D __ 
filedwiththe .Qt It ?.t-:2tt1-/"7 • .. ,.-,. _ t)tm U STATE OF ORE State Well No •.. ~.Cf.----·--...L_ . .C '-"-

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, onEGo?f.Jl73l _ . (Please type or print) JUN 3Q1976 ~ · -
within 30 days from the date ·__ ~ \("\ L - State Permit No.--a f.)i( l&:. ______ . 

of well completion. "/ \)""'"~ (Do not write abDVWAT~l~? RESOURCES DEPT. 

(1) OWNER: 
Name Jqj 1 be] m Rjckez-t;_ 
Address R 01_1 t e ] . BQX 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New WelljQ Deepening D Recoilditionlttg O Abandon D 

li abandonment, describe material and procedure Ln Item 12 .. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PR.OPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary ~ Driven D · - :st · · 

Domestic LJ Industrial D .Municipal · O 
Cable 0 Jetted O ... ~ __ 
D. rr 0 Bored 0. In:lgation D -Test Well D ptbe'i t:l 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

CASING INSTALLED: Thre•ded o .. Welded Ill 

.......... 6 ..... "' Diam. from ······-···O ......... ft_ • .tJJ -~----·.1.6.Q .. ft.. Gage ··:··'!':~.50 .. -_ 
·····-········-·" Dlam. !ram ............. ·-····-··.ft. to.··----.- .£~. , Gage_ ·-:-·---·-----··--: 

.......... -----·~ Dlrun. :from ·-···· .. ·-.. ·-···-··· ft. to -------- ft. Gage ................ - • 

I PERFORATIONS: Per!orated7 0 Yes eFNo. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of. perforations In. by In. 

.... ___ ,_,_ periora Uons from ·-·-· .. ···----···-··--· ft. to --·--------- ft. 

·---··--·---~--- perforations from _ ............. ________ ft. to ..... _ ......................... ft. 

········-·--·------···· perforations from _,, ...... -·-···-·-··· ft. to : ... ·-·· .. ··-·····-······-·· !t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes IX No 

Manufacturer's Name --····-·--------..... __ .... _______ _ 
ype --···--···------···-·-·----·------------Model ~o. ---·---·---------· 

Diam. ·····-------- Slot size ................ Set from ..... ---··-·-·- ft. to -··-··----·-·- ft. 
Diam ................. Slot size ................ Set :from .. . ............ ft. to ......................... :ft, . 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown 111 amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O_Yes BtNo. l:f yes, by whom? 

A1d: 25 gal./mln. wlth tOt.atl. drawdown after l 
~ " 

" " 
_gal./min, with ft. drawdown after 

g.p.m. 

hrn. 

hn. 

'1erat_u.rn of water Depth artesian flow encountered ··------·· :ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ............................ C.em_ent .... __________ .......................... _ 
Well sealed from land surface to -··-···-----·-·--l8 ................................. _ .... ft, 

Dlameler o_t we11 bore to bottoll\ of se'al ...... -----····--9 ........ in. 

Diameter of well bore below seal ........ £ ........ _ fn. 

Number of sacks of cement used Jn well seal _ .............. - .... 3. ......... , _____ sacks 

Number of sacks of benlon1te used 1n well seAl .... - ..................................... sacks 

Brand name of bentonite __ ,., .................................. - ....................... ---·········-······-······--

Number of pound.I! of bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water .............. _ .. ____ ......... ---·····-··--- ---------·--·-·-- lbs./l-00 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? j(b¥es D No Plugs--·-·· Slze: location ---··--··-It. 

Did any strata contain unusable waler? D Yeoi Jlb,l!o 

"'ype of water? depth of strata 

.dethod of sea.Ung strata oil 

Wa$ well gravel packed? Q Yes ¥f'No Size of gravel: .... 

Gravel placed !ram ____ ...................... _. fl to -----··- ··········- ft 

County Col JJmbj a Driller's well number 

NE f, SW l'. Section 13 T. 3N R. 2W w.~-

Bearln~- and distance from section or subdivision. corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at wh!ch water was first :found 70 ft. 

Static level 84 ft, below land sur1ace. Date 6-23-76 
ArtesJan pressure .lbs. per square Inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ___ 6 ................. . 
D<pth drilled 240 :ft. Depth of completed well 240 :ft. 

Formation: DeiiCrlbe Clllor, texturi_, grain size anc;l stru.ct¥_re !Jf materls.Is; 
and 11how thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrat--" 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report eo:ch chano~ 
postti_on of Statfc Water Level and indfcate prlnc!pal water-bearlno .str~ 

MATERIAL From To swi 

Ton ,q0 ; 1 () .,, 
~ f"l 1 ~"' -

~ ~" 
.sand¥ Brown C]a¥ ~" 7A 
,.., ~i 70 1 ~ " -c-<= . 

--~1- 1~~ 1~r 

nl- :T "h.-... :::. , ~ -· . - -·--·"' ·····-- ... , . ..,c. .. ·,-;.;·;.-··· _, 

n-.,.,~ 1--, 0 .,.1.f- , '" ., '.lo; 

~-
. ,__...,,,,,.,.L 

~- ·- - ,,_, 
-.-~ ~· 

'"'--~- .. ..., "'l .... 
. l'(a<: . ., "" ">An -

··-· . 

-··· -

Work started 6-22 19 7 6 cOiri"pteted . 6-23 
6-23-Date well drllling machine moved oil of well 

direct supervision. 
bove are true to my 

[Signed] :_,, _ _...,cuv. 
(Drii.1h;f'Ma Q'P!2~'LIJ:~.ate ·-····§=-'?·.~.:;- ui?_§ .. 

Drilling Machine Operator's Licens .......... B.§.3 ________ ···---····-··- . 

Wa.ter Well Contractor's Certification: 

This well was drilled under my jurlsdlction and this report is 
true to the best o! my knowledge and belief. 

Name ..... s .. & ... M ... D;io:;i.1-l-i-r.ig ... f. ... Supplv.,-Ir.iG-.-· .. ·····--.... 
{Person. !Inn or corJJorntffm) {TYJI'! or print) 

Address_··:.:·)l-9; . .S • .E/~-:_'.3t .•.•. Canby., . .Or.e •.. _ .... 

[Slgned]c;L'~~/;fc~--·······-··-----·· 
Contractor's Llcense No ........ 4.9.7 Date ........ .6.~-25 .......... -.... , 19 .. 7..6 

(USB ADDITIONAL SHEETS IP' NECRSSARX) 



~- {!J)Ll{ 
STATE OF OREGON 5Q 017 

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 
(as required by OAR 590-240..-035) 

(!) OWNER/PROJECT: Hole Numbec )2- \ 
N'me ~ ~~J.-0ol (){~'ck 
Addcm "2.;b--Z St": t-1-i ~)'\. ACJ_i0vl V'[ ~ 
Citv .S(A.f>:OQO~ ate '}'{_ Zie 

(2) TYPE OF WORK 
N!'Ncw 0 Deepening 0 Alteration (rcpair/recondition)'Ri Abandonment 

(3) CONSTRUCTION: 

CJ Rotary Air QHandAuger 0Hollow Stem Auger 

'fii!Rotary Mud 0CableTool 0 Push Probe QOther 
(4) TYPE OF HOLE: 

Uncased Temporary D Cased Permanent -
Unca.,.ed Permanent 0 Slope S1ability QOther 

(5) USE OF HOLE: 

Wtw\.N\,(~ 
__ j 

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 

Special Construction approval 0 Yes 0 No Depth of Completed Hole __ ft 

_) 
HOLE SEAL 

Diameter From To Material from To Sacks or pounds 

>-\ {\,,. 

' 

Backfill placed from __ ft. to __ ft, Material 

Filter Pack placed from ft. to ft, Size oFpack 

(7) CASING/SCREEN: 
lliamder from T• Gliluge Stttl Plastic Welded Thrtadl'd 

Casing: . \ .. 
s creen: 

Slot size 

8) ( 

0 
WELLTES'D 

Pump 0Bailer 

Permeability 

onductivity: , 

IX 

0Air 

Yield 

' PH 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 D 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 D 0 0 

0 Flowing Artesian 

GPM 

empcrature of" water \\ \ 

c 
11 

w 
6 
De 

I il.-- °F/C Depth artesian f1ow round ---
as water analysis done? [J Yes 0No 

y '¥horn? 

pth of strata ana/y1.ed. From ft. to 

Remarks: 

-
~\,\,)~__.,:Ji-.,. J;;;: \?-<1 ' 

ft, 

ft, 

WELL , , 

(9) LOCATION OF HOLE by legal description: 

CountyCll l \i-«l'c\0-JL•titude Longitude 

TownshiP. ~3> @r S Range '/ E or@vM, 

Section \~ NW 114 1'!6 1/4 
Tax Lot NON't;£01 Block Subdivision 

StreetAdisofWe\l(ornearestaddress) 53·1rfb 'i£ "Hi .. 2f"'\ 
$cJ...,._ c\ Wa.,1 -· c·· ..-1 • - A'""\CC>c:"~' ~ 

v M fit/; \ot,'i(o';fr.; .~ Cb ' ' -- ' Map wit ocat on de tlfled must be attach.fcr'f1Vc, 

(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 

1/i?jCJi,.. ']_ ft. below land surface. D<1te 

Artesian pressure lb. per square inch. Date 

(11) SUBSURFACE LOG: 

Ground Elevation 

Material Descriotion Frnm To SWL 
\.--\·rn-v<N1 . T'l\O\~ --\-'o v'{/\,,I /) f \"2, I I 

YVYf'i~ ,4. /\<..O r-.1 .• · <:."' _y, 
"t,Jlk tl,,, <~'1._t. __ .,--.,-; ·I ' 

!?h1"i' •rlYI "' I Cr'~, NC> ',,. "\,,.,''\ • ;>(, 

'll,rr•-- L,iv- !,_ ,.- ,., _I _J - I - _f) \'2.' 2:::. 5 { 
_'/! ,vt>t ,.1, ~<.." c_,,' I l . , . 

'""'' ,(\ v, , fl,.-,(7\ ~ 0 , 
lj! , 

.4'1n ""· v"-...&., ....... ·o 11> ,, 1., \ I . , 

Date Staned 1L1a/~ I< Date Completed 111~ i"llc 

(12) ABANDONMENT LOG: 

Material Dcscrintion From To Sacks or Pounds 

he.tvl-t~ (• 1. ! ,rv, t. ()/ zs.;::; i7 ,-, " ·CW 
.,,,,,.,~~ y-~- ·&,,,__, t: l 4b(;- • I 

"r,, :hVl", ' 1 

-----1 
Date started 1 /10 /C/1- Date Completed ~ I I-,,_, ( 9. (,e 

Professional Certification 
(to be signed by a licensed waler supply or monitoring well constructor, or registered 
geologist or civil engineer). 

' I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work 
perfonncd on during !he construction dates reported above, All work performed 
during this time is in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction 
standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

License or Registrntion Number \Di) 1"3. 
' 'K - ';/,&,< It Sigoed --~' l~o .. ,_2:_133(o 

,,__ :.... r, 
AmH,.ioo oo-s~ I k I v I th, _'0-Jr{ ~ 

, 

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COMPLETJON OF WORK 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY-CONSTRUCTOR THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER 
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STATE OF OREGON 
GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 

(u required by OAR 690-240-035) 

(1) O~RIPROJECT: , ,. 
1 

Ho/e J!"l"bersfr=!· '~--
Name ..... nl\ ~; - " <:n'r "'"' ~' R+- l' 
Address,r-1.,,-,,..--.., .. ,~- U\CV\ S.... 'IJ.\Q..ll 

Citr .".MS?ffOpL . ' tate 0 9 Zip ' 

(2) TIPE OrnoRK 
~ow 0Dcep<ning 0Alterauon (t'l'air/n:coodition)O Abandonment 

(3) CONSTRUCTION: 
oRotary Air D Hand Auger ~ollow Stem Auger 

0Rolar)' Mud D Cable Tool 0 Push Probe 0 Other 
(4) TIPE OF HOLE: 

@ncasec1 Temporary 0 Cased Permanent 

D Unclillcd Pennanent D Slope Stabillty D Other 

(5) USE OF HOLE: __ _..a .... ~~<_,_1_,7i ... o.>'---r~C£\.~----

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: , 
Special Coru:truction approvAI DY~ ~o Depth of Completed Hole .:z:L_tt. 

HOLE SEAL 

, 

Backfill placed from __ ft. lo __ fl Material _____ _ 

Filter Pack placed from fl to ft Size of pack. 

(7) CASING/SCREEN: 
Dfamettr From To G1ure Stffl 

Casing_· ---+---+---+---1 0 
---+----+--+---10 

.... ~ 0 
Scr=i: __ --f-,,,~/'-+-+--40 

--~~L-'--'--'--~0 
/ Slol size 

Plutk W.kled 

D 
D 

D D 
D 0 
D D 
D D 

/ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(8) WELL TES'TI A 
0 Pump 0 Bailer D Air g Artesian 

Permeability _______ Yield -?"''°---- GPM ----

Conducfrvity PH / ;. 

Temperature of water 0 Depth artesian flow found ___ ft 

Was water analysb done? 0 'VU No 

ByWhom7 ____ _,,,,_//''----------------
Depth of strata analy~ From ______ ft lo ______ ft 

Rem•lcJ:."7~/;___ _________________ _ 

/ 

RECEIVED 
MAY 2 6 2000 

. ----· ·---- ---· 
(9) LOCA'fION ~f HOLE by legal descrlpUo~M, OREGON 
County C:D\/1~10.. La~tude lcngitude 

Township ~ A)-~0= S Range Q U ) _E_or_,(§,__WM_. 

Section l.'.--- ~ 114 (}t A..) 114 
Tax Lot \CJ Lot Block: Sutx:livision 

StteetAfd'°uofWell (or nearest add!e!S("fpfu Sr., "'ffi~q-1-~-
~\ 11'Yl~. 

Map with location Identified must be attached 

(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL; 
/l<J~ ft below land surface. Date'{~ .2...(;-ct' 
Arte!ian presrure lb. per square Inch. n .. ,. 

~(l~l)~S~U~B~SU~RF;;;;;A~c=E~L~OG~,~~.=..::!::=.::..::::::::__ 

Ground Elevation -------

---~---
Material Dcscrl~ From To SWL 

. 

Date Started L/ -;lrr--o d Date Completed ,-/ _ _--0 i;;) 

(12) ABANDONMENT LOG: 

Material ~crintion From To ~ac~ or Pounds 
Z> 7 

(/ 

Date started 'Y- J~ on Date Completed J./_ ., ,,r-_ ,..._ 

Professional Certification 
(to be signed by a licensed water supply or monitoring well constructor, or Oregon 
registered geologist or civil engineer). 

I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work 
performed during the construction dates reported above. All work performed 
during this time is in compliance with Oregon's geotechnicaJ hole construction 
standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Signed !Md,1 I 
'! ~;;; 

License or Registration Number )0015 

{,t.1 ~ Dale rlJ4JtD 
Affiliation ---------------------

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT FIRST COPY -CONSTRUCTOR SECOND COPY -CUSTOMER 

IL 
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'~: t ~:)' • {) 

'!i.·L.'/"Ji'ATE OF OREGON 
COLU 5142 9 

!~111 

: H,.-;OTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 
, .;1 · (.U required by OAR 6'X>-240-0Jj) 

V' 

I) OWNER/PROJECT: Hole Number u/• 
•me °5 C- £-i £'f'C) O~ 2.. ~'\(".:...~ - :::c "Xk::ie::~ 
ddress '::.31CO ~.;:_ \..\ ... ,:~}i -..x.~'-.. ~,,,~ 

N 

A 

c 
( 

it:z:: -:S( B ~::ic::r::;SZ- State D'<- ZitM ]O ::,<.., 
2) TYPE OF WORK 
t'lJNow 0 Deepening D Alteration (rcpairmt:ondition)O Abandonment 

3) CONSTRUCTION: 
ORotary Air 0 Hand Auger [JlHollow Stem Auger 

QRotary Mud 0CableTool D Push Probo QOther 

4) TYPE OF HOLE: 
f:{] Uncased Temporary D Cased Permanent 

0 Uncased Permanent D Slope Stability QOlher 

(5) USE OF HOLE: 
{1....,·F"~J'\"'<- r ' ' 

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 
Special Construction approval 0 Yes~ No Depth or Completed Hole Z. L...... ft. 

HOLE SEAL 

Diameter From To M11teri11.I From 

8" ·z.-z_ 0 . ~~c.V4,~,, l,.-z_ 
-

-

B 

F 

ackfillplacedfrom l._-z._ ft. lo~ ft. 

i!ter Pack placed from 

7) CASING/SCREEN: 
Diameter ,,~ 

c 'asing· 

s crecn: 

s lot size 

) (8 

D 
WELL TEST: 

Pump QBailer 

p ermeability 

onductivity 

ft. to ft. 

To Gauge Steel 

D 
_Jo 

\ 
I~ \ 

D 

[J Air 

Yield 

PH 

To ~rpounds 
c' 

~taterial"h~:::r C ~~pr_, 
Size of pack 

Pin tic Welded Threaded 

D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D 0 D 

0 Flowing Artesian 

GPM 

empcrnture of water 

c 
~ 

w 
B 

De 

' C • .-9epth artesian flow fuun<l r1. 
o~ ~~ 

as water analysis done? Ai'J y whom? 

pth of strata analy7.ed. !:-rom fl. to ft. 

Remarks: 

. 

RECEIVED 
NOV n .., On'M 

(9) LOCATION_.?FHOLE by legal descripW,i\' 
Coooty (c:Lv "\<=> 1A, ~"itudo • ~\lN~OUACES DE 
Townshir. 3 ( or S Range 2'- • &f'~ 
St:ction. I '3 WC.. 1/4 ~ 'i_ 1/4 

PT. 

Tax Lot0()i0 I Lot Block Subdivision 

Strec! Address of Well (or nearest address) 
-=-...:... ..... ·;:::_ 

Map with location Identified must be attached 

(JO) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 

~~ Date 

Art . n pre.~. e lb. per square inch: Date 

(11) SUBSURFACE LOG: 

Ground Elevation 

Material Description From To SWL 
<:=-.r.:-....::r:: .... (;:. n "'" -J .z.. ·:- !;\_ r1-.-.... ~,. .,..... c, -<'.-L 

I 

1° I 11L1Y-' 
I 

Date Started Date Completed (CJ 17/oG 

(12) ABANDONMENT LOG: 

-
Material Descrintion From Tn l C::ncks 0r Pounds 

""R~- c: \.. -..,\-'-:::. <'..?... C> I' 

. 
~· 

107' 17Ztx.) Dnte started Date Completed tel 17/L•u r 

Professional Certification 
(to be signed by a licensed water supply or monitoring well constructor, ur Oregon 
regi.~tered geologi.~t or civil engineer). 

l accept responsibility for the constructiun, alteration, ur abandonment work 
performed during the construclion dates repor1ed above. All work performed 
during this time is in compliance with Oregon's geotechnk:a/ hole cnnstruction 
standards. This report is true lo the bes! of my knowledge and belief. 

!' 
/0~01. License or Registration Number 

Sig"'~ ,,;;:~ Date IO /z.~ Lei:::. ,_ 

Affiliation 5_; ?°:'.l-;'~~rz...e ~f ·:n-.£ l•. 

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITIED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

ORIUINAL- WATER RESOCRCES DEPARTMENT FIRST COPY - CONSTRUCTOR SECOND COPY - CUSTOMER 
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----------~..,,TEA RESOURCES DEPT. 
+- SALEM, OREGON 



NOTICE TQ WATER WELL c~f._'1'1-tA.CTOR - ll.d' lb r :L- I ~I ¥: D - -
• ~ ~~~::0";;~:;"~ ~."' ·~ •• WATER WELL REPOWr ll.. \\3, Ik ~ 11 I;. - f2 , 'tf'I \Aj - / -:<. . ~-

~- filed with lh• : , ~'I STATE OF OREGON NQV P, 197gtate Well No. '"-"'~Y-... Qi ........ ______ ,,/ C(.<\ 
STA~NGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310 ~ (Please type or print) - -

-within30daysiromthedate · "'7_...'L>-" •.·'~Tr:n r.ESOURCE6ta1!J:Pel'mit No.--··-··---' 
. of well completion. .,...) V (Do not write above this llil~J -•~ ' · <J c.r_t · 

:.:.".' EM 0""'~11'-1 

,l(OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF wELL: 

Niime LEO./lfllRL? m lkUL?'i" a. 
Address or;) QaX 7.:? a .. r~ .,,.~ e,/'7. I 

' 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well ki' Deepening O R.econ,qlUoning O Abandon D 
If abandorunent, describe material and procedure ln Item 12, 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

Rotary D .Driven D Domestic Q' Industrial D. _M;.un~fil~l D 
Cable llJ Jetted D -~~~ 

Dug~--'=0!..__B~or:o•:_cd:_"D!_ _ _J__cI:orrl::!:g::at~lo".:n'.'..·-'=0!._T:_"'':'!tO.:W'r· _::ell'.:'..=-~.Q"-"_ O~th!!t;r;::=·!D.d 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o Weld~..:d-···; - . 

____ £_~---·" Dlam. from ··-····.P..·-··--·-- :tt. to ...... __ 9._,,J_ ft. Gage -~~'2.._ ....... . 
·····--·-···--· .. "Diam. from·-···-···-····-····- ft, to ····~·---- ............... ft. Q.age ;..,:... ____ --,--:,.:..:. _ _::: 

.................. " Diam. !rom ·-··········· ··-···- It. to ___ ,;,: ... -···-- :tt. qu!.' ... ,.,.,,.,......,.._,."._ ... -, 

I PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O 'Y;.;. l{ No. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations fn. by in .. _. 

····················-··-···- perforations from -·--···-··-·-·-·;:;;; __ :ft. to - .. -·-···------····-·-· ft.. 

-·····-·················--·-·· perforations from ·····-------~.ft. to .. :._ ............. ____ ,, ___ ft. 
............ - .................. pertoratlons from ....... _;.. ____________ ~ft. TO .................... .;. . .' .. __ -~fl 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes .. pi( No 

Manufacturer's Name 

oe ............... ·-·---·-······--·-··--z::. _____ :_ ____________ Model No. ----------··-·-···---
... dam ................. Slot size. ................. Set from -···········-····-- ft. to ........................ ft, 

Diam. ·-···---·--·- Slot elze -··-··· .. : Set :!ram ............. ;., __ :tt. to-----·------· ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amoUI:!t water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes ~No It yes, by whom? 

Bailer test /.7 gal./mln. with .. ~ (1 ft. drawdown after / hrn. 

eslan now R".v.m. 

County CeLLL:.IJ:J ~ Driller's well number 

W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corner .S: &~ <d H ...V.C::::....f' -----------------------_---_-__ -__ ~=-, 
"'""-"'
-"-

(11) WATER LEVEL: Compl~!!'d well. '9 
=D"'e~p~th'-"at'-"w~hl"-c"h'-'w"'a"te"r'--"w"'a"-'-''=!rs~t=f~oun'='d'-.,--~-----~£:'~Ll'--~'"t. -~~ 
Stat~c;i level .£7 ft.'te1~w land •urface. Date 9'- 1-?.<::' _· _;' 

Artesian presswe 'ib~. per sqllare Inch. Date . S?-
(12) WELL LOG: 

,,,, ,,, 
DJameter of well below casing ···-····"-·--····-··-

Depth drilled 9;!, ft. Depth of completed well ft. 

Formation·: DeS-cribe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials: 
and show thickness and na~ure ol each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry' !or each change of formation. Report each chO:nge in 
positfon of ~.!:1tlc'._"fVater Level and indicate principal water-bearing &trata.i 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

-- . ... / 
j // 

- ,;/I i-7- ... U/ i - ~ - N fY l 
<'f .7 y .-7 
7'7 y/ .rz'. 

,-~-- -· .. ,, ~ _, ,,/ , 'T ,t; ,0 S-7' 
' ,, ,,_ .,_ .:> • .r7 -

-

-

. 
··.~ ..... 

_,. r· 

·-~·:! .•.. " 

.Jperature of water._r/ C!Depth artesian now encountered -··------- ft. C'.W'-'o"-r"k-'''-''art=e:cd,_ __ ._i'_-_-_,/:_8'u._~lo:•c.Z.<.. 6',(.._,c,_,oe;m,,.p,,1"et"e"'d'---'-~Z'--"--'-"f"L,,_ -~I"•~z~C 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used .. S.Edil4/.LZ:£ ............ _ ........ _,,_ .................. _._ 
Well sealed !ram land surface to ...................................... J .. <2 ......... -.......... --......... ft. 

Diameter o.f well bore to bottom of seal ......... /.0 ................ in. 

Diameter o! well bore below seal .......... If{_ ________ in. 

Number ol sacks of cement used In well seal -------~~-- sacks 

Number of sacks o.t benton:lte used in well seal .. - ... - ..... £ .. ·--·---··~ sacks 

Brand _naIIle ol bentonite ..... Lc./.T.£/.ZA!.fiTf.L!d.17.:.it .............. _ .. , ... ___ , .. . 
Number o.t pounds o! benlonlte per 100 gallons 

of water ··-··· ····-········-··-.. ·-···········-·'!{-~--~---·····-···········-····--·---····-·-···· lbs./100 gals. 
Was a drive shoe used? ~Yes D No Plugs ........ _ .. Slze: location ........ _ .. ft. 

_Did any strata contaln unusable water? 0 Yes OJ No 

'l'vp~_.?! .'!~_t,,e"-r'-'----------"d'-"e=pth'-"o-"f--''"''o.o•,,l,,_a ________ _ 

_lliod o! sealing strata off_ 

w:e_~l-~ravel packed? D Yes ]1tNo SJ.ze o! gravel; ---·----·-··--·-· .. ·-·--

"llaced from ·--···-·-·---····--·· tt. to ····--·-·-·-·-··--···-· ft. 

Date well drilling machine moved ott of well 

Drilling Machine Operator~s Certt!ica-tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowled~belief. 

(Signed]~~--- A.2::--f_,¥ ./.'.°~te ...... :l:::I~ .. , ,19_Z.6 
. coru1tng M~;;·o~-:-

Drilling: Machine Operator's License No .... £.f:.2. ______________ ........ . 

Water Well Contractor's Cer'tlllcation: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Nrune B1Ml .. ffi21C-.n.<. .. L'"-'D.2L.-C.l:v..ct!L. . .J21.?Jtt.t.r.tY..1&. 
(Person, ttnn·or co~~tl-~n) . . (Type or print) 7f/t,// 

Address C'. .. Q,,.P.e){ ... ~9.£. . .CB~.4'E...LZ~.fi,, ..... 

[Signed]~--~;~····················-······· 
Contractor's License No,J:2.r... Date· ···---·--···-···-''J:::::/.6 .... , 19.:Z~ 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 

- - --- ------



NOTICETOWATERWELL .. CO ACToR rf'_) =Nl::..-~t: 
~~ ~~:!'::;.::;~:!':~ c - - • w ATER WELL REP(Jlt.f c E I v E D -1 -

filed with the ' .. 0.,. "- I 3 l'l ,LI STATE OF OREGON N State Well No_._l.(_Y. -'· , "'\."-
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, 0 GON 97 \)' (Please type or print) ov:; 1976 

within 30 days £rom the bate _ .. •r•A-_t"n State Permit No, ·-······-·------·----
0£ well completion. ~ (Do n'ot write above UllsJmi:J ,, nESOURCtS DEPT. 

~ •'!'!~~' 
" ... C'.:ECCJl<J 

(1) OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
Name W/...Lsrad $_, ,acqEarS County CQ<cLh'JQ/Jljl Driller's well number 

• 
Address ,a-:z:::. '- 6'Ql( Z.2. ,,;:_c_a,;eL.:t_~~~ AIE' 1,~ .A/ E ~!s. Section l~ T.3',A/ R. :2~ W.M . 

g:: 
Bearing Bf!<!~ dJstance lrom section or subdivision corner 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): ' 

. . -.-~ 

New Well,W" Deepening 0 Recond!tlon:lng 0 Abandon 0 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 
(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at which water was .first found ~.- '" Rotary 0 Driven 0 Domestic _l;f"Industrfal D l\{Un.icJpal 0 Static level .s=z ft. below Jand sur:face. Date ?_-.2/-Cable ~ .Tetted 0 
Dug 0 Bored 0 Irrigation 0 Tiist 'we~l D OJh.,!!r - 0 lbs. per square inch. Artesian pressure Date • CASING INSTALLED: Threaded 0 Welded...'f' (12) 

,..,,, 
WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ...•.. _t::'_ ________ , 

_____ 6.:,_,. ~ D:lam. from ........ O. ...... , __ IL to ... -2L.--.... "· Gage ,,,2.5.::Z:L_ 
Depth drilled 9/f!~ ft . Depth of completed well 7t:_"/:2.. ft. 

........ ----··-··" Dfazn. from ............... ·-·-·"·:ft. to ·----,--- !t. Gag~ ······:-·-·-·-· Format!On: ne.scri'be color, texture~ grain s:lze and structure ot materials; 
··----·----·--"-Diam. from ·--.. ·····-···-·- ft. to ---------· ft. Gage -·----·---- and show thkkne!'!:i and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, • with at lea.st one entry for each change of formation. RepoTt each change in 

PERFORATIONS: Perlorated7 0 Yes J;.t'No, position oJ Statfc Water Level and. indtcate prlnctpat wateT-bearlng stTata 

Type of per!orator used MATERIAL Fl"Oi:n To SWL - - .. -
Size ot per.forat!ons in. by in, -r.·- i .J - l 

.......... - .................. per!oratlons from .................... ---- .ft. - ,, - - / ,~-to ·---------------· ft. -
····-·---·-------- perforations .from ................. , .. _____ ft. to ---------- tt. ,,-,, _, / ··"'. _.;. 

- ,_, 
""" 

.,,,, 
. , - . - __._ _// -- ,.,/ ~- 7'1" .<"' ................ - ... -----·· perforations from ................. ·-·-- fl to ----·-·--·--.. --. ft. ,_ .... ,o- £. - ~- . . ·-

""' 
'7 <:'~ .-l:"7: 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes ~No --·- ·~-
·,,.Jf'S.L ~ .. ,,· -,,, -· , ,/ 

"" , . ~q <.7t 
Manufacturer's N=• --·- ........ _ ... _____ ~ - - ../_ L!" -~ '} '!( c,;~ .S-7 
Type ........................ ~--------------·-·-· Model No. 

.......... ___________ ,_ - -- ,, -
Dlam ......... - ... .. Slot size ................ Set from -----·-·-··----- tt. to --.-,-------- 1t. 

Diam ................. Slot siz.e ................ Set Yorn ··--··--·--·---· ft, to .................. _ .. ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is 11mount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? ov~ .k}!o It. yes, by whom '1 
.. . -.d, gal./min. with ft. drawdown after !=. .. ,, 

" 
,, 

-

" 
,, 

" . 
·-· 

BaUer test .I • r gaI./mfn. wflh ;lo ft. draw down after / hrs. 

teslan flow g.p.m. 

,:ierature of water..-_ t1111Depth artesian !low encountered ----·-··---·--·- !l Work started "it-t__cz._ 19 :O::.. Completed '7-,y_- 10?. 
' .. 

<J-.z/-(9) CONSTRUCTION: Date well drilling machine moved oH. of well 19 

Well seal-Material ~·d -~A<;t:'Q!V/T£ .. __ ,,,, ... _ ........ __ ,, ______ Drilling Machine Operator's Certification: 

Well sealed irom land surface to . ...................... -------A~ ........ ,. .......... - ft. 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and inionnation reported above s.re true to my 
Dlameter ol well bore t.o bottom of, seal ...... -.,,/.:b .............. in. bestknow~.. . . · 
Diameter of well bore below seal ........... I.I;,.____ in. [Signed]~__ . ~~ate .... 'l.":!!.ff.., ·190. 
Number of sacks of cement used Jn well seal ·-------·-·------ sa(lks 

(Drilling Mach rator) 

Number ol sacks of bentonfte rued in well seal ..... -----.. -~--------- sacks 
Drilling Machine Operator's License No .... £..~/.. ........................ 

Brand· name of benton.Jte .. ..IN.7..4F'~,4LV,..P..L ............... _____ 
Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

Number of poundl of. bentonJte per 100 gallons 

ol water ............. _ ....... ___ , _______ ...!cc ...... _._,,,._ ....... ___ .. _ ... ,. __ lbs./100 gals. 
'l'his well was drilled under my jurisdiclion and this report i.! 

true to the best o! my knowledge and belie!. 
Was a dr!ve shoe used1 J'(Yes ONo Plugs ............ Size: locat19n .· ---.. ·-·:ft. Name /.5._W..J.Ppt:f'_,,,:;,:L...,a.,..d.?.,e>-Y:-Ji~.R/2/LL/L\'d'.. 
Did any strata conta111. unusable water? O Yes M:No (Pe111on, llitn or corparaUon) (Type or pdnt) 

'l'ype of water? depth of strata Address __ £.t2 .. fi.~x_ __ ~T.S.:. .. .C8..!l_r.'4#.:'-'. . .lilbc'...+0.k'Y.i! 
.!ethod of senlinif strata ou 

[Signed] -~~---~~---·-·-----~"-"-'-' Was wen gravel packed? ov~ lt:No Slz• of gravel: ........ ... _____ , 
Gravel placed !rom --- .. ·--·------ :tt. to -------··-- .lt. Contractor's License No~..:£'::: Date ................ $.--:~/ .. ., !9/.L 

' 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



;'l~-t0E 

NOTICE TO WATER ~.;,L co~bACTOR e&fY t ~ c· E m v ~ ~ :< 4.1 --13 A 
"':.i ¥t;lf:Fi~~fl:.rA~~ 10. ~\ ,....a WATER WELL R! A~~ :;·r.~ ~~ G1916ltatEW'" No. Q.J' .lt! ~~./$.' __ 

1TATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREG'ON 97310 \,l) LJ STATE OF OREl.iVN - .i •- ....... ~-.. f'J..C.C:.f'(.. 
withln JO days !rom the date·'\ (Please type or print): r _ 3 a,3·0- ·:::::SQl'Permlt No. ··--······-···; .... ---·-·--..... .:. of well completion. -U"' I 

(2) LOCATION OF WELL: 

Driller's well number County cc-£ 
~{i, Section / 'g T • .1 fY' R. '/ W W.M. 

:Searing and distance from section or subdivision corner 

(3) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
llM!., Well)! Deepening 0 Rec:ondiUoning O Abandon O 

:l!llf'andonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12., 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): (5) TYPE OF WELL: 
Domestic. O Industrial O Municipal 

Irrigation ll( Test Well o· .Other 
D 
D 

Rotary 
Cable 

Dug 

D 

A 
D 

Driven D 
Jetted D 
Bored O 

(6) CASING INSTALLED: T!maded o w.1cted~ """' 

.......... fA ..... " Diam. from ......... _.C:L... ft to .. - ... JS.2'. .. ft. Gage __ ..J.7, .... -.. 
·-.. ·-········-··" Diani. :from ····-·······.:··-····· ft. to ··-················-- ft, Gagl! ·-·--············

·-···-· .. -·." Diam. from ·············-···-···· ft. to ---·-··-···-·· ft. Gage ·-·--

(7) PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes ~No 

Type of per!orator used 

Size of periorations in. by in. 

·-···········-················ perforations !tom ··········-······-----·· ft. to ·-······-------·-··-···· ft. 

-·--······-················ perforations !ram ······-···············-·-·-·· it. -to ······-·-····················· lt. 

~····::::~:::::::::::::: :::;::::~:: ::: ::::::::~~:::~:::::=:=~ ~~: :: :~:::::~::::~:::~=:=::~ ;:: 
................................ per.torations 1.rom ·····-···········-····-··-·· ti. to ··············-······-···-··· ft. 

(8) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Yes ~No 

Manufacturer's Name -···-···········-····-··-··-·················----········-··-·······-·------·-···--·-···-

···:::~::::::~:::··;~~~·~~:··::~~:::::~::::··~:;·~~:-·~: .. ~.:.~:~.-=0~t~·~:··:~:::~:::~~~~~-· f; 
Diam ................. Slot size ··-···-······· Set :from ········---·········· ft. to ···-········--··-- ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Materlal used 1n seal --.rfj'_e,.;,~."j,~----··fj~·-·:-=·u······l-· 
Depth of seal ...... /.~- ... - ................. ft. WM a pacW used? ~ill ......... .. 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ........ /.} .... - .......... ln. 

Were any loose strata cemented off? O Yes ~No Depth ---······-·····-····--·· 

Was a·driVe shoe used?;( Yes ONo 

Was well gravel packed? D Yes ls(. No Slze of gr11vt'll: ....... - .... ---.. ·····-······ 

Gravel placed from ................................ .tt. to ................................ tt. 

Dld any strata conlaln unusable water? O Yes No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

<!thod of sealing strata o!.t 

(11) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level Is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes gk°No If yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./mtn. wtth tt. drawdown a!ter h .... 

BaUer test gal./tnin. wlt 'S ft. drawdown after hrn, 

Artesian. flow g.p.m, Date 

Temperature o! water Wal! a chemical analysis made? O Yes No 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter ot well below casing ···········-··-·······tt .. •• 
Depth drJlled /o L) . :lt. Depth of completed wen (. 0 it. 

Formation: Describe by color, character, size of mateTial a.nd structure, a.nd 
show thickness of a(lutfers and the kind and nature of the materlat in each 
&tratum penetrated, with at teast Orte entry /OT eac/1. change oJ Jonnati.on. 

MA~TERIAL FROM To 

J_j{"/_,,. h .Y ,._ .Y 0 :< 
. ..r;r; a.-',, (" fl"'-'-" ::; 7 

II .'»n• J ~- ,~ '7 !'l I II " :;kt.&,_ ./ - fl ·'- - ,_JI.: ' 
«--(.U _I.} I :i "' : - . 

<'<I ~/J.J ,, /. fl (T .... . ........ ' ({. 'l <00' 

Date well drUllng machine moved ofi of wel 
!9h7 
19 7 

(13) PUMP: 

~;;:,'·;;t;;..:~~ :::~=:!'-..~: ::::::·~:-~:·::J.>:::::::::::::: 
Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

Thi.'!l' well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best o.l my knowledge a.nd belief. 

NAME .$,J(,ll:~fio;:p..A~i"J.51 .. ~'r~'P;i~t;·fl· ........ 
Address . ./3.C! .. X. .. )J. .. /P. .. :7 ...... <J,Zl. •... ).ji ... f.1JC,)...tY..1fl:.'.. 

Drilling Machine Operator'/ License· No . .... J .. l/.~f/;························· 
It. below land '"''"'" Dat.0/ ',j [Signed] -~~-~2CJ--'1--~t-;;'w~~(1 __ .......................... . 

lb•. P" ,qum lnoh Date Contractor's _License Noi2 ............. Date if-7i/£.:Z .... ., 19... .... . 

,iO) WATER LEVELS: 

Static level 

Artesian pressure 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY} 



' 

... 
STATE OF OREGON 

WATER SUPPLY WELL REPORT 
(u nqWed by ORS S37,765) 

nc."'1~¥.., -- .. ~ 
JUL 3 0 1997 LI ~oo '5 

WATER RESOURCES 01:.PT. (START CARD)# () °17 8 ( { 
~LEM OREGON • Instructlon:t for comnlttln• this renort an on the fad "'••e o( this f 

(I) OWNER: J Well Number (9) LOCATION OFhWELL by legal description: 

Nome '51-,.~.,!I /f. -~J.I !:: T!'IC'\~ .. :!.l County at.., ~ LWlude Loogi!Ude 

Addrcu ~ I~~£. 1 (.. .U.. sfl Townshi~ @),, S !Unge c;J E 0(9 WM 

Zirfi701"{, S<aion ( 3 N E 114 N:E:.. 114 City '$, "' S Stale cik 
(2) TYPE OF WORK Tu Lot OOfo'{ Lot Bloclc Subdivision 

!;a New Well 0 Deepening 0 A11eratioo ("'!"'irhccoodition) 0 Ab>ndonmont St=tAddrcu dWcll (ornCU'CSl oddrcn) 518~ 'S, (:.., (., ""4- 'S{, 
(3) DRILLMETHOD: <t.r~='S Id~. rli?_ 

QRouryMud QC.bl• 0Augor (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: ~o<>ryAfr 

00thcr ll It. below llnd surface. Dote "7-19-q1 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artesian preuun: lb. per square inch. Dote 

;8:D1...,Co,ic 0Community 0Indwtri.d )lalrrigotioo (II) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

0Tucnnol 0Injection OLive11oc1< 00thcr 
(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth 1t which waler wu lint found I I 
Special Connructim approv1l 0 Yes 8 No Depth o{ Completed Well '-A_ ft. . 
E>ploovcs uoed QYCI 5'J'No 1'ypc Amoont From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

HOLE SEAL I I ~~ .... So 1l 
........... '""" To Material From To S.du or poundl 

tC ,~ I'~ lw-4-.~I n I'~ I IS 

(U) WELL LOG: 
How was seal P.!aced: Method DA OB oc OD OE Ground Elevation 

M Other 161~ i 

B•ckfill placed from __Q_ ft. to~ ft, M•terialb~~olo.• :i:t: Malcrial From To SWL 

Grovel placed from ft. to ft, Size o( grlvel ~ . 
,.._ l/iL.. 

(6) CASING/LINER: • '··- -- 'I- r--"- _ 'l_ 1- ~ I"" I I 

Dto...ur ·~ To G•ute Sled Plastk Wddol Thn•ded. 
.,_, 

'7 I " 
. /"ff; t,,-

/'. ~' ,. ~ .de, ~ 0 kl D I . . ~-· ·-' -""'--• I Ir_ <::t< . 
Casing· - D 0 D 0 '- . 

~-- • >.t .... ---·~ "C". IL . ....... -"' 
D 0 D 0 . . j I • - ... . I -u -, 
D 0 D 0 ~ ' ,,. .- .. ,...~ -- .• .!.. .• ~ C'" ___ _._1 .,, u 

D 0 D 0 ' 
Liner. 

D 0 D D 
Final loCi.tion of shoc(J) ,.s:: 

(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 

0 Perforations Mc!hod 

0Scn:ens 1'ypc Material 
Slot Tc!Jplpe -, To 

I 

.~. 

,~-,--. 
I 

.tu Culna Liner 

D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 

I 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum lestlng time Is 1 hour Date started J -1e-q -r Complcled "7-1<1-~i' 

Flowing 
(unbonded) Wattr Well Constructor CtrtU'k.aUon: 

QPump 0Bailer ~Air 0Artesian I certiffi that the work I perfonned on the con1Lructioo, alteration, or abandorwnent 

Yl~Vmln Drawdown Drill lltm at '11m• 
of thi.1 we ii in compliance with OregCll water supply well construction 1Lmdard1. 

I I 
;..JS 

I 

Material..! U3ed and infonnation reported above an: true to the best of my knowledge 
I hr. and bcli~. 

WWCNumbe• 
Signed D•1e 

Temperature of waler~-- Depth Arte5ian Aow Found (bonded) Wattt Wtll Constructor CertJnc.atlon: 

Was a waler 1J1J1iysis done? 0 Yes By whom I accept resd:'sibiliJ;_ for the coostruction, alteration, or abmdooment work 

Did my Jtnta contain water not suitable for intended use? 0 Tooliulc performed on · well uring lhe coostruction dates ~above. All work 
performed during thi.t time is in ccrnpliancc with ~gon waler mpp1y well 

OS•l•y 0Muddy 00do• 0Colo~d 00\her corutruction 1tandatds. 11iis report it true lO the bcist of my knowledge .,d bdicf. 

Depth of slrat.a: 

---~ 
,/ WWC Number ((.,, :Z "l 

s1:" " -- • Dote :J-.JO- C\ r 
ORIGINAL & FIRSf COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY.CONSTRUCJ'OR THIW'COPY.CUSTOMER 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CQ'NTRACTOR . 
'The. original and first copy:c·\hfs report 

are to )le filed wlth e. f 

\ . . --Q!f) 
WATER WELL REPOtfJ""" ~ f' a", E; f' · ,: ,/ 1 d 

S;ATE OF OREGON~~ t gt.._:::,! v ~,~a.u·'>l3A/.j.2.W_= .,'A . WATER RESOURCES D. ARTMENT,-..,,u 
SALEM. OREGON._97310_ ·- . (Please type or print) r.:.:;,' 0 ;J/~te Permit No. -·······-··-··-~_f.° - _!JC within JG days from the date .r)~ 

of well completion. ~ lo'- {Do not write above this llne) 

(1) OWNER: 
Name r-_ ~ -l> 

Address ~v ...... · f~. I 
"/l,....,,... ...,,... '7 //J"'-"-

(2) TYPE OF WORK ·tcheck)f' 
New Well ~ Deepening 0 RecondlHoning D Abandon D 
I! abandonment, describe material and procedure Jn Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
Rotary g/ Driven D 
Cable D J"ette~ 0. 
Dug- D Bored 0 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

Domestic ~dustriai' 'D MunJcipal D 

Irrlgatfon 0 Test Well D Other 0 

.j::ASING INSTALOED: Thmded D 

........ b·-···" Diam. from ..... _ ...... ., .. _._ 1t. to .... .6.3 .... _ ft. 
WeJded~ 
Gage ... , .. .,2.$.Q_, 

.... - ... - ....... ~ Diam. from ···---··-···-··"- ft. to ·--···----.. -- !t. Gage ·---........ -···~-· 

.................. " Diam. from ............. .:. .. --·- ft. to ......... ::;._, __ It. Gage ................ - ... -

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes ri;vN'o. 

~T~y~p~e_o~f~p~e~rf~o~r~a~to~r~U~••~d'----~---~--~--~~~-------

Size of perforations In. by in. 

............................ -~ perforations from ................... ---.. -. !t. to ........... __ ............. ft. 

........... -- ........ ,_, ___ perforations from ........ _. ________ .. ___ ft. to .............. - ...... _, .... _ :ft. 

........................ ___ perforations from ....................... ~ ....... !t. to.-.:.... ................. - ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes ~ 
Manufacturer's Name ·····-·-··--····----·----------·-····-·--·-· 

1e ............... ----......... ________ :.---~....._ ..... -=--. Model No. ---·------~------.. ·----· 

.am ..... _ .......... Slot size ................ Set !rom ......... ·--·--··-it. to ...... - ........ ___ :fl. 

Diam ................. Slot slze ......... _,_ .. Set :from ........................ ft. to ........... ; ......... - ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level Ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes 81fo If yes, by whom? 

Yield: gaJ./mln. with !t. drawdown ~!te[. 

~ " " " 
~~---------.. -~--_-~~~-·~,·~,-,~--~~-~-~~--.. -

'ft}gru.;mm. with / 0 ft. drawdown after / hrn. 

Artesian !low g.p.m, 

~ature o! water Depth artesian flow encountered ..... ____ :ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION:. 
Well seal-Matedal used ......... _ ... ......... ,(f,_§_{?J .SZ..a ... -J::. ................ _ ...... : ........... . 
::l~::::e:f f:oe: ~::: ::r~:::o: o! -~-~a; --~· ... ·.·--~- ~i ~ .... ;n·.---- - ... ........... ft. 

Dlameter o! well bore below sea

1

l .............. --6. ... ___ ln ... --5............... -
Number of slicks o! cement used In well seal ......... . .......... __ sacks 

How ~~,~-.~~=~~-~.~~-~-~-t-.. ~:-~:~.~-~-- ::~~~-::=~:~~-t~~r.:~d~~:=:::::::~::=~· 
""'- •-• ., •• ''" • .• ,,,.. ·"···-•'--·•-'-'-'-C ................... , .. 0.~n-•;>.<,_,..........,.,__ ,ro,._,, ,,,.,_,. ..... ~...'...-• -· _._,;. 

"" · -e o! water? QeptlJ. of strata. 

iod of sealing strata oU 

Was well gra;vel p.acked? O Y~_s w--efo Sb;e O! gravel: ....... ___ ........................ 

Gravel placed from ................................ rt. to ............ ___ ............ ft. 

--
(10) LOCATJtrn .. OF.WELL: 
C~unty Co /Vtn ), ;a/ Driller's well number 

W.M. 

Bearing and distance from sectlon or su~d):y:=ls=io~n~o~o~rn=•=r _______ _ 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at wh1ch water was first found r ~CJ ft. 

Static leVel !t. below land surface. Date 

lbs. per square inch. Date 

L/-13-75'. 
Artesian pressure 

(12) WELL LOG: 

65' 
Diameter of well below c9.Sing ..... - .. 6 ........... .. 

Depth drilled It. Depth of completed wen 6, £'" ft. 

Fo.r:ma.tJon: Describe color, textur·e-, grain !Jize and structure of maledals; 
and show thickness and nature o! each stratum and aquHer penetrated) 
with at least one entry for each change o! formation. Report each change I~ 
position or Static Water Level and indicate principal water-bearlnr JStrataJ 

MATERIAL . ' From To SWL 

- 'I /J .::; , ,,,., frg 

' ( A /_/ G_ ......... :,.,. I .5L8 "O 
I 50 r;5 t:. l. A ,,.,., I 

. 

Work started L/-L2 1928 complet•d 

Date ·well drilling ·machine moved o".u of well 

L/-/3 1•7.f' ~" 
'l-13 19 7S-

Drilling Machine Operator's CertifJca.tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowl~d b)f.ief. ~ 

(Sign~d] ~J~'.k!!./r:iate .... .1.-::i!:.<?. .. , .197f. 
' (DrlU!U Machine oeeratot') ~ S'i ' 

Drilling Machine Operator~s. _License No ................. - ................................. . 

Water \V~ll Contractor's Cerd.ttCation: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

::.10_~!«.~e~f.:.~~-~£;f;j~~·~~~~Q~Ji·;·····-·--
Ad~ess &~--~···~!J,-··---····-······----·-·.!. ............. P.CO.. .... h, 
[Signed] ~t;~~~·····-·····----
Con~racto~'s Li~ense No. id.l/..2 ... Date .............. ':/..: .. i?!?...._., 19 ... Z.f' 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP•45!*tto 

d --~--- ............... - ....__ -·---~ "'·~--· 



N9TICE TO WATER WELL Cr.NTRACTOR 
The origin.al and first rtY 

of this report are to1 e CN aJ 
rfl&:CEIVED --®-

WATER WELL RE~ ~., j 1... ~ 
:tiled with the \ VIE'\J 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM. O~EGON 9'7310 iO 7 STATE OF OREGON NOV 2 /976 State Woll No.·--2.~tJ_\J!._1...J.C{-
(Plea!!le type or p~ll~ 

within 30 days from the \_ ~ o) ,, .. TER flESOURCES ~~rmit No. ··-··-··-----··-----of well compleUon, (D not write above this llnet.!'.LEM. 
O~EGON ,. 

(1) OWNER: 
~.. . ..... .....__._.,.....,.... (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 

Name C:,S/21. u--: li',;W,?,t;' /?Jed/ _County CM '•"<' cf/ 9 Driller's well number . 
Address .az;. / .a~ 7tt_ S"C~~~7 aa.. ~= ~E y,. ~,,E)lt section L.3' T. ;JN R. ,(.M_,. W.M. 

Bearing: and distance fro~ . section or subdivision corner 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): . -· 

... 

.:::~.:· 

New Well)lt Deepening D Reconditlo~g 0 .... .Abandon D 
If abandoninent, describe materil!l and procedure in Jtem 12. 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at which water was first found LC ft. 
Rotary D Dri_ven D Domestic a: Industrial D Municipal D Static level f"f( ft. below land surface. Date Q .. ~ ~- ..... 
Cable Lll: Jetted D 
Dug D Bored D Irrigation D Test Well .. D Otbel- D Artesian pressure -_lbs. per square inch. Date • CASING INSTALLED: Threaded D Welded~ (12) WELL LOG: ... ~ .. ~-... Diameter ot well below casing 
..... £.._ ... ~.Diam. !tom ·-·-··D--- ft. to .... 7.;f., ........ ft. Gaga:-A.s.:""o ........ Depth drilled Zl,f1. ft. Depth of completed well f:.~ ~, ft. __ ,,,, ..... .... ".Dlam... !tom ,_,, ............ - ..... ft . to ~--.. --.«- ... 9~~~. ·:-::-::--·-··-;- • • 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
........... "Diam. from···-·· '" to ..... ft. G,a.ge ................ and show thicknes! and nature of each stratum and aquller penetratedJ • with at least one entry for each change of fQrmation. Report each change trl 

PERFORATIONS: Perforated 1 0 Yes-~ No. 
postt!on oJ Stat.le Water Le-vet and -tndkate principal water-bearing strata 

Type ot per:forator used MATERIAL From To SWL - " 
.. , 

Size of per.:l'orations Jn. by in . r~~ $(" ,,,, t> / 

....... ·-·-·-.. ·--- perforations .from _ ............... ____ ft. to ........ 
.. . 

.. ___ . -- ft. -- "' .... / - -,._,,, ; I .z /,< ' 
...... -........ ............... per.:l'oratlons !rom -···-·----- !t. to _ ............ --.. -- ft. 

_, ~.'/ ,,.,. ,o?£~\./ ..z 1/, "' ...... -·-·-··-----· perforations from .......... ----·- ft. to --------·-·....:. ft. 
1"" _-./ .. ,/;// ~ - / ~ rr.:: 
-- ,, .... ~'If- -~ ,,,,/c,..A</ .57 LL 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Ye=ii J<tNo ~- '.) 
~ , - ..._ 

:i.J'p• ' .-r,,,' = S"'' 
Manufacturer's Nam• ·-·------···--------....... _____________ ,..,, n\/ <f':'nn\/ ,,_ , - '&"" """- ::> 7 < 
'ype ·······-.. ····-----·-·-·----·-.. -···-·-······-·--Model No. ........ _ ......... , ___ , __ _.,,_ .. , - ' _, 

./ ~~ ..,,.., .> 
" Dlam ................. Slot size ... - ... - ... - Set from ...... ____ .U~ to ....... _., ............. __ ft. .c ,:,,.;,1j -::' ---- .I 

, 
'7.o "'.c- -<I 

Dlnm ................. Slot slz:e ................ Set from ............ _ .. ____ tt. to ............ _ .... _ ft. 
" - - ~., -· ,-<'"< 93>!: 51'1:' 

,,,,. _-c - ' 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level is 
lowered below stallc level 

Was a pump test made? DY~ ~No I! yes, by whom 1 
- ...... ,., gal./mtn. with ft. drawdown a:fter hrn. 

-· -
" " " 

" " " " 
/U ../ 

... 
Baller test gal./min. with 70:ft. drawdown after hr" , 

eslan Dow g.p.m. 

·,, erature of wate;q-i:Depth artesian flow encountered ·--···------.. It. Work started 1-?;- 19 ,,Y Completed 'Z-..? 1:- 196 , 
(9) CONSTRUCTION: ·--~ 

Date well drilling machine moved off ot well 'l.- ~J' -19,?. 

w.u seal-Material used .. _ .. __ fic<'.lt2i1zd../.,r..o;: .............. _________ Drilling Machine Operator's CertUlca-tton: 

Well sealed from land rurface to. ___ .-Z.6 .............. , ........ --. !t. 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal .. -...... 1. .. £ ___ ,, ____ In. best knowledge and belief. . 

Diameter o! well bore below ,.a1 ........ , .... ;:;., __ In. [Signed] ... ~ .. -~ate ,,,_,,!:,;,,!Y,, .19.2. 
Number of sacks of cement used 1n well seal ---··-··-·£ sack!; 

(Drllllng Machin a.tor) 

Number of sacks of bentonlte used 1n well seal -·· .. ·-···· .. --·-·---......... sacks 
Drilling Machine Operator's License No .... ,$:.JI_/. .......... -··-·--····-

Brana- name of bentonite .... /.,,V.T.~6!0et:N.#.'4 ......................... 
Water \Veil Contra.ct-Or's Certl!lcation: 

Number ot poundi; of bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water --·············· .. ·-------·------..L.o_e. ..... ____ ... _ ... _~ J~s.1100 gals. 
This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

true to the best of my knowledge and belie!. 
Was a dr1ve shoe used 7 ftJ.,YM ONo PlugB .. ---·-- ~lze: l~catlon ......... _ lt. 

Name A:cAl.. .. ;if(R.~ef.~G. ... d~&~.r.&-..?.di(...~<.4./-
Did any strata contaln unusable water? 0 Yes Aa'. No (Penon, :flnn or corfll'lratlon) (Type or print) 

'I'ype ol water? depth o1 strata Address /?..: .. <2.<.d':r'X. ... 6.5:'£:'.'. .. C..&.£'.4£".&5!..f',1.#.j.';•· 
- ~- . " """' Aethod of sealing strata oU [Signed]~~---~~---"°··--·· .. ·--·-·····-········· 

Wall' well gravel packed? 0 Yes~ No "'" ot gravel: .............. -.......... , ... _ 
Gravel placed !rom -.-.......... - .. _ .......... ft. to -·------- !t. Contractor's License No. ~~':Date ................ 5''..::.~~. ·19?,; 

(USE ADDITlONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



• 
• 

• 
• 

- . . I ~
. . 

•' .. . '·' ~-L.:..0==~ u :.:...:.W 

J I p I l' o ·,~,Q? 
. _,{ A.I Vvl-

(1) ff- . : g_ /"'10!1\Nu'l'l·'~---~-'IA_T_~p_:µ;. f; · .. •&J.'_1r'.B ... EX~~A: · "",6F Wli'_ L by legal description: 
·--~,;.,.,~..l'IA1.., ..,_,,I ';;,n;;/,,,:.; J/J4, • "-'••'-· .'/:'." 

Name ,.-...../ !...& & ./ County · Oe ~,.ngitude _____ _ 
Address :..<. -~ 9 ~ -< I' "'-4"1 k'l ,i., • J.I. ,,.. ,... / .v'll.JJ ~ '·, 0 J Township ':::( V . _N SlC S. Ra~~;... d2 L.t:/' E _or W. WM. 

Citv A - ~ .IA ,_ ' , I ,/ si.(d ,(} p Zio a 7 /] c;; Sootion _,13 d/d -~ y E . ~ -- -· 
(2) TYPE OF WU.KK: Tux Lot l.fb.3 Lo• Bloc" Subdivisio"·~---
~ New Well .. D Deepen ·- 0 Recondition 0 Abaii-d~n Street Address of Well (or nearest address)~ i') 
(3) DRILL METHOD: A"1c\..es.s 0<7 <.\oJ"--'> +c NC.-N£'- ;;E <'::: 
~Rotary Air 0 Rotary Mud 0 ·ca-bk·-· - (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
0 Other - / 2 ft. below land surface. --

(4) PROPOSED USE: 
"i;?5..oomestic D Comm~nity O_.-Indu~ltial- -- tl lrrig~ti~~-r-
0 Thennal 0- Jnje~tion . 0 . Othe; - - ·". - • 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCJlON: 
Special Coostruction appJtNal 0 Yes !B'No - _ D;pth of Co~pieted. vieJl__!.i..2_[-: 
Ex.plosives used 0 Yes lkh:ro Type .- AmOuni . -. 

HOLE 
Diameter From 

10 C) 

-SEAL 

I
T,!!, ,., M•\•dal From 
-1 ;-f"'AJMNI W 0 

' 

Amotint 
snc1j o/pounds 

How was seal placooo Method D .A 0 B . 0 C :0 D D E _ -· 
r:tJ.-Ou,or pa u ~ "?d., · 
Backfill placed from_ ft. ·to __ ft. Material --------

Gravel placed from___ ft. to ft._ Size of gravel 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
DlarpC'!tt 

Casing· f.e, 

From 
.,I. 'I 

Liner: __.--

Final location of shoe(s) 

To Gauge Steel Plastic 

111 "I <r m---o 
0 · . .0 
D ··o -

- .D ·o 
.D D 
D -o 

(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: .. _ ~ 

Welded Threaded 

~:--o 
o o· 
D D 
D D 
D D 
0 D 

Artesian pressure lb. per square inch, Date 

(11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

Depth at which water was first fuiind __ _,;J-_~~!-/-1----------

From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 
') LJ /7 . 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Ground elevation---------~ 

Material From To SWL 

~ 13 
I< If? 
I-» .:J.J,/ 

17 

0 Perforations . Method ·--,-;-~~~-----------I 0 Screens ·-· Type /" . Nfatcrial 1--------------------+--+---+---i 
7 

Slot n1e1pipe 
From Tu size Number Diameter size Casing Linei-

I I I I I 

D D 
D D .. .. 
D. - -o 

.. D. D 
D ·o 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time is 1 hour 

D Pump D Bailer 
--~ D 

Flowing .. ·--· 
Artesian 

Yield gal/min D.rawdown Drill stem at Time 

~ 

I 

I 
-30 

I 

1 hr. 

Temperature of Water S..t..' Depth Artesian .Flow Found 

Was a water analysis done? 0.Yes By whom 

Did any strata contain water not suitable for_ intended -use? 0 T~_ little .. 

D Salty D Muddy D Odo; Oc~I~roo D oilior ______ _ 
Depth of strata: 

. 

Dale slarted £- d ?- 9 ;:L Compkled 6-._ 17' d'- 1 '2. 
(unbondcd} \Valer '\-Vcll Constructor CerHficalion: 

I certify that the work I perfonned on the construction, alteration, or abandon~ 
ment of this well-is in ccimpliance ·with Oregon well constructioil standards. Materials 

used and information reported above are true to my best knowledge and belief. 

Signed 

(bonded) \Valer \Yell Constructor Cerlificatlon: 

WWC Number---
D_a_te 

I accept respot1sibility for Ute construction; alteration, or abandonmenc work pei
fonned on this well during the constfUCtion dates reported above. All work perform~ 
during this lime is in compliance with Oregon Welt coristruction standards. This report 
is true lo the best of m~~d boliof. WWC Nomber ?/ :1-
Signod fJ /."-?</ ;::;._ Dato C:. - 'I - '7 ::2. 

-
ORIGINAL.& FfRST COPY - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY - CONSTRUCTOR . THIRD cop·y - CUSTOMER 9809C lO/lJt 



• 
• 

• 
• 

______ .. __ 
,'.,Li G 2 9 1990 
• ST ATE OF OREGON 

4 

WATER WELL REPORT 
(as required b~· ORS 537, 765) WATER RESOURCES DEP(BTART CARD) I 

3AJ /;;<w/ q 
,;20/c::2f! 

(I) OW~E,R,:. . . e . , .• ,.,U""~"'"---~~'~-~ 'f9Vf6c'M'ION OF TILL h legal description: 
"""''m"'!.' __ .[,., /14/~ /l(j./J4 /)·4, ~;;!:1.,-::;':__,""~~-,J'~'" · ,.:'..! /~·;:J7rg,''~ '"<cL;· rl<.7:'._,~-- _( 1 ~ T; ~ ..... Ii. ,, .1 
- Cnunh 1 ' f1-Lo gilude ------Addtei:~ -..... ---"\- -J tLrJ /' P ; · 1 - -' J?', _.. ~ -"' _ - 'A/ ~ 

-Ii "' ")/ !.,.> Ti1wnshlp ,.. NorS.ll:yiJo/ Eor\V, WM. 
Cit_\' <:'ri A~ .A - ~ _ S1a1"/ 

1~ Zip Vf /l/~~L- Section /_""" A.,l.fL.V 
14 

Jf,1 _,t. 

0 Abandon 

(3) DRILL METHOD 
,M Hotarr Air D Rnta~· ~ru"d - . 
~O!_!:o~1h~;~,~~~~~~~~======"=====>""='==='"="===""'="'='=-
( 4) PROPOSED USE: 

)q'. Domr~ti(' 0 C'nmmu~itr o· J~dli;1ri;J 0 
D Thermai 0 (njerti;;n ·-o· Othtr -· 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 
~pe-fial l'un:<1rurri11n apprt>Yal Yes No Dep1h ui" C'nmpleted Well 

Ye-:<~ .. D ~ 
fJ{5= fL 

Explo.o.h't>itu:<ed 0 [B-" Type Amount-------

Frum 
0 

Amount 

sac~ bpounds 

. 

H,1w wa~ :<ea! plare-d: :'lle-thixl D .-\ LJ B 0 (' 0 D 0 E 

6-0th" flt!(('! "-<-J 
Har krill pla<·ed fr11m --- fL !n --- rt. :>.Iaterial --~------

ft. tu fL. Size ufA"iiwel 

(6) CASING/LINER: ·-

Di97eter J.JoJ:r / qTq ~~a Steel Plastic We.lded Th.readed 

('a" in}!: IB- D ~ 0 
0 0 0 - 0 
0 ·- 0 0 D 
0 0 0 0 

f.ine-r. 
LI s- /'15 0 i::r- 0 0 

0 0 0 o . 
Fina! !11rnliun uf~hnefi>l 

..., ~ 
(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 

. 

~ur.alion~ 
-- - [2/QJLL '.\Te!hnd 

0 :i<"reen:< T:;.~ 
- - - · Ma1,ri11! -

Slot Tel"/pipe 

13.1- 1:Y.- sh.:c XLj~er D~;aler size Casing Liner 

_o Et--'.-
0 _a 

... D 0 
0 rr 
D - 0 

' D a 
(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time is 1 hour 

·~ F1owine: 
0 Pump 0 Biiiler . _ ~r 0 Artesian 

Yield gal/min Dra.wdown Drill stem at Time 

IS: 

I I 
UE 

I 
I hr. 

Temperature ufwafer ----

\\'as a water an'1.lysis done? 

__ lkpthAitesianFlow"round -----. -
0Yes B).whorn ------------

Did any strata contain water not suitable for int.en~ use?. B"'Toolittl~ 

Ta.xLot,. 5/ Lot_· ___ B!oek' ____ Subdkision ___ _ 

Street Address uf\\.eJI lor nearest address) -------------

(10) STATICWAJ'EltLEVEL: 
.. €10 ft,-.QelflW \8D":?urracl.' . 

Artl!sian Prtissure lb. per square inch. 

Date 

Date· 

(11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

D"l'pth at whkh watl'r was firs! fiiUnd · 'I 

F'rum To Estimated F!uw Rate S\VL 

1r KV 

. 

(12) WELL LOG: Gruundelevation 

Mate"rial From To SWL 

,....n "'ol' 0 ~ 

1 . 
. ,,, . 

_I;-::z. 9 /_ 

Date started ,¥'-!2 .., .... 9tJ 

(unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well cpnstructioo 
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to my best 
k now!edge and belief. 

WWC Number ___ _ 

Sign~.---------------
Date _______ _ 

(bonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above. aL 
work performed during- this Lime is in compliance with Oregon well 
construction standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledie ahd 

0 S:tlty 0 Muddy 0 odo·r; D Colored E'.rOther /!',,,,; < 2.9.w) 
Depth of strata: j £ - ,J "f / 

belief. • / WWC Numbe' 7 /S-
- s;gned 4J;'K./ F--../'1.4 Date 3'-.;t~ 'jo 

ORJGINAL & FIRST COPY· WATER Rl::sOURCES DEPARTMENT SF..COND COPY - CONS'I'RUCTOR THlRD COPY - CUSTOMER 

-



---& co~! ·:;2~-1~;;--
STATE OF OREGON C::,{) 3 l ~ . . 

WATER SUPPLY WELL REPORT WATER RESOURCES DEPT 
(u ""}uired by ORS 537 765) GON 

'" IJ.J I \I IA../ 

WEU D. ff N/A 
!pT 1!£6 

. -~J.m11· ORE ' Instruction~ for comolctln« thb renort are on the fa~t c s form. 
(START CARD)# 9 2 7 1 4 

(1) OWNER: Well Number (9) LOCATION OF WELL by legal description: 
Name CITY OF SCAPPCOSE (CENI'URY WEST ENG. CXIR • ) Couoty CXILUMBIA Latitude Longitude 

Address 33568 EAST CXILUMBIA AVENUE Town.!hiP. 3N N or S Range 2W E orW. WM. 
City SCAPPCOSE State CR ZiE 97056 Sect.ion 13 NW 1/4 NW 1/4 
(2) TYPE OF WORK T.xLo1CITY LoOCAPKOlillik!J:NDUS'IRI!SLodl\JdlJIARK 
[}lNew Well 0Deepening 0 Alteration (repair/recondition) OCJ Abandonment Street Addreu of Well (or nearest addreu) 51940 SW CREEKVIEW PL 
(3) DRILL METHOD: SCAPPCOSE1 OR 97056 
[X_Rotary Air 0Rotary Mud OC•ble 0Auger (10) STATIC WATER U:VEL: 
00ther 41 ft. below land 3urface. D•le l l L01 L96 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artesian pre,,sure lb. per square inch. D11.1e 

0 Domestic 0Communlty 0 Industrial 0 Irrigation (11) WATER DEARING ZONES: 
0Thennal 0Injection 0Live.stock :fil Other ~SI 
(5) DORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth at which water was fint found 1 ">11 

Special Construct.ion approval 0 Yes [XNo Depth of Complclcd Well =..0..=._ ft, 
Explosives used 0 Yes IXJNo 'fype Amount From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

HOLE SEAL 1 en 17n -
Diameter io"rom To M•hrlal From To SadO' or pound.I 1 ~" 1a,; - 1~" ~· .. 

l ~:: 1,: I' ~:1 
= /il 2 

I I I 
II II 

(12) WELL LOG: 
How was seal placed: Methcxl DA OB oc OD OE Ground Elevation 

0 Other 
Backfill place.cl from __ fl. to __ fl. Mat..crial Material From To SWL 

Gravel placed fl"O!n ft. lo fl. Size of grnvel Brown sandv clav 0 10 
(6) CASING/LINER: Grav-br=i sandv clay 10 19 I' 

Dismaler From To Gauae Steel Plulk w. Th!'e•ded Brown sand & nravel,cooole 19 50 

Casing· D 0 0 Black sand & m-avel.tiaht 50 55 ' . .::-.. D 0 0 occ. cobble 
.-Al / 0 0 0 0 Black muddv sand.occ.m-avel 55 70 

·~ ~ / 
/ 

0 0 D 0 & cobble 
Lin Cr: / 0 0 0 0 Black sand & nravel tiaht 70 130 _,. 

0 D 0 0 occ. cobble 
Final location 'of ~hoe(s) Black sand & nravel.tiaht 130 150 

. (7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: Black sand & =~ aravel.occ • 1 i;n 170 41 
0Perforntions Method loose 'i 
[XScreens 1ype SLQTI'Ill/ SAW Molerfal PVC Black sand & ,.,.,,. nravel. cl<>• ~ 170 196 41 

Slot Tele/pipe loose 

'ml 
To 

1'% l"""f ''" 
I 

sb.a Cu In ii Liner 

196 0 0 WELL .• CASING J' .... 
0 0 ""'"cOuJ.t:e ge.L W/u11ps 1 Q<; 12'i 

0 0 Cement rz sks + Ncl) 1 ?"> inn 

0 0 l>oMrnnHo ..,., 1 ,.,/ ..,h4 nc 1nn >n 

0 0 - flclro+Nol) >n 1f1 . ,, . 
' 1f1 11 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time ls 1 hour Date Jtarted 10L22L96 Compleled 11 LD1L96 
Flowing (unbondOO) Witter Well Constructor Ccrtlncatlon: 

[]Pump 0 Bailer 0Air 0 Artesian I certify that the work I perfonned on the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

YrcJd~af/mln Dr•wdown l)rlll 'tern 11! Tlmt 
ofthiJ wcU i5 in·compliance with Oregon waler !Upply well construction Han<lards. 

I 
I 

I 

Materials used and information reported above are true to the best of my knowledge 

11 63 1 hr. and belief, 

I 
WWCNumber 

Signed D•te 

Temperature of water St.•£ Depth Artesian How Found (bonded) Water Well· Constructor Ccrtlncatlon: 

\Vas a water analysis done? 0 Ye! Uy whom I acr;:cpt rcsihfnsibitity for the construction, altera1ion, or abandonment. work: 

Did any strata contain water nol suitable for intended use? 0 Too liuJe 
performed on 1is well during lhc construction dates reported above. J\11 work 
pc~~ uring this time is io mnpli>0cc with Oregoo w"er rnpply well 

os,!ty Q1\1uddy oouor QColorctl 00thcr constru Lior .nand( F'\'his repon is true to the best of my knowledge and belief, 

Depth of strata: ' WWC Numbe'57,3 
Sigo J \).. "-'\. V', D•to 11 /1 R /Qf; 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COP.;t-CONS1Jj\JCTOR THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER 



~· ---3~U,r-tJ 
State Well No, ··-····--·····-··············-··:--··--···-·-

STATE OF Oiul:GON 
State Permit No. ·-······-····· .. ··-·········"···-···--·--

(2) LOCATJON OF WELL: 
Countr ~ a.aa L ;.,.__,owner's number, i! any-

-- ;!t ~~ Section I r T. v"!,// R. Ah W.M. 

Bearing and distanee from section or subdlvilllon corner 

•~-----
(3) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Weu)(' Deepening 0 ·· R~condJtloning 0 Abandon 0. 

'
'1.ndon~ent, de.scril:le material and procedure ln Item 11. 

PROPOSED USE (check): (5) TYPE OF WELL: 
Domestic (J( Industrial O MunJclpal O Rotary Q _ Driven 0 

Cable ...K" Jetted 0 
Irrigation 0 Test Well 0 Other 0 Dug O Bored O 

(6) ,CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o Welded# 

....... (~····-·" Diam. !rom -······.(,).····-·· !t. to _.$2.i.:) .. : .. :ft. Gage ·······4.··--·· 
---········-·-·-" Diam. !rom ·····-···-···-·-·· .. -lt. to ·········--·--·-· ft. Gage .......... ~····-'·--·· 
·······-·······-··" DJain. from -···-···- .......... ft. to -·-··---·-··- !t. Gage ···-·············-···· 

. /) PERFORATIONS: Per!orated.? 0 Yes ~o 
Type of perforatot' used 

SIZE ot perforatioru in. by in. 

·······-············ .. ········· pettoraUons from ····-·-···················- ft.. to ................................ !t . 

................................ perforations from ··-········-----···-- tt. to .......... ~···-··········- .. - !t . 

......... - .................... perforations from ············-·-····-····~ ft to ·····-······················ ... :ft. 

• 

. ...... perforations !rom ··-····· ·······-··--·- ft. to ................................ ft. 

.·.·· .·.·-_·-.-.· .. ·.·.··.· .. ···-··-· .. pe•!or•tion" !rom ··-······ 
• ., ··-·-···-···-- !l to "·······-·····-·············· ft. 

(8) SCREENS: Well screen lnat.alled 0 Yea .B(No 

Manufacturer's NIUTle 

Type -···-············-·-·············-·····--·-··-·--·-··-·--- Model No. ····--··-·-·--···-··-··-·-
~ .. .. Slot 11lze . ·····- .... Set tram ....... ----- . :ft. to .. ·-··-·- .. _,_ ft. 

(11) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ill amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

wu·a pump test made? D Yes Mo If yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./mln. With ft. drawdoWn after hrs. 

Baller test ,.f,/J t.al./m!n. with.~ ."': ft. drawdown after .;l 4=hrl!: 

Arteslan !low ·g. p.m. Date 

Temperature of water w .. a ohemkol onoly•ls made? D Y'8 i!!j<o 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter ol well ........ - .... 6 ........... Inches. 

Depth drilled <;J. =:S" -
' 

ft. Depth of completed well -5('0 ......_ft. 

. .Formation: De:Jcribe ov c;olor, character, .tl.:ze of material and structure, and 
:Jhow thlcknes.r of arttlfJer.r a.nd th.e kind and nature oJ-t1te material ht each 
.!tratum penetrated with at li!ast one entrv for each change of forma:tfo11 

MATERIAL FROM TO 

J.'1U/)V .f'\AJ/ /') I 
,··_} J .L. i/ I "} 9 

t:-l id .g • '{ A. .v /) ., . 
I 

~~~r~~~ 
:I j A/ -1-. 

?JQ/- , '.VA :w-1 -~:=· . ., . ' /_ ,,_v ,,,., •. 

-

Work started ;Y-;7":i I lP" I Completed n;z' {- i<-1 __ / r ~. ... . ... Slot sl:ze . . . . . Set from ..... __ -·· ... ft. to . ··- ......... !L 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
i 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes _.Ql(No Sh:e·of grave~: ............ , ...................... . 

Gravel phu;ed !rom ............. ft. to ·-····-.. "·-·····-········· fl 'J 
Was a sur!ac~ seal provided? ~es D No To what depth? ... A ... CJ. .. ft. 
Material used In seal- (~_ e .. ?n e. Yt:. 
Did any strata cont.a.Jn unusable water? D Yes B,No 

Type of. wa~er? Depth of strata 

Method o! sealing strata o-H 

(13) PUMP: _ oP _ _ 

:;;:,'·'.~'J/~="--·····~:.•·~:;:··:::;:z.r;c;..: 
Well Driller's Statement: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

NAME k!,'t./.,, .. j V... 7["/{e,./f___~(..(_f)_!l, __ f./.1./t.;;:,.. __ _ 
<t;r:ron, z:lf;;;:, o:r corpora lion) (Type or pdnO 

_<_1=0)~W=A~T_E_R.1L~-·E_,__:'.,~E-L-S:.!o~~==-=~=!<!~,.,.u· ~.""'"~~;,_', -. Address Jl/. ... LD.o.X ... 4.::1.r:!. ..... .S/;..fl<l.<Y!t.$. .. _ ..... . ~t.atfc level 2 u t. below land surlace Da ~ =- f· 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square Inch Date r 

1g Ace~~ bL!; 

Dr~ller's well numbe:t., ...... -;····~-:, ........................... ·-·······-·· .. ··············· 

rs1gnetll ·-~., .. i,Z. ..... r/:;,e..£..<Z"L.;; ... r!.L£. ......... . 
(Well Drlllel') -. 

[Signed.V),.C.:.: .. 0.;i:; ~(~Date .. 'f/.?..?.. .............. , 
. ' (0-:,;;;gr· 7···· . I'/ 19 ....... . ..(.:., •·l ,_, - <-l / .. '{- ~ /. 

License No ....... __ ,:. .. ~·-·················- Date '/7'···--············-·······• 19 ...... . 

(USJ: ADDITIONAL Sl!l!:ETS U' Nl!:Cl:SSARY) I 
! ' 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CODAJ;;O~ F. u ii EJ!. . l. "'§1. - . 
The original and !int c!ai; JAN 2 ; '966 ER WEL. L RE ~RT w u 3 A;/; ' . l 3 o-t.thlioreportaretobe . ·-· I · "-' /V ;.(. (LJ 

STATE ENGW:~~ ;~~~ fuGo°k 17Afo f:-"~l r-. I~' l-r-S'l'ATE OF OREG~ 2..~-1 State Well No. -···--··-·· .. ·-· ··-··-··-···.::'."-- ··--

wit~! ~e1f~~g~l~ti~~e. date (Please type or print)•. _) State :eerrott No. -····--·-···--··-----·---··-

(11) WELL TESTS: fo~~~~'h1!t~w~~t1:.,~\er level ls 

Was a pump test made? O Ye$.)KN~ I! yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./min. with ft. drawdown after hrs. 

> 
(2) LOCATION OF WELL: 

County 
Bailer test ..f.o gal,/min. with ,/a ft. drawdown a:lter Z: hrs. 

Artesian flow g,p.m. Date 

___ _lL. ___ 3.~~~-L=o!...._.JTo.o. _ _.:J.j[.Y.-"c.... _ _!•;:,L><:..__W!!_o.M~. Temperature of water _;SP Was a __ ~hemlcal analysts made? Yes No 
Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corne·r 

(3) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
~Well')( Deepening O Reconditloning_D 

Jllllndonment, describe material and procedure 1n Item 12. 

Abandon D 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): (5) TYPE OF WELL: 

Domestic ')( Industrial O ·Municipal O 

Irrigation O Test Well D Other D 

Rotary D Driven 0 
Gable ~ .retted O 
Dug D Bored 0 

(6) CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o Welded)( 

._ ... /2._ ...... " Diam. from ........ Q ....... _ ft to __ .g'__'f.." ...... :ft. Gage .... ,.....2.:S.:Q. 
··-······-········"Diam. from --···--··-·-···- ft. to ·-------·-- ft. Gage ·-··-··-·· .. ··-··· 

................ " Dls.m. !rom --··--·-·-·--·-:Ct. -to ·---···--·····--:.ft. Gage ·--·-···---··· 

, ) PERFORATIONS: Per1orated? O Yes .)(:ro 

Type of perlorator used 

Size of perforations in. by in, 

·······-···-···········-··- per:torations from ·-··-···-··-·: ..... ___ ft. to ·---------···-···--··- !t, 

····-···········--· .. ·····- perforations from -··-··-··············-- ft. to ·-··················-·-·-·- IL 

·············-·····-···-·····perforations from -···········-········----.ft, to···-······-·····--···---·· ft. 

::~:::::::::::=:==~ :::~::::::: :::: =::::::::==::==::::~=:: ::: :: ~~~::::::=:=:=:=:=::=· ::: 
(8) SCREENS: Well screen in.st.nlled? D Yes Jli. No 

Manufacturer's Name 
•. ··:~:::~::::::::··~~~~-~~~··::~:::::.·::::~~:~-~~:-=-~~~-~-~-:.o~t~~:··:~=::~-=:=~:::··;~~ 
Dlam. ···········-··· Slot slze --······-···· Set from -·····--······- ft. to --······-···-··-···· ft, 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Materlal used in seal .... ........ G .. ~.Q..f:!_L ................... .................. - .. 

Depth of seal ,_ .......... /f.. ........... _ .... ft, Was a pacJi:er used"<> ....... &..!?·-·-··---
DJameter of. well bore to bottom of seal .............. ~ ... .,.. ....... ln. 

Were any loose strata cemented of:!.? D Yes ~o Depth ........ ---···-·············· Was a drive shoe used?}!::Yes D No 
Was well gi-avel packed? O Yes ~o Size ol gravel: .................... __ _ 

Gravel placed from ---·'"······-···········-· ft. to -~--····-·-···-······- ft. 

Did any strata contain unusuab!e water? O Yes !2f.;!o 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method o! sealing strata oil 

') WATER LEVELS: 

Stelle level 'f__s:_ tD,.' below land surface Date90lf/, ~ 
Art~sian pressure lbs. per square inch Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter o! well below casing _ _6._ "'~----

Depth drilled ,</'O ft. DE!pth of completed well 70 ft. 

Formation: Describe bv color, cha,.acteT1 size oj material and structuTe, and 
show th!ck.ness of aqutfters and tlte kina. and nature of the material Ln each 
stratum penetrated, with at !east one ent711 fO'I' each change of formation. 

MATERIAL FROM TO 

_..::;,.cLu-1-
Ca s 12 •·e= fil! 410-:.1___~---+-'~-+.4.LL_ 

---Co .A 11 S" C Co NC l a.ue 

J-1 E,Dt uM 

Work started !) I SE;> T 19 t,c Completed Oc r 9 
p_ate well dr1lllng machJne moved off of well 9 OCT 

(13) PUMP: 

Manufacturer's Name 

19 ".s~ 
1e6!;:-

Type: -·--···············--·························--·"-········~·-·--·····--··-··· H.P. ····-···-·::_,. ___ :: ... ::: 

Water 'Vell Contractor's Certification: 

Th!s \Vell was drilled under my jurisdiction and thls report is 
true to the best o! my knowledge and beliet. 

NAME .... G._';! .. 'f. ... l.!!..tl.Af!.f!:.~.'..-.. -~§.~.~-····fJ~!_!/.~.~- (. . 
(Pe.~, fum or corportttlon) (Type or print) 

Address .ST.. .... .f. ..... :0.<'.£ ..... 73:.:Z. ... , ...... S.:?.:;: .... /:/£..Lfi/!;3. 
\ 

~S~::l~~4(;~i.cen .. e .. . ... . ......... . 
. (W_ate c Con raot r) },{---......,, 

' • ...2-<> <>- ,..,,,.,...._ a. / ::,~ -- . Contractors License No. --~~:--·.·· Date .':.-t.".~.l."-.......... tf"-········• 1~-.b. _.,=...._. 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHE~TS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR ~ . .• . •.. ~ . ' _... IJ 

I , - ,, ~·WATER WELL REPORT 
The original and Urst copy 

of thls report are to be 
filed wlth the 6 .,'. U '._(.., <,t i'liTATii1>F OREGf.N 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310 , ~ ~ !1'/j.2sL:t~ or prjn:t; I 

. I . OIL U State We~ ;,o. _"3.N. '?,.~:::,j3 __ ,, 
wlthln 30 days from the date 87 µ.- r..: "'-l \I ~nA 'n'Ot wfttOliove thl.s Une) 

of well completion. ~k-;!...,;,~..,1. ·OREGON ~ 
Slate Permit No. ···-·-··~----------.- __ 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well~ Deepening O ·-- Reconditioning O Abandon 0 
If abandonment, describe material and procedure fn Item 1.a. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 9.. DriVeri. 0 N 
Cable . ~ Jetted D Dom:stk: j.o(!\ Industrial 0 Municipal _D 

Dug D Bore:d D . . .. Irr_~gat!on D Te;;t Well O Othe!='. 0 

• CASING INSTALLED: . Thmd.ed 0 Welded);" """" 

...... ~ ...... " Diam. from ............ ..!:::! ..... ft. to ..... /Jj/.. .. It. Gage ...... JZ ...... . 
··········--····" Piarn. .from_ .. , .... , ............ - .. it. to ········--·-·-- ft. 

" Diam . .from ., ... _ ....... _. ...-.. tl to ·-·---· _ ~\. 

Gage. ·------
Qage .. 

• PERFORATIONS: Per:forated1 O Yes 1Jt.Fo. 
':rype of perforator used 

Size ol perforations in. by In. 

···············-···-········- perforations. from ..... ·-·····---- ft. to -·-···----- tt. 

········-··------ perforations from -····--··-··---·ft. to ····--··-···---. ~~-. 
····--··-·-·-- per!oratfons lrom ........ __________ :ft, to ---···-·····----·It, 
........... ·-··-···-··-·- perforations !rom ··---···-:::::---- tt. to ·-····-..,.·----· _ tt . 

........ ,_ ........ ~- P.erforatfons from ···-.:::--::----·-- !t, to ··--···-····-·-··-·-· !t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Ye!if . ~No 
Manufacturer's Name ·-·-·····-------------
Type .................... ·-·-·····-----·-···-··--··---···--.-·-·---, Model .~Q- ··--···-··-:··-·····--···-··"":"· 

Diam ................. Slot size ................ Set !ro.;n ·····---·--~-·--~£.~ .. ~-·-·-····-··----:- lt. 

Diam ........... : ..... Slot size ................ Set from·--·-------.,- !t. __ ~o ·---·-:-----.«~. 

(8) WATER LEVEL: 
K1c level .J 

Completed well, .. 

(11) LOCATION OF WE:C,L: 
CotihtY 

\I W.M. 

Bearing and distance from sec:tlon .. or subdlVlsfon corner 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ... lt ............... ~ 

Depth drilled ft. Depth o! completed well ft, 

]formation: Describe c:olol-, fi!xt4re, grain ·me and structure of materials; 
and show thkkness and nature· of each stratum. and aquifer penetrated, 
wlth at least one entry 1or each Change of formation. Re?Qrt each change 
Jn posltion of Static Water Level as dri111~g proceeds. Note drilling rates. 

MATERIAL From To 5WL . -
~A...f G ,t) 

,t'~,,U.n I 
,, ,, .tJ I . -.... -· ~~-'"' -::,,,I.,- .bt'.1' 11v.~..1/ I 7 t'. 

.. 

I 
l 
' 

- .. '!t' .. "~"· ,, ,... ' . I • (! .:z ,., ~. 
II " .... iJA -·~--

.. 
.:l, a ~"' • - ·' , II . 'f L" ·• . CJ I .,, 

... .. ,, ..... ...iJ :.. " ,.,; , //l :l I -:1"' 3Y . , v . 
.. 

... 

,, 
. . ----... -· 

.. 

.. 

-sian pressure 

ft. below land sur:face Date 

lbs. per square inch Date ... 

(9) WELL TESTSi Drawdown is amount water level Js 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes ~No I1 yes, by whomf 

gal./min. wtth it. dtawdown after 

Artesian !low g.p.m. Date 

hrs. 

Temperature of water Was 11 chemical analysis made~ D Yes ~No 

(10) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well "al-Materl•I u"d'J.. .. ~ .......... ------·-----

~:::l:: ::a~-~-;~ .. ~~~~--~ b-~~~::··:·;-:eai ---·----1.l ...... ln. . ........ ~-- 1t. 

Were any loose strata cemented ol.11 O Yes ~No Depth ·-·--······-·--

Was a drive shoe used? }!(Yes O No 

Did any strata contain unusable water1 O Y@• O No 

Type ot water? depth o:l strata 

Method of s.eallng strata off 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes Size ol gravel: 

Gravel placed from ........ -------~ !,l. lo -···--------· n. 

Work started/ CJ.._ J ' -/,,ty Compl<led / /- / ~ -tA7 

Date well drilllng machine moved-off.of W.1':11 L /- / /l- lL. ? l9 

Drllllnc Machine Operators Cerilllcatlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. Mate

rials used and information reported above are true to my best 
knowledge and elief. · , 

1 
~ tJ 

[Signed] ..... . ..... 4:.:/~Date //.--: .. !.:/.,, 194.Z 
rllllng Ma.::hlne Operato:i:) 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No. /,YJ::. ............................ . 
Water Well Contractor's Certltlcatlon: 

This well was drilled- under my jurisdiction and this report 13 

=:~ t~s.:~v.e.IV:i~~A..~~H.. .. ~~zd.. ....... _ ....... -........ -.. -.... . 
(Pl!'lrson, firm or con1or.tlon) (Type or print) 

Address ,B.o.~ .. 1..4 .. 4.1 ..... df: .. ~ ... @.,~ ................ _ 

[Slgned)-~ .. t{£ ... ~-·················-·-··-······· 
CW•t~r w .. n contr111ctorl · 

_ Contractor-'•s License N~.?..J ..... Date //-:-:.J.7!.::::: ... & .. l 19 ........ . 

{USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY} 



. ' ~ NOTIC!l TO WATER WJJ:LL CONTRAC.b E c E /Ji& 
The orfginal and first copY, I( ~ELL PORT 

ol this report are to be A Pf( 2 .~ 
tll•d with th• .$~ l 197fjjr OF OR pN W. u 

STATE ENGmEER, SALEM, OREGON 1 /£ C (Please typll!! or p nt) . 
within 30 days from the date Alf:'ti NGJ~~te above this Hne) --, ~\ 1 

Stat• Well No. _?.1-t!/~v.!._: I ,j_ 
of well compleUon. '"'· O}:?t;-,.... ::---_~t"( -;:;- VJ 

""'"'ON 
State Permit No, ·········-·----·---··--·-·- ..... 

(1) OWNER~- ~ 
Nome~ 
Ad .dres:&;_,f/'tJ~ 4-e:, ctJu-, 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Wen,¢( Deepening 0 Recondltloning 0 Abandon (J 
_f abandonment. describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 
Dug 

D 
,g. 

Driven 0 
J'etted 0 . 
Bored D 

Domestic ~ Industrial D Mun1c1pal 0 
~~rJgat_lon D. Test ·well D Other 0 

• CASING INSTALLED: 
....... .IQ. .... " Diam. from ............ _Q_ .ft. to 

Threaded D Welded ;:t: tf:; 
____________ g__Q lt. G&i' ...... '/2. ......... 

........ - ... - ... " DJam. tr om ....... - ... ,. ..... _,_ tt. to ...... - ... - ... _,,_ ft. Gage _ ........... --···-

................. ~"- Dia.~. from ............ _ .. __ . .ft. JQ .................. ,.·:··.,.-= lt, . G!if.e . ., ... , ...... 7 •. -·:·-.-· 

• PERFORATIONS: Pertorated7 D Ye.s ~ No. 

Type of perforator used 

Size ot per:t:oratlons ln. by In. 

............... - ... --.. ·-- perforations :l'rom ................ ____ ft. to -·-··-···----- tt. 

...................... - ........ per!oratfons from ............... _____ tt. to ... -------··-··--- tt . 

................................ perforations from ...... ·--··------·- tt. to ........ ----···---·-···· tt. 
............ _ .. _ .. ___ ,,_ perforations t.rom .................... ____ ft. to ·------·····--·--··- tt. 

. ·· ........... _ .............. pert.orations from ................ _______ :t.t. to •u··-···-·-,.·-·· .. -···-· It. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen Installed? D Yes Ji{No 

Ma.nufacturer's Name ........... -~····-·------------·-·---···-,·-···,----::-:i.. 

Type ............................................ _~- ............ , ..... - .... __ Model No. ·:·:·_-,---·····--··::--·-·-

Diam ................. Slot slze ................ Set from·: .. : ... ,,.. ........ ..: .. : ft. to ·-·-···--·-- tt. 

Diam ................. Slot size ................ Set. f:r_om ......... ·:··- ft. to ........................ :ft._ 

(8) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
~c level -1}_ I) ft. below land surface Dat ... ~ /--7-0 
.sian pressure lbs. per square Inch Date 

(9) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes l('No Lt yes, by whomf 

hrs. 

Baller test gal./mln. wlth I LJ lt. drawrlown af~~~- h.rs. 

Artesian !low 

Temperature of water 

' g.p.m. Date 

Was a chemical analyst& mnde? D Yes D No 

(10) CONSTRUCT!~ 

--------~---------t 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled J? 6 

Diameter of Well below casing ... _ .. ~0 ................. -. 
!t. Depth of c'Ompleted Well X !t. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain slze and structure of. materials: 
and show thickness and nature ol. each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each change 
in posltf.on of ~taU.c Water Level as drllllng proceeds. Note drllllng rates ... 

- ?t!ATERIAL_ From To SWL 

-1:'_,,__, "'~A .I) .... _J l/ I ) :' I .. 
" t' I I/"'--' I - £. 1-~ I 

.. - J::J:: ,..,,. - ~ ... ,. /YA~ ·.Y I ii ,-, I 
I 

?. , 1 +- j/ • 'r II J,,-J ... A. 0 ,..,_,, 

1"" fl"_..' AA"' q;, _,,_ , .I I '/ 'o! -1 

..-'l v • .,. 
, Q'AA/•IJ v ~r~ A ·o . 

v 
~f 

, u . 0 .,, /110 -':'(:) 
/7 - -· :;:,,_,,,._.,- _, . - '/ /. /) 7,;2_ 

- -
r• . • °'-'"'-" 

, ,.,;;,..//,'() 
~ 

91::::~.id ct, ~ ,_ 0 7 /} YO /_,/ :2.. 
v~ ' 

.. - .. .. -

-

---------~~----+--+----+-----

~~---~-~-~~---+--~+---/-----

Date well drilling machine moved off ol ~~11 O _ _ 1 ll- 7 tJ 19 

Drllllnc Machine Operator's Certltlcatlon: 
This well was constructed under iny direct supervision. Mate

rials used and information reported above are true to my best 

;:;g:~:dlge~~li:f. _ J.a(. !~ate 3.=.:J.1/.., rn70. 
(IJriltJ'tig Machine Qperi~) . 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No ... /.~ . .f:/..----····-·--·---
Water Well Contractor's Certl!lcaUon: ::~~hs::l~e:la~-~.~/.j.~~ ..... ,.,,_ .... ~~-~~-·: .. ~~=--=~=···-·~-=~=--;-~~ 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ··········---/./) ______ In. This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report Is 

:::•:;:i::::•o:'::::,"~~::d o~!N~ y., ~No D•pth - -------- ~:~~ t~~~s_V.';£_~7;_·_~x~~l-~tk __ .(_d. ........ __________________ _ 
,;C-\ (.E'"uon, firm or con>ontlon) (Type or print) · 

::ea:: ::::
7 
contain unusable wa::;th ~fy::r.~- No Address Jda .. X .... Jr2..~ __ 1. ... a ... ~ .. cfl:tL .. 

Melhod of sealing strata olf .

1 

[Signed] ~;;;;-tfZ::;,;-~ .......................... . 
_W_a~•~w_•~ll~g_ra_v_e~l~p=•c=k=e=d=?~O~Y="o...~""1r"'---~s~1,~o,_,o~l~gr=•~v~•~I~' =--=----=--=--=·-~-=--~--=--=--=-
Gravel pl11ced from ....... , ___ tt, to······--·-···--··--- It. _.Contractor's License N .lt.J ..... Date 3 .... 'c2. ..... -::= ... 10. 19 ........• 

-----------~~~~~~~~~~~~~-(U~S·E·A~D·D·l·'.n,_O.N.A .. L·S·H .. E·E·T·S .. l·F·N .. E·C·E·S•SIAIRllYl)lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllillll!iili""'=---~..=....~-; 



N;,TICE TO WATER WELL C::DNrfia'E ' u ~1 / The origin.al and first • 
at this «port ue to" .. . • ER WELL REf ~RT 

filed wilh the B\ ~pf<~ Q 1971 TATE OF OREobN M.u state w.n No.'Q.N.\_~_W_:_~-
STA'I1E ENGINEER; SALEM, OREGON 97310 .,-Ef!:leaiie type or pr:tJt) 

w!lhln 30 day, irom l1'r<J"<t..1 E ENG i NC. N. I ?~ \ State Permit No. ·········-·-·--·-· _ : ~ 
of well comp1et1oh? t, OF'··· .... urlD,o not write abl)ve thi~ llne) 

SALE "' ···-~ '' · 

(1) OWNER: 
Name Don fl 
Address ,r.(te, j 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well tR: Deepening D £tecondltionJng D 

lf abandonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary ~ Driven D 
Cable 0 .Jetted D Domestrc >lJ Industrinl D_ M.u!Jlclpal O 

Dug 0 Bored 0 Irrigation 0. Test Well 0 Other 0 

• CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o W•Id•~ 
........ J! ...... '! Diam. :from ··--·--·Q ... __ Jt. to ______ 9g ___ ft. Gag~ _.;j. ... 11{.<idl., 
........ - ... ·-··"Diam. :from ...... ···-··-·····--· ft. to .... ----.ft. Gage ····-···-·-·-

........ _····-~ Diam. from ····-·--·-·-·- ft. _to ···----·- ft. Gage ...... ·-······-··-

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes G;:No, 

Type of per!orator used 

Size ol p-erforatlons ln. by In. 

····--·················-·-· perforations !rom ······-·--------- :ft. to ···········-···---····- :ft •. 

.......... ·--··--··-·- perforations from ""·----·-·- ...... :ft, to '"-·-· ·-······-· ft. 

·············-····· . perforations from _ ........ _, ..... ft. to ---- ·- ~~· 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 :'fe.!1 ;tJ No 

Manufacturer's Name 

Type··-···--······--------··-···------ Model 1'1"0. __,.. . ......,.,...,.. .. , ... _,,,..-·-.-. 

Diam. ··-···-······· Slot size ..............•.. Set irom ·-···-·--· .. --·· ft. to ···-·····--·-·· ft. 

Diam. ··-·····--·· Slot size ................ Set :!rom ········--·-·········· ft. to ·····-··-····-··-It. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown I.. amourtt wnter leveJ is 
lowered below static level 

Was. a pump test made? D Yes ,'CJ No I1 yes, by whom? 

Y1eld: gal./mln. with .ft. drawdown after hrn . 

:.~test 12 gal./mfn. wlth JO ~t.. ~rawdqwn arte~ f hrs. 

Artesian :flow g.p.m. 

'
-~ nperature of water Depth artesian 1low en!!ountered .................... ft. 

) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ··-·····-·-__Q_enT..or-vi).:-&_ ····----~---.:.~-------~:._: .... 
Well sealed !rom land surface to ·················-~---····-····---···· .... - ......... ft •. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ..... --..... 9. ........ ._ .. in, 

6 
Diameter o:t well bore below seal ····-···-·--·--- ln, 

Number of sacks of cement used In well seal --·-··-·-·•·······~···-······-····-·· sacks 

Number of. sacks of benton!te !Vred !11 -~seal ·-······-····~····-.-············· sacks 

Brand name of bentonite ........ _.~!_ ___ .....:_ ...... -·-----··-···:·=··--··--········· 
Number of _pounds of. bentonHe per 100 gallons . 

o.f. water -········--·················-········--·-·------·-__IQ__ ____ 11Js./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? O Yell O No Plugtl: ··--=---.Size: location·········:~· .ft. 

Dld any strata contain unusable water? O YC.'5 gJ No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method of sealing strata o!! 

Was well gravel packed? 0 Yes ,,gJ No Size of &ravel: 

Gravel placed !rom --·---··-··----·-··- fl. to ·--·-····--···--·-·· ft. 

(10) LOCATION OF ~LL: . 
County CnJ w.J,; a. ./. D:l'lller's well number 

____ ·1"1 __ __,_11,_,,s";;"'"'•"'n'-'-("-J-· ---'T"'. ~J:..-N...:...:_.o:n,,_. _.:2;;,J_.c.U ____ ~.w,_.,,,M~. ~ ---~ 
Beadng and dfatance from section or subdivision oonu1r 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at whkh water was first fOUnd J 8 ft. 

Static level \]) li. below land surface. Date ll- I ?-71 
Artesian pressure :, lbs. per square Inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: 
DCpth. drilled·./ 00 

DJame_ter of well below ·casing .6----··-············ 
ft. Diipth of. completed well 98 :ft • 

Fa'rmatlOn: DeScrlbe c.oior, text\ire, grain &:lze and structure of mater!a1S; 
atld show thlckness and nature ·.ol each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each ctiange of formation. Rep01·t each change ht 
po&itlon of Static Water Level ancl indfcate prtncipat water-bearing strata •.. 

MATERIAL From To SWL \ -']an. . M ;7 '!t" 0 3 I 
{,,} J nu; 7.&ce <UlJ1.d. .. ] ]8 I 

I ( J .,e,. ~ ,..:,.,../ and wood . ]8 . )O i 
I~/ ,,e ._1 ;..rt.e Mind ., <;Q -~' 
1 ..t.ovJn ..... J ,..,, , .H oo 
1vU;u M~':. and t .&r.e; ~ r.,ruJ. b-t 00 00 

·- . - ... , :~ . 

·'" 

-' 
' -

.. 

Work started •1-/0-71 Completed U .... 12-7( 19 

Date well drilling machine moved off of well ll-13-7' 
Drilling Machine O:perator's CertillcaUon: 

Thls -welt was coristrucied under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and in!ormatlon reported above are true to my 
best knowled and elie ~ · 

[Signed .. CDi;- ·--M~~- Date .;J .... J.g .... :;z/., 19 .. _. .... 

.brq_.ling MaChine Operator's -~icense No ..... 2}J./. ............. -·------·-·-··-

Water Well Contractor's Certillcatlon: 

ThlS well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

=~,:~o .. iJi~ .. ~2~~~~--~C.~.:.1

: ....... - ............ ___________ _ 
(Peuon, fl.rm or eorpoi;-atlon) (Type oi;- print) 

Ad dress . "Zt-~ .. l ..... .E.o l(.. .. /.!i. L .. f.f .J..Wbo-".o, .. .01'-e-'j.oit-..... q7 ]:J. - · 

_/-::;;:) - ~. / ~ 
[Signed] -"~~~t-;;·~---·-···-········· 

Contractor's License No . . _'JJ.J.7 ...... Date ......... lf.--1-8---7--1-··-·····• 19 ..... . 

(USE ADfitiJONAL-8iiERT9.IF NECESSARY) 



. , 

·' NOTICE TO WATER WELL CO~ACTOR . ·. 

, The original and first cppy WATE .. R WELL n'P.P1ffidit 
of th1s report are to_ ~e I'(' ..ll 11 • l , b~"" i: ... l:'J 

tUed wlth the · ~ STATE OF OREGON . I . 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310 "'? ~ C:t', lease type or rir:lnt) j LJ L G - 19 76 

within JO days from the date c;t-" u \. 

of well completJon. (D,?1 Dot write abo\~ xir£]'te)f1ESOURCES 

,1) OWNER: 
Name 1Jose;pb Eka11 County Columbia Drfller's well number 

~A~d~ctr~•='~' --~P~-~O~~R~o~x~4..,.,4,_5~-·uS~c~a~p'-"'p~o~oLs=e'-l,>---'O~r~e.,go,.ua~n._,,9 O 5 6 ~~ ~~ section 13 T. 3-N R. 2-W W.M. 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New WellXl Deepening O Reconditioning 0. Abandol) D 
I:f abandonment, des.cribe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary ~ Driven D _ -· Domestic D Industrial O Mu:i_ifcfp.81 O Cable 0 Jetted. 0 :IJj · 0 Bored D Irrlgatl~n Test Well D Oth'er 0 

,,,, ~ASING INSTALLED: Thmdod O Weld•d~ , 

··-······8 ..... " Diam. from ______ Q·-······-· ft. to .. - ... -2Q .. _ .. :ft. Gage - ...... 25.0 ... 
···········--·-" Diam. from ········-·--·-··-·· ft. to ...... ---····· ft. Gage ······-················ 

' ~~:;:~::~~~:- .. lt. top~===·:·~:••~=:~·--
').'ype ot per:forator used 

Slze of perforations 1n, by in. 

...... -......... '°·······---·· perforations from -········---······-·-·-- ft. to ·---··--·-------· ft. 

-········-·····--···-·· perforations from ---···--·-···-·-- .tt. to -----··-.,,·-·----····· ft. 

....... _ ............... ·-···- perforations from ····················--····-·· ft. to ·················-······ ..... ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Yes Qg No 

Manufacturer's Name 

'vPf!!. ········-·····-·•·-···-·-···-·-····-······-···-·····--····--.Model No. ···-·-··---·-···-·-···--··

Jam. ·······-······· Slot size ··-······-··· Set :from ·-······----- ft, to ···-·-·····-·-···-· ft. 
Diam •................ Slot size .... ··-··-·· Set from ·······-·-··-·;···- ft. to ···--···--··--- ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes Q No If yes, by whom 1 

ft. drawdown after 

gal./min. w1th .tt. drawdown alter 

g.p.rn, 

hrn. 

hrs. 

Depth artesian now encountered ····-··-·····-·- tt. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ········-······-··Q.~.nJ.§JJi;. ___ ,S1Jlg .... ~.~.t\.t .. Q.1J.;!;.t__g_··--
Well sealed from land sur!ace to ····--··-·········-··-·-··J .. 8 ........ -·····-·······-··········· ft. 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ......... _.lZ ........... _. in. 

Diameter ot well bore below seal ........ 8 ............. In. 

Number of sack.'! of cement used in well seal ............ _?..... . .......... sacks 

Number of sacks of bentonite used in well seal ______ J ....... -.................... sacks 

Brand name of bentonlte -··········-··-···············-N_llti.Q.J!:%.l .. _._ ······--···········-····· 
Number of pounds of bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water ·········-·--········-··································-················-50._._ ............. lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used?}{] Yes D No Plugs··-·· Slze: location ····-···-ft, 

Did any :strata contain unusable water? O Yes [j. No 

Type of water? depth o1 strata 

~thod of sealing strata oU 

Has Well gravel paeked? O Yes 1$1 Nn S!ze of gravel: ............. _ .. - .. - ....... -

Gravel placed from ····-······-···-·--········ ft. to ··········-· ft. 

Bearing and distance fl::om section or subdiviston cornet" 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at whJch water was first found 28 ft. 

Static level · 10 It. below land sudace. Date 6-20-76 
Artesian pressure lbs. per Square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: . . 8 
Diameter of well below casfng ·······-···-·-··········· 

Depth drllled 95 ft. :Oepth o! completed well 70 "· 
Formation: Describe color, texture, grain sfze and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each !Jfratum and aquifer· penetrated, 

Ith t I t t f h h ff ti R rt h ha ! ,·- -w • '"' one en ry or eac c ange o onna on. •PO '°' c nge n 
position of Static Water Level and indicate prl.ndpat water-bearing Jtrata. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 
. 

"' ., 0 'S 
~ 

~ ·- I' 10 - -" .. .. 10 p; , 
. 1 ) 2h ., 

- .. 2 '>8 -
" - . "' 7'i -· - ~ '"' n -· 7) oc; - . - ., .. 

Work ·started 6-1 8-76 19 Completed 6-20-76 19 

Date well drilllng machine moved -ofi of well 6-20-76 19 

Water Well Contractor's CertiflcatJon: 

This well was drllled under my juilsdlctlon and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief, 

Name Ralph ... '.rur.ner. ... Dr.illing ... C.o ..................................... . 
{Penton, !JJ;ni: or corporatlon) (Typ" o>:" print) 

Address .R:t .. \l .. ..l ...... Jl.QX .. ..l.!;J ....... !I;!,JJ .. /ilQ9J;'.9., .... Qr.!l.&Q.!J. ....... -·· 

[Signed] --6?. .. " .. ~ .. t.. ... ~~ ..................... . t,:;:L~~at@r j?'ru coi:itra.ctor) 

Contractor's License No ... 6!1.7. ...... Dat~ ....... P.::.~.8.::.7..R ......... , 19 ...... 

(USB ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTJ;CE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 
The original and first copy 

1
1V.r {C' 

of thl• '"Port "'to b• ~" WATER WELL REPOn-!; fl f' I v I: 
filed with the i ~ ~ STATE OF OREGON ·~ ~ &a/Jven. No. 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM., obGON 9731o·jif6 (,Please type or print) S £ p J -···=3v~~-0··=j·-;;;: 
within 30 days :from the date - , ..... · 79 ?CF.. tate Permit No. -······-· -····-····-······-····~-

ot well completion. (D~fnot wdte above th~·J¥'.cJr.- C! 
• ., .. J...;f( r?F..7"'::!!'=."'~.;-~· 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New we1j):S.. Deepening D Reconditioning O Abandon O 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): i; 0 ~::~~"; ~ Dome.tic )'( Indu•trial 0 Municipal 0. 

~ Bored O Irrigation D '!'.est Well O Other t] · 

.~6.~.s:.: ,:s~~1.3-~~;.: to_)~~_:-~,. ::~:·~~.SQ 
................ "Diam. from ···--·-··-·---~ft. t<J _ Lt. Gage ·····-·············--

~;·~~:::::~~~=-· _ 1t._to :.rlont~d? :· Y:•• ;::.- ·--
TYPe o! pertorator used 

Size of perforations in. by ln. 

····-····················-perforations frotn •············-----·--ft. to.-·-·····-············--······ ft. 

····-·······-······--- perforation!! from ..... -----·--··--·-· ft. to ..... ····-···-····-····-···· Lt. 

. perforations from ············--· _ ft. to ...... _ ... .. ft . 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed7 O Ye!! ;gl.No 

Manufacturer'& Name 

Type ············-··-----·····----·---~-·-- Model No. -·-·-·-------··-·-··--·· 

Diam, ................ Slot size ---······- Set from ·--·-···--· :fl to ······---·-····--···· it. 

Dtam. ·····~· Slot size ···--········ Set :from ··--·------ :ft. to ·········-·-·······- It. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown 1s amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

.;-.as a pump test made? O Yes }(No 

• eld: gal./rnin. witq. 

It yes, by whom? 

!t. drawdown afte_r 

gal. min. with, ft. drawdown after 

g.p.m. 

hri . 

hrs. 

.!'~mperature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ··-·-····-··-· :ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: - . .. -- -· . - . 

Well seal-Material used &~~---~-~. 
Well sealed from land surface to - .......•. 1-.9.·-·----------··-- ft. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seiti .......... /.CJ. ......... in. 

Diameter of well bore b~low seal -··-~---~ .. ·-···· in. 

Number ot sacks of. cement used in well seal ~--·/.7 ......... .,.:;;jr ........ sacks 

Number oI sacks ~i b.~ntonlf us~w~ll _se~ .. -::./-t!-:~·-p.1 sacks 

Brand_nal]1e-oI bentonite ~~-·· .. l..-:. ............ -.. 
Ntimber ot" pounds of ben)o?Jte r>ei-:JOO!-;iJlor;j , ~ 

of water~~ ........ H. .. ~~-.:. .. -/:....~/..RP.. .. ~- lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? ~es O _Na Plugs. .. ....,..- SJze: locaUon ··········-It. 

D!d any strata contain unusable water? O Yes liNo 

Type of water? depth of strata 

:ethod of sealing strata au 
WWJ well gravel packed? 0 Yes Slze of gravel: ...... ·····--·-··-········ 

Gravel placed !ram ·--··---~ :tt. to ······--·-···-···-- tt. 

,.... • • - - L,; .::.,-· J 
ION OF_~L: . 

(11). WATER LEVEL: Completed w~ll. 
Depth at which water was first !OUlld .5·6 .it. 

Statlc level ,t/o tt. below land surlace. Dat~t1',;2J~-7' 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square Inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: == Dlameter of welI below casing ······-·····-····-····-· 

Depth drilled J 9 ft. ~epth of completed well £ 9 ft. 

Formatton: ·Desctlbe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature'.-9.f each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
wJth at least one entry !or each change of formation. Repor.t each change in 
position of Statfc Water Level and indicate prlncipat water-bearing strata,-

MATllR!AL From To SWL ' 
~. J;l,, A • ' (} 0 

., 
" , ' n ,, . , 

•. 
-_'] 1~1 

,, . _, .. 'A ... .. -.a, . . )/7 .K'CJ -
. ~ 

v - ~.J'.:O '7,,.., JltJ' 
:.h'. J.M A - - _j _/M-, I J • .__.,.. 

Cl . 
A 

, /..) " . ,,/ . . • v '70 5? .J 
.. 2 

I 

,n . 
'" A " J •• - . _,_ 

·~ 
. ";/ ..... 

" Cl. v. -v 1-'- 9q >-I() 
I v l 

.. 
. 

·-

Work starte • .- 1 • N J J 1;7/ Completed i/,.1,_,. .!J.. · ':/ 10?f-

~ 
Drilling. Machine Operator's CertUJcation: 

Date well drilling ~chine moved oil of well ~J. a ,.7 I 

This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and information reported above are true to my 

~;;;~:~wled ·~-d be. ~--'jbµJ. Date tt······ .. JJ 192?. 
(Drllllria" achlne Opera lod 

Drilling :Machine. Operator's I,.icense No . .. /.:!/... ........................... , 
Wat.er Well Contractor's Certification: 

:::~5.~'.~7~:0.~ ... -~~--t:.!: .. :~~~:t .. !~ .t 
(Penon, flnn or ca~ora~f> /J (Type or print) 

Addrc" .,8.7X.Jl/.4,., ... .A;t:, .. ~U,27tfh&-......... . 

[Signed] L'O/Y.~::J.<,z,./...~·f;;;~1---···-·-·············-· 
Contractor's License N~.4..l ... Date ..... :'1...c3 ....... , rn7.4-. I 

- (USE ADDITYONAL SllEBTS IF NECESSARY) SP•~119 J 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR " 
The original and !irst copy of this report WATER WELL R"'PORT 
. are to. be filed with the . ~-

• State Well No. _.J..-J!?_ti..:-J.3 WATER REsouncEs DEPARTMENR E C E I Vsl:.0 OF on~boN 
SALEM, OREGON 97310 lfj~ea:!le type or p~Jnt) ~"1 /Suti•Permlt No .. withJn JO days from the date \ 1 

of well completion. APR l l 1&P5Jot write above this line) 

,1) OWNER: 
WATER RESOURCES OEPT. 

Name Russell Olney SALEM. OREGON 

Address Route 1, Box 46JA 
Scappoose, Oregon \17056 . 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well~ De-epening 0 Recond1Uon4tg D Aba1;1.don O 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary IN, Driven 0 
Cable 0 Jetted D 
Dur D Bored D 

Domestic ~ Industrial _ 0 Mun!cJpaJ O 

Iir.lgatlon 0 Test Well D Other O 

Welded !X ~CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o 
Q.':'.". ... /.6. ... " Dlam. fromP.J.:B§ .... i ... _ ft. to .... _§j?._··-·- ft, Gage • .. ?.Q.Q __ 
...... ·-····--" Diam. :rrom ············-···---ft. to ······---··-·· :tt. Gage ·············---·-. 

·····--···--····"Diam. from --···-·---------__it, to --···--··-----it. Gage -···--·------

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes IXJ No. 

Type of per:!orator used 

Size of perforatlons in. by in, 

............ ,, __ ..... _, ___ pertoratlons :from ····--··---.. ··---.ft. to ... - ... ······--··--····"- t.t. 

.............. ----- perforatlons from ........... ---·····-.. ·-- ft. to ··---··--------- It. 

.... perforations from ........................ - _ ft. to ····-···- .. ____ ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yes lSJ No 

Manufacturer's Name ·········--·-----~ ................ ____________ -----· _., ,___. 

"T"ype ............ ·----·-··•·--···-~- ........ -~-·--""-- Model No .................... _ ..... __ _ 

Jam. ·--·---·--··· Slot size ........ __ Set from ·----···-····-- ft. to ··---·-- ft. 

Diam ................. Slot size ·····---··- Set trom ......... --.. .it. to ·"··--·-····--.ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown Is amoUl1t water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes !§ No I! yes, by whom? 
airl1ft 14 Yield: 25 gal./min. with .ft._<U:1nydown atter 2 .. hrs. 

BaJler test gal./min.. with ft. drawdown after ""'· 
Artesian flow g.p.m. 

.erature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ··-·· ---·-· ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
Well seal-Materlal used ... £~1'!~.!!.t .. _. __ ,, ______ .. .__ ... --·-~- ... •·--··--·~ 
Well sealed from land surface to . 69 
Diameter ol well bore to bottom of seal ....... J...Q .......... ___ Jn. 

Diameter of well bore below seal ..... _ ..... "'.':'_ .. ,_. ___ in. 

Number of sacks of cement used In well seal ......... ., ... ___ 8 _______ ..... -. sacks 

Tremied to bottom and 
Ho;e';a;,;;.;~ftfutu~ P~~~~iar···bore _from t:rQ·r···to·-·a·r.--·'"·:~·· 
.P. .............. - ............. -·--·-~····'-··-····"-·---····-""-·-"""""-····----·---·······'---·-·················-.. '··---·'-· -

··-··-------·•·-····•'"'"··r,,.........______ __ .-.. ·-~-~-~-~ .. :.!..; ........ -'••• 
Was a drive .!lhoe U.!led? 0 Yes ~ .No Plugs ..... Size: locatlon ............ !t. 

Did any strata contaln unusable water? ·q Yes \?t No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

ithod of sea.Ung strata 9{.( . 

/·as well gravel packed? 0 Ye:; i;J No Size of gravel: .............. _ .. , .. .. 

Gravel plac!?d from .............................. ft. to .......... - .... - ......... !t. 

30"b:> 
(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County Columbia Driller's wen number 

~~ Section 13 T. 3 N R. 2 w. W.M •. 

Bearing and distance !rom .!lectfon or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at whlch water was first found 68 ft. 

Static level 8 f~. below land surface. Date 4/6/79 

Artesian pressure lbs. per 'square Inch, Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing .......... ":'-····-· -

Depth drilled 70 ft. Depth of completed well 69 ft. .. 

Formatlon: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness ahd nature o1 each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with a.t least one entry for each change of formation, Report each chanc-e in 
position ol Sta.Uc Water Level and lndlca.te :prlncJpal wa.ter-bearlng- strat.aJ-

MATERIAL From To SWL 

Tons oil 0 1 
.<;/oft brown si 1 +u olav 1 3 
Soft brown sand:v cla:v 3 6 
Con~lomerate-brown cla:v w/ 

<>"ravel & cobble 6 13 
Brown clav 13 15 
Med •. to coarse .-ravel w/cobbl 15 27 
Fine brown s and w Isome .-rave 1 27 30 
Fine to med. o-ravel w/brown 

sand & occ. coarse 1>:ravel 30 70 

1'1ELL COMPLETED TO 69 1 

Work started 4/3/79 10 Comnleted 4/5/79 i9 

Date well drilllng machine moved oil o:f well 4/6/79 19 

___ .'!:'.~ate ... 'i!/f!J7.fi _,.Jg __ , .... 
Operator) 

...... .1!?.;1, ........ --··-·-··---
. Water Well Contractor's C~rtl!lcatlon:. 

·· .. This.well was d~illed·:_'~·ndeimy jurisdlcti~n and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

A. M. JANNSEN WELL DRILLING CO. INC. 
Name ................ -------------······-····-······-········-·······-··-····················--······-····· 

(Penon, firm or co:rporation) {Typt!! or prlntl 

Address~· .2.:1:.07·······:·. _ .. .i:1.~-~·~'\Y.;J.l:I:"1 ... !l_'o/.'. .. _A.::J:°.1.'.:J.1 .... ~.1:.~ 
- v ..,.~,.j/,_._... 

[Signed _, _ ·"""- -· ··-----·--·····- . _ .P.f::z:~~····-·--··--······· 
(Wnfer ell Contractor) 

Contractor's License No ...... ?..~----· Date ....... ~./-~/.!..~---·-• 19 ..... . 

I 

(USE ADDITIONAL SIIEETS IF NECESSARY) 



• 
NO~ICE TO WATER WELL co.krnACTORi"/1..At.t4lt 

•. n:,~~\!':.'.,~0',';d~':.':;~:Y ~ATER WELL Rl{ll'l'lll EI v ED ·· t.l.~ . 
Jilechwith the ' Irr- '1 • ~ .., t •1 - / "-=.,....,._ 

STATE OF ORE O Well No .. ,,,.;... ... .~.!.&! .. ,... . ..•. -· 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310'°Y:lJ 1[ (Plme type 0, pdnt) JUL 2 51973 -~· ~ /;I -I ,.., · 

within 30 days from the date cl:/fJ'-fl ,..s mlt Nir.'""..t?\. / 
c__ ·vr·f.l-.• ._:.;i.~.-- · -

of well completion. Uio not write 11.bove Eii)';f1d\)T E ENG J N .t:.. IU' • •• r:;zz·~-j"-·. 

(2) ORK (check): 
New Well ~· DeepenJng O Rec.J?ndif.!oning 0 · Abandon 0 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure Jn Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
Rotary 0 /Driven O 
Cable ff Jetted O 

(4) PROPOS~ USE (check): 

Dug O Bored D 

Dom!!Stlc ~ustrfal D Mui:iJcipal 0 

Irrigat.1oi::i 0 Test Well D Other . D 

:.~~~s~ ,:,s~~J~~;, to~~~ •. ::~:·d_hQ. 
.................. " Diam. from ·--······-·-····--· ft. to -·-·---- ft. Gage ···-···-····-··· 

.................. "Diam. :from .................. : .•. _.ft. to ···---~~--it. Gage ·······-··········--·-T 

.PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes 

Type of perforator used 

Size of per!orat1ons in. by in. 

··········-····-.. "'·····-- per.forations from ··········--·--- 1t. to ·-·-···-·-···------· ft. 

-······"···············-···- perforations from ··-······------- .ft. to ..................... -: ........ :ft . 

......................... - .. - perforations from ............ _____________ ft. to ·-··-····-····----- ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen_ installed? D Yes 

Manu:facturer's Name 

Type ················--·············-·--····-·-··-·-·--·-·---· Model No. -··--··-······-···-· .. ·---········ 

Dfam. ·---·····---· Slot slz:e ···············-Set from ··------ ft. to --------- ft. 

DJam. , __ _. .......... Slot size ··----·-··-·· Set .from ·····---····-- ft. to --····--···· .. ···-··· ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level ls 
·· 1owered below static level 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes O No If yes, by whom? 

gal./min. with ft. drawdown after hrn. 

Bailer test gal./min. with fl drawdown after /" hrs. 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

_Jerature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ····-------·· .ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTIO~ , 

Well seal-Material used . ~.-??"/~. -·····-·-··--· .. ····--·
Well sealed from land surface to _ -~~~:2J.c:T ·---·· ·- __ ·-·-- ····--. ft. 

Dlnmeter of. well bore to bottom of _' __ ' __ • __ 1/····-·.·.z __ ·_·_·--ln· .. ·.·-····-·· In. 
J· Dlameter of. well bore below seal . "2. 

Number ol sacks of. cement used in well seal -·----:-7·:--····· .. ·······----..... .: .sacks 

Number ol sacks of bentonitA'~se~ell~---~----·-········---· .. ······ sacks 

Brand_ n~e of bentonite ,/K-~~-------------·-----···----·-

:!w;:::r 
0

~_.::~s~-~~:;:: .. ~~: .. ~~~-~~------· ··--·- Ibs./100 gals. 
Was a drive .shoe used? ~es O No Plugs .. ---·· Size: locatlon ·-··-··-ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Yes ~ 
Type of water? depth of strata 

Tethod of sealing strata o:U 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes O No· Size of gravel; ........... ··-----··------

Gravel plai:ied from ..... -··-···--·-------~ ft. to ····---·-----· lt. 

a i:= ,., .. 

(10) LPft~ION ,.PF wELL: 
Count~k.# Driller'' well number 

' J; i; Sectlo~ !:?, T. 3 /) R. g, 4J 
Bearing and distance .from section or ruhdlV1sion corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
De:Pth at which. water was .fJrs~ f2Und to 

Arte~lan Pressure 

n2J WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 

:ti. below land surface. Date 

. lbs. per square inch. Date 

Diameter of well below casing 

ti. ti~pth of cOlnpleted well 

W.M. 

ft. 

it . 

FormatJon: Describe color, texture, grain sfze and structure of. materials; 
and show thickness and neture of each stratum and aqui!er penetrated, 
with at lea.st one entry for each ch~nge of. formation. Report each change in 
P?sitlon of Statlc Water Levet o.nd indkate principal water-bear"tng ."ltr~fa. 

MATERIAL To SWL 

Work started 

Drilllng- 1\fachine Operator's Certiflca.tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct superv1s1on. 

Materials used and inforination reported above are true to my 
best kno~~ge and belief 

[Signectr!Uee<"" :....L&.'.~~4.a>•te ./..":'.27'.., ,19/,.;? 

Drilling ~achi:rt~::t~r~: ~::~:: No. d.efl .. ~---···········-··-.-····- ·~ 
Water Well Contractor's Certitlca.tion: 

Thls well was drilled undei- my jui-isdictlon and this report ls 

~:~.toE.£.-~~d~t~ .:!: .. /:~.·~: ......... -.... -...................... . 
G (Per!l'on, llrm or corpora! n) {' .f ;Type ar print} 

Add;essd..</.Q.J,:jg_,5:_T.- .. /;..-.. ~L/.7.'fl.,b../.lS. .. 4.r-

[Slgned~~~( :~~;;~;;;:;--·-----···-·-····--.. ··--··· 

Contractor's License No. ~Lz ..... Date __ !{_::.2 .. ;l. ............... , fg~/~ 
(USE ADDITIONAL 81JEETS IF NF.CKSSARY) 



• STATE OF OREGON 

WATER WELL REPORT 
(as requh:ed by ORS tS3'7.7'95) 

r·lAY 2 2 1987 

(2) TYPE OF WORK: 
D NewWel! 0 Deepen 0 RecoOditio~ .. g..jbandon 

(a)-DRU,L METHOD 
0 Rotary Air 

0 Other 

0 RotarY Mud "--:-EJ.·Cab~ 

('lf)~ROPOSED USE: 
0 Dom~~nity 0 Industrial CJ Irrigation 

D Thermal D r njectio~-otner 

(~BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION:- _/ 
91 Constructfon approval Yes No Depth of Completed Well ft. 

y,. No D D 
Explosives used 0 0 

HOLE 
Diameter From To 

Amount 
sacks or pounds 

Howw ealplaced:Method 0 A ·o B · 0 C 0 D DE 

lher----------------------~ 
Backfillp!accdfrom ___ . ft.to ___ ft. Material--------

Gravel placed from ft.. to n:·- Size of grnve"l 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
Diameter From To Gauge Steel Plastic Welded T aded. 

.sing: D D D 
D D D 

,{ D D 
D D D 

Liner:_ ~·- D D D D 
,/ D D D ·--

D -
Final location of sh.Pe\s(" 

PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: ·- -·· 

/ D Perforations Method 

0 Screens Typ. -M to' I z. •. 11. rm 

Slot Telep~ 
From To sJ:te Number Dlame/ oze Casing Liner 

D D 
•' / o_ D 

/ D D 
/ D D 

!/ D .0 
~ D D 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing ii me is 1 hour / 
. _ Flo)Yii{g" 

0 Pump 0 Bailer D Air· . D _.fiftesian 

Yleldga.1/min Drawdown Drill idem at~ . Time 

./ I hr. 

Temperntliie of water / Depth ArtesiaO Flow Found ----

a wst.~r an11lysi11 done? DYss Bywhom 
. any strnta conUti ater not suitable for intended l13e_? D .. Too lit_t!e 

tJ SRJty D M Ciy 0 Odor 0 Colored 0 Otbe~--·----------
. 

Depth of 3t : . 

N'! ? 2- ' 

?-,o \ 0w )~ 

(10) ST1TIC WATER LEVEL:' 
'-!:/._ 11 

fl.. below landsu.rfac_e. Date _____ _ 

Artesian pressure lb. per square inch, Dato 

(11) WATERBEARINGZONES: 

Depth at whkh water was first found 

From To·-__;..-- Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

(12) WELL LOG: Ground elevation 

Material From To SWL 

11 lei I u.Ja "- ~ ::J '-/- •• u,., " ' d l4 

• "' I I 

w<> II Wa<:: LL1 1 t. 11 

• LA.i,.... -> 

!~ loc or-I ·• n W·e, 11 L 

I I 

-. 
i.l Ork "'" c · O«. r 1-<><c m <!_r h " -

tJ -f-l- -Hu7 l v1 rl ' (' S <! n <" -I 
I IJ 

. 

' • ' . ' I ' 

Date stllrted ... _"=) - I - ?S ./ Completed 5- - 1'c I 

(unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon weU c.onstruction 
standards. Materials used and information reported above·are tnte to my best 
knowledge and belief. 

WWC Number ___ _ 

Signed-------------- Date-------

(bonded} Water Well ConBtructor Certificiition: 
I accept.. responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above. all 
work performed during this time ls in compliance with Oregon well 
construction standards. This report is true t.o the best of my knowledge and 

belief. ' I wwc Number 7 Ir 
Signed /..IJ,"iv ~ Date >-),/-:I Z 

WHlTECOl?TES - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT XELLOW COPY - CONSTRUCTOR PINK COPY - CUSTOMER 9809C 10/86 _ 



···---·-·-·----·~-~- ----- --··--~· 

To WATER WELL coNT(CToa 
'ze original and first copy 
'")! thls report are to be 
-;_ liled wlth the 

_....G1N"EER, SALEM, OREG N 97310 
_......Within 30 days :from the date' - ---

of well completlon. 

(1) OWNER: 
Name Maurice O. White 
Address Rt • 1 Box 112 · 

sqgppqose qregop 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New WeJX.l§ Deepening 0 Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE {check): 
[}{ Driven 0 
0 .Tetted D 
0 Bored D 

DomestJc ~ Industrial 0 Munic:ipal 0 

Irrigation O Test Well D Other D 

CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o welded 13x 
.. -.. 6 ......... " D1am. :from ............ 0 ....... - ft. to ___ l20 ..... _ It. Gage .•. 250 ...... _ 
···············-"Diam. !rom ------------J-t, JQ, ....... ,_,..,...._.,..._....:,..;fl. Gage_·-·-·····-·-···-. 

........ ~ Diam. !rom ····--·······-··--·-· ft. to .,.. ..... ___ :tt • . Gage ····---·----

PERFORATIONS: Per.forated? D Yes [;J{No. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations in, by In. 

····-····------··- per!orat!ons !rom ·····-······-···---- ft. to -···-······-···-·-·-·-- :tt. 

................. _ ··--···--· per:torations from -· ··········-···--·-·-- 1t. to ··-·····-····---·-·----- ft. 

. periorations from ···-··· .. ········- !t. to ····--···---···-·--·----- ft .. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes 

Manufacturer's Name ·-··----------·-----------------------
~ype .. --·------···-----···--··-···-·-·-.------ Modei No •.. --.-,.--····----·-·---:-

.Jlam. ·-·-·--······· Slot size -·············· Set b;om .·-····--·-··-··-- :ft. to ........ .,.. ......... ...:. .. ft .. 
Dlam ................. Slot size ········-·---- So::,t !rom ····-·--~---· .ft. lo -------- ~L 

(8) WELL TESTS: Di:~wrt_own ls amourtt water level ts 
lowered-belo'w staffc level 

Was n pump test made? 0 Yes ~No lf yes, by whom? 

10 gal./min. with Totad drawdown iµter 1 

Bailer test gal./mfn. with fl drawdown after 

tesfan ilow g,p.m. 

hrs. 

hrs. 

nperature o.f water Depth artesian flow encountered ----·--··-···-·· ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used -··--·-··-···C.an.ent ........................................... , ____ _ 
Well sealed :from land surface to -···········.--·--18 ..... ------..------- ft •. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ···-·----9 ........... In. 

Diameter o! well bore below seal ......... 6______ in. 

Number of sacks ot cement used 1n well seal ·---..... 3 ......... -........... _ ........ sack.'! 

Number of sacks of bentonite used in well seal ... - .. -... --·····-·····------·----- sacks 

Brand. name of bentonfte __ .:····-··············---····-·---·-···----······--·--······----·--·-
Number of pounds of bentonfte per 100 gallons 

ot water ..... -----· ·····················-······- ··-- lb:i./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? B( Yes 0 No Plugs··-- Size: location ·········--ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes 6( No 

Type of water? depth o! strata 

r!ethod of sealing strata oU 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes El No Slze ot gravel: ··-··--·-· 

Gravel placed from ····---··-··-·········-.. ··-· ft. to ............ ft. 

~ " 
(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
C_ounty 1 bi Driller's well number 

3N T .. 2W R. W.M. 

Beo.rlng and dlstanee f'rom section or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was :tirst found 26 ft. 

sl.auc level 84 :ft. below land surface. Datif6-2_.2.-76 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing .. - ..... -6 ............. . 
Depth drllled 12 0 tt. Depth of completed well 12 0 ft. 

ForrTiaUon: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aqui!er penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of {o:rmatlon. Report e-ach change bt 
posttton of Statlc Water Level and indicate prtncipat water-bearing :itrata. 

MATERIAL . From To 5WL 

m~~ Soil n ' ;> ' ')" 

s and't , l:u:Ql<ID !::la:t ?' c:. c: ' 
n1,,,.... .... 1 --- c:., n~ 

. , . 0' , ~ nA 

.. 

-

- - -

Work started 6 - 2 2 19 7 6 Completed 6-22 19 76 
Date well drilling machine moved oU ot well 6-22 19 76 

Drilling' Machine Operator's CertUlc11-tlon: 
This .. well was ronstructed urider my direct- supervision. 

Materials used and in1ormation reported above are true to my 
best knowle~ ~nd belijf·,(l_ /}/ 

[Signed]~~~£. Date ....... 6:::.25, 191.6. 
(Drillln~ Machlne OIK!rQtor) .. 

Drilling Machine Operator's Licen e No. -···-····BB.3. _____________ _ 

Water Well Contra.ctor's CertUlcatlon: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Name ... S ... & .. .M ... Dr.ill.i..na ... & ... Supply..,,J:nc ........ -...... :_: 
(Penon, tlrm or cor;iorailon) (TY~ o.:r print) 

;s~:::l~~~~··:::~=~~,~~-'-~=~: 
(Wate~~U~i;~ 

Contractor's Llcertse. No ...... 4.9_] __ Date ·······-----fi:::.2.5 ..... ·-··-• 19 ... 7..6. 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS 1F NECESSARY) 

-· 



• 
NO~ICE TO WATER WELL ca.kTRACTO~"''' 
· n:.~ ;!;~~0-:;d:.:! ~.;" ~ATER WELL R,~· m ~ E 1.v E D .. ~ _ . 

filed with the · !!;. '11 ~ • 1 -; 1 .1 _ / ·~-· STATE OF ORE 0 Well No .. ,,.i .. f:J. .~.k~.L.. ·-·-· ___ 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310'Y:lJ \'l. (Plea" type 0 , pdnt) JUL 2 51973 ·~· 4f.--- fr<J. ./ (2-.. . • _ . . 

within 30 days from the date alJfJ4; ..S. --•t N <'\. ·w·I'···~ .. :;;:._. · 
of well completion. CD

0

0 not write 11.bove Eii);'IiA. >TE ENG-JN t:.. .._..,u • ··-c;zz-~-j"-· .. / 

(2) 
New Well ~- Deepening D Recqndlt!oning 0 · Abandon O 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED.USE (check): 
Rotary O/Driven D -:. -~ 
Cable 0' Jetted D DomeSUc r,rlnctustrfal O Mu!J.JcJpal O 

Dug D Bored. O Irrigation 0 Test Well 0 Other . D 
:---=-~~-=~-'----''------'=--~~-=-~~--'-= 

Welded li!,.,.--
Ga<• ._:?.s...?.J.. 

-················" Diam. from ·--······-······--·it. to ·····---:ft. Gage ···-···-····-··; 
.................. " Dlam, from .................. : .. ,_ft. to .. --·---··--it. Gage ................... -•--? 

.PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Y~s 

Type of perlora tor used 

Size of perforations Jn. by in • 

.......................... __ perforations !rem -·····-·----- !t. to ·-·--···-·---·-----· ft . 

................................ perforations !rom .............. ----- .ft. to ·-·-·--·--···-···---; ........ ft. 

~;; ·~~~;;~;~omtlon•::~,:~~~~-:::::: ~D •::~··-·;:;:-- ft. 

Manufacturer's Name 

l'.'ype ····-···-··-· .. ---···--····-··----··-~·-··---·~---·--~ ·Modei No ............... --···-·------.... . 

Dtam ..... - .......... Slot size ................. Set from ----·---- ft. to -·--·--- ft." 

Dtam, ·-···-···· .. ·· Slot slze -·-·--·-··-· Set !rem ·-------···- ft. to ........................ ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level 1s 
'·lowered below static: Ievel 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes O No If yes, by whom? 

gaI./min. with ft. drawdown after hrs .. 

Bailer test gal./min. with !L drawdown a!ter /' hrs. 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

_Jerature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ... , ________ It. 

(9) CONSTRUCTIO~ 
Well seal-Material used ~~,-?/~·--- ............... - ....... ___ _ 

Well sealed from Ia.nd surlace7~~=~~~~v-----·· .. -- ...... ----........... ft. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of .. ' .. e .. • .. '/ ... ·.·.·.Z.. .... ·_·-in···.·-···-·· lni 
Diameter ot well bore below seal ~ 

Number of sacks of cement used 1n well seal ___ 7-7' ....... _.. . ____ ..... sacks 

Number ol sacks ol bentonite use~ell~. ~. _ .. ··--. . sacks 

Brand name of bentonite ~~----------- ·----- -------~ 

:u::::, 0:..~:~s~~·:;:~~.'.:::~11

~~---.. ---- lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? ~es O No Plugs·---·· Sb:e: location ..... ____ ft, 

Did any strata. contain unusable water? O Yes ~ 
Type ot water? depth of strata 

;ethod of sealing strata oft 

Was well gravel packed? 0 Yes O No Slze of gravel: ............. __ ............ -

Gravel placed !rom ..... - .. ------·------ It. to 

c ~ ... 'R"'/Jj' 
(10) L,Pft~ION )JF wELL: 
Count~?f"l'Lk-# Driller's well ntunber 

' ~!.. ~~ Sectio~ 1$'., T. 3 JJ R. Z W W.M. '-:" 

Bearing and distance from section or rubdlvtslon corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
D•pth at which water wa• llrn\ /9und 6 f!? tt. 

. Static lev~i 7"1? 
Artesian Pressure 

tt. below land surface. Date h-.2:;' ... 73 
. lbs. per square inch. Date · 

n2) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below caslng ,,_,.,_ ......... ,. 

Depth drilled ft. ri~pth of ciimpleted well ft. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain sfze and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aqul!er penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each change in 
P'?sitlon of Static WateT Levet an_~ indlcate ptincip~l wateT-Oea.rlng ~tTci_ta.. · 

MATERIAL To SWL 

Work started 

Drillinl' Machine Operator's Certification: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and infoi-matton reported above a.re true to my 
best kno~~ge and belief 

[Signed;(<U.1?£<"" :.../.&.'.~~46>•\e ./.:::22., .19/,;? . 
· (Drill~ Machine Operator) 5(' 

Drilll~ Machine Operator's License No. Ll. .. <P.. .. ~ .............. _ .. _....... ·~ 

Water Well Contractor's Certlllcatlon: 

This well was drilled unde~ my jui'isdiction and this report is 

~:::oE.£ .. ~6d~te .:!:../:~.e.f: ................................... .. 
G (Person, llrm or corpora! n) r jT:rPe or prlnt) 

Add;essa .. </a .... k)..g_.5:_T... ..C..S.L./:f..<fl.,b../1S.. .. ~.C-
[S1gn,d~~~I :~.~;;~;;;;-··· ........................ .. 
Contractor's License No. ~..b---·- Date .. lf..:::: . .2-.:-;l. .............. ., f9~7."S 

(USE ADDITIONAL SUEETS IF NECRSSARY) 



STATE OF OREGON 

'WATERWELLREPORT 
(&11 requll'ed by ORS 53'7.765) 

['lAY 2 2 1987 , ' 

(1) 01 ,~~!!/i, +- r_ ,If/~ m~0U"G5S 0 
N•m• I r:J 111J&C: 11 i=nnPl.I • 
Address In I " IA/ l../11 J "dr> ' '•Ah.I 
Cily ., '1-- f/1-1-~ .... '!!\al• .,. ) f' Zip 

(2) TYPE OF WORK: 
0 NewWe!I 0 Deepen 0 Recoriditio~ .. ~ndon 
(3}-DRII,L METHOD 
0 Rotary Air 0 RotarY Mud -EJ.c.b~ 
0 Olher 

('!)~OPO~ED USE: 
D Domestic ~~ Industrial CJ Irrigation 

D Thermal D Injection -Dthet 

'BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTIO~ ~ ~ I Constructfon approval Yes No Depth of Completed Well 
y,. No D D 

Explosives used D D Typ• ~ HOLE ~ Amount 
Diameter From To Materio.L- From To eacb or pounds • _ _.,..,-

/ 

/ 

/ 

Howw eal placed: Method DA 'D 8 De DD 0 E 

th er 
Backfill placed from---·- ft. to ___ ft. Malerial 

Gravel placed from ft. to n:-- Size of gl'aveJ 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
Diameter From To Gauge Ste•! Pt.,tio W•l~d. 

'a.sing: DR D. 
D D . D 

_..e D D 
,.. D D D D 

Liner: - D D D D 
v D D D ·- D -

Final location of sho~ 

PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 
.. 

/ 0 Perforations Method 

0 Screens Typ. · :-.M~teria! /, 
Telep<. Slot 

From To size Nuniber Diameter BIZe Casing Liner 
/ D D 

.. ../ D. D 
/ D D 

./ D D 
I/ D D 

../ D D 
(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time is 1 h~~'.~ 

0 Pump D Bailer 0 Air· . [J_,_A~ian 
Yield R"al/min Drawdown Drill stem a~· . Tl me 

./ 1 hr . 

// 

Tempernttire of water / Depth Artesiaii Flow Found 

..• ,. •. ~ o,. ,,. •• 
. any strata conU!i aler not suitable for intended~? .. D Too little 

-LJ Selty 0 M Oy 0 Odor 0 Colored 0 Other 

Depth of.'lt : 

Ny,_~ 

30 \ QU.J - )~ 
~ - --.-:7 
~ Jl J7') 

Qf\..., 

~ft\ .Lo{j T;gg; 'ELL by leg~! d~scription: 
C'bqnl (I ~titude Longitude . 
Tow~9hip • ·Nor S, Range ~ llJ E or \V, WM. 

Section I 2., v. 'A 

Tax.Lot Lot Bloc" Subdivi.sio~ -
;jtr_t~resse~Well~rne~addre1.J;,' n+...o . ./ <e. ~Tfnn a 

-11r v.- II} -v.J ~C1/1Pnn. 

(10) s11T~C WATER LEVEL?"' 
LJ.-J ft. below land su!fac.e. Date 

A~ian pressure lb. per square inch. n.i. 

(11) WATERBEARINGZONES: ~ Depth at which water was first found 

From To ,..;_-- Estimated Flow Rat!!! SWL 

----_,,--
_,,--

(12) WELL LOG: Ground elevation 

Material ·• From To SWL 

\Hell Ill 4 "- r'> .::i '+" j,J/) •• ct l< 

I "' I I .<"'-"' c-c'rf. It,. 'Th y""€. " M r, '"' c 
--~ ,.., rl,P o.\--L ~· LL'"! ,. ' ~ I-~ .J-:c_. 

<2VD I ·,n w"' II Wa< IL I _It 

°''"'. \J/,HrAc 0 l' C..11"'-C.' e--p,-r-~, w ,,,.... ,,,,.c ",.j .n we. ti L. ,~, ,,...,i-'l ... tJ 
h.. 1- II · ""-e :, ,,., ,,..'.J'\ ...... 

' I 

-. 
i.l ll.rk 111,d c • 0(( C ;..;...,.. m <!_C h ,,· 
rt/u ·h ,J1e_e ·L I ,....,,., ~.vh •n11P -.,, . 

h '2v«r>nn". I' .J.11 do(" -+- ~ 

kl{ne...-vi".'-1n~ ,,_µ. -4~ L ,,, ....1 • (" $ 'q "'" ./ 
I 0 

. 
' 

" ''. . " 

Dat.e stal'U!d • "> - J - ?'S / Completed .S- - i'> I 

(unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of this weJI is in compliance with Oregon well c.onstruction 
standards. Materials used and information reported above·are true to my best 
knowledge and belief, 

WWCNumber 

Signed Date 

(bonded) Water Well Constructor· Certiflciition: 
I accept. responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

work performed on Lhis well during the construction dates reported above. all 
work performed during this time i. \n compliance with Oregon well 
construction standards. This report is true to lhe best of my knowledge and 
belief. ;:;d,_,, 7/1 

l),"'1'\/ 
WWCNumber 

Signed Date ,_ 2:_1-/i_ z 
WHITE COPIES - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT YELLOW COPY - CONSTRUCTOR PINK COPY -CUSTOMER 9809C 10/86 _ 



·------~·-· -·-· ·------., .. --
~o WATER WELL CONT[CTOR 
\!•.original and !lrst copy 

?_f thJs report are to be 
\ filed wlth the f , 

_,.,.G1NEER, SALEM, OREG N 97310 
fiJthln 30 days from the date' - ·-·- · 

of well completlon. 

(1) OWNER: 
v '. 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
Name Maurice O .. White Cpunty golumbia Driller's well number 

_A_ctct_c_e_"-=~R~t~. _l_~B~o=x~~l=l=2~· ·--~~..,-.,--------1 _ _,NW"-"---"11,_,,S"-W'---'1,.1 .,,s,,,ece;,tl'"oe!h3L1 _,3,,N,,__T°'.~·__:2:..:W.,_"-"R'-. ----~-w=.M"'-..• ~·
SG BPp90 $A Qregop 97Q56 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well{~ Deepening D Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe ma_terlal and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
[1{ Driven 0 
O Jetted O 
O Bored 0 

Domestic ~ Industrial 0 Municipal D 
Irrigation D Test Well 0 Other 0 

CASING INSTALLED: Thcoactect o we1ded llJX 
__ .. 6 ......... " Diam. from .... _, .... n ...... - ft. to -... l20. .... _ ft. Gage .•. 250 ...... -
···············-" DJam. from ··-······-·--. .Jt, .t_g_, ..... ,-~~ jt. Gage_····-·····-·-··-. 

'~;;;;~::~~~,·-·-· 1t to~~~~=:· Y:ge ~=.---
Type of perforator use_d 

Size of per.fora.Hons in. by Jn. 

··········--·--··-perforations !tom -···········-··---ft. to --····-····-···---·---ft. 
·················-.. ·-····-·· pedorations !rom ·············-···-··--·- :ft. to ··-·····-·····--·········- ft. 

···-······-····---· perforations !rom ···-·············--- ft. to ·········-·-····-····--·· !t •. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes i:t:No 

'M:anufacturer'll Name ·-··-··-·-····-----------------------
pe ······-·····----·--··--··-··--·-·----- Modtj No •.. -::·-·····-·-·-·---:-

.Jiam. ····-·········· Slot size - .............. Set !J;-om ······--·-·-··-- :ft. to ---··-·.-··-...:.- :tt .. 

Diam •................ Slot slze ········-··-·- S~t !:rom ····-----.--·-· ft. to ·----- f,t. 

(8) WELL TESTS: D'ra.wdown la amouttt water level ls 
loweri!d"belo'w stnffc level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes [l(No If yes, by whom? 

.~_, __ l_0 __ ~•~•-1._/_m_ln_. _w_it_h_T_o_t_a<l_~._d_ca_w~d_o_wn_~af-·~te_r __ l __ h_<s_. 

Bailer test gal/min. with ft. drawdown after hrs. 

g.p.m. 

Beai-ing and dlstanc.e from section or subdivision comer 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was :first found 26 ft. 

si.auc level 84 !t. below land sur:face. Dat1?"6-22_-76 
~~~~---< .... --""'o-=~~~~~~~~~f""~_. 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ··-·····--6-............ . 
Depth drilled 12 0 ft. Depth of. completed well 120 ft. 

ForrTiatton: Describe color, textul-e, grain size and structure of materials: 
and show thickness and nature o:f each stratum and actuffer penetrated, 
with at least one entry !or each change of formation. Report each change hz. 
porltlon of Statfc Water Level a.ncI .indfcttte prl.ncipat water-bearing strata. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

'l'nn Soil () 1 
· P~own ;> ' ., " ; 

.<o:~~'"' 
. ,...., ,,,, .. ~ ., " "'" Ul 110 rol ""'"~ hh a" 

n '1 • ac; , ~. n• 

·• 

-

. . 

nperatura of water Depth artesian now encountered ---······- --·· :ft. -'-W"o"c~k~•,.,t=•rl=e=d ____ 6,,_-_2=2e_;cl9;_7,_,,6~C=om=p~le~t=ed~--~6~-~2~2~~"=-7~6 

(9) fONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used -·····-·····C.an.ent .. -···········-···········-···-··-·----·-··-·· 
Well sealed :from land surface to -··············---18 .... ---···------- !t .. 
Diameter o! well~ bore to bottom of seal ... _____ .9 ........... in. 

Diameter of well bore below seal .... _ ... fi.. _____ tn. 

Number ot sacks ol cement used in well seal ---·--···3· .. ·-···-·"'-······-···· .. sack., 

Number of sacks of bentonite used in well seal ···-······-·····-····--·-····-··-· sacks 

Brand- name of bentonite __ ,; .... - .............. ---····-----·-···· .. -······-······ .. ···-·--·--·-

Number o:f pounds of bentonfte per 100 R"allons 

o:f water ·····-·--·······-··· .. ·········-·············-·----·· ···- lb11./lOO gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? l>J: Yes D No Plugs -·--- Size: location ... ·····- ft. 

Dld any strata contain unusable water? D Yes 5(: No 

'vpe of water? depth of strata 

iethod o:f sealing :strata of.! 

Was weJI gravel packed? O Yes ~ No Size o:f gravel: ··-··--··----. 

Gravel placed trom ............................ _. ft. to -·--··-··············· :ft. 

Date well drilling machine moved ott ot well 6-22 19 76 

Drilling Machine Operator's CerUllcation: 
This·· well was constructed urider my direct· supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowle~ ~nd be~'f!·CT. /}/ 

[Signed] ~~tt£· Date ....... 6 . .;.25, 191.6. 
{Di:illW Machine Operator) .. 

Drilling Machine Operator's µcen e No. ---·-·---BB.3.-·--···--····-

Waler Well Contra.ctor•s· Cerillloation: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best o:f my knowledge and belief. 

Name ... S ... .& .. .M ... Dr.illina ... & ... Supply.e.Inc ........ -...... : .. 
CPer1mn, 1lrrn oi: cor-:vora\ion) (TYpe or print) 

J99 s .. b 

;s~:::l~~~~··:::~: .. :~::~:7.~=~: 
(Wat<!~ll~b'.~ 

Contractor's Licertse No ...... 4.9.7 ... Date ----·---···-·6.:::.25 __________ , 19 ... 7..6. 
(USE ADDITIONAL SUEBTS IF NECESSARY) 



I 
' 

~EOFOREGON 
WATER WELL REPORT 

(Riii required by ORS 1537. 765) C@.:~.--;:)._ .11.1~1 on 1988 
' ' 

(1) OWN~:+,,- 1A LJi,,. 1 WeUNum"'0iA·icl :\C:CC (!;'}LQCA.'l'IQNm~E Lbylegaldescription: 
Name ..( N\r Ji ... · r-•• \pc::n..,.;.~J{-./T /J(//lrlh , d ' •Lo · d • 
Addm• ,.,,;~;z.. j/ c,,· /,J, Ok'P ,,,,. p I • - ·----· .E'.VouH - Al •tu e. ~ ng,tu •-----

~ -"- ./'!£/ • Township .;( NnrS,Ran'jgd/.t~ EorW,WM. 
City ~/)./1,h n t?n ce/ sl.fQ' ,{"/":. Zip Cl 6,........(/ Section ,0 St!_ t.4 /i}.t;. 
(2) TYPE OF WORK: Tax Lot---- Lot ____ Block----Subdivi$ion-----

~w Well 0 Deepen D Recondition - D Abarrdon 

(3) DRILL METHOD 
~tary Air 0 Rotary Mud . 0 Cable 

D Other 

(4) PROPOSED USE: 
~stic 0 Community D Industrial 

D Thermal D Injection D oth~-;. 

-BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 
$1Jlfal Construction approviil Yes ~/ .. Depth or Completed Well j{)..,0 ft .. 

Yes No D ll:::f"" . 
Explosivesused D ~Type ·· · .Amount · .. 

HOLE SEAL Amount 

(J
eter Fr~m J?., ..-. Material From 

" '10 L<e.u.J.d;.,1-l,f 0 
To 11acU or pounds 
.1.., lo 

How wm"I plmd: M,thod 0 A - 0 B 0 C 0 .. D 0 'Ji 
19--'6ther 1'1/lf .J J,j ,.. I 

Backfill placedfrom---ft. to --- ft. Material ~--------

Gravel p!eced from ft."' fl Size of grave! 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
Diameter Frain l,o Gauge Steel Plastic Welded Threaded 

c.,Jn~--~'-1-'-f_,_1,__,__. 1'1-'-+'"""'q_<._,,(1'1 ~D [B-- D 
D D. D D 
D D D D 
D D D D .. 
D D D D 
D .0 D D 

I location ofshoe(s) 

PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: _,,,____ 0 -v-G-

0 Perforations 

D Screens 
Method .,.--------------
Typ, ______ . Ma~rillJ _____ _ 

Slot Tele/pipe 
To size Number Diameter size Ca.sin it 

. 

---+---+----+---+-----+---

.0 
0 
D 
0 
D 
D 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time is 1 hour 
~ Flowing 

Q Pump D Bailer ~ Air D -Artesian 

Yield gal/min Drawdown Drill stem nt Time 

I t 

I I 
zoo 

I 
1 hr. 

Liner 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

'Temperature of water ---- Depth Artesian Flow Found ---

Was a w11U!r an!lly!!is done? DYes Bywhom -----------

Street Address of Well (or nearest address)------------

(10) STATICWATERLEVEL: 
__ S_S ___ fL below land surface. 

Artesian pr-es.sure lb. Per square inch. Date 

(11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
Deplh :e.t which water was first fotind ___ J?c,L._,if,_ _________ _ 

From To:: Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

100 J "1 

_(_1_2_)_W_E_L_L~--L~-~O~G~---:~-~-G-w_u_n_d_•l-,v-.-,;~.,-~------~-~-

Meterial From To SWL 

a 17 
RI tu· Cl,,;';' I 7 

P' (.. 
l&-0 

. 

(unbonded) Water WeU Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I perfoni:ted on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction 
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to my best 
knowledge and belief. 

WWC Number ___ _ 

Signed Date -------

(bonded) Water Well Constructor·Certification: 
I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above. all 
work performed during this time is in cOrtlpliance with Oregon well 

Did any strata contain wat.ernot suit.able for int.ended use? 0 Too !itile construction standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and 

0 Salty 0 .Muddy D Odor 0 C-Olored 0 Other--------- belief. _ J WWC Number ? /.j-
Oepth orstra.t..a: H Signed 10/..-it,..- ~ Date (., -7-J'1f/ 
WHITE CO PIES - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT YELLO\V COPY - CONSTRUCTOR PINK COPY - CUSTOMER 9809C l0/86 



" 'r1I:. ~ 

~r .. !,·\, ··. / 
•''"" /. '! I /-S/ . ' 

lJ~~ '·. /}(' . D ~ ©_lE ~ W}E f(jl / . @ .:!l-:;·1 . , n._.s lliJ ·· 
~~ER RESOURCES DEPT, \\ \ 

1 
;,: J'.\' ,,· 

·~ t ~ NQ 3060 

::.•.LEM:' QR EGON ·.;, ~- · "START CARD" !..... . . ..l• :;>\ · 

NOTICE OF BEGINNING OF WEL.l CONSTRUCTION 
(as required by ORS 537.762) 

This form must be comple.ted, signed by both the owner (or authorized agent) and constructor, and the original 
delivered to the Water Resources Department prior .to commencement of construction, alteration or abandon- · 

... , n:ie.n~ of each well. ( ·.:. 

9 7 OS\o , .. 
I I 

. /J 7 
Prop, .o. s_E•d Commencement Date _ _,fl\c...:.,,,a.."'.,'-1--'""'=~•-'_,_f_:'l":___ 

. \ •.' . l. {, '( 

Proposed Well Depth / ?--0- , Diameter ________ _ 

. . :,.' . . -.. ~- \ · ... 

.an'.!_Ll~· . >\ 
. \~omestic ' Cl'Commµ,nlty "''. 0 Industrial 0 Irrigation 

J ~·o Thermal O l~Jectlcin 1 ~, ',, 1' 1 D Other ____________ ~~--
\.·\~ ~- ·1 .,\, ........... _ .... l,l

1
\ ..... r\i"\ 

Kprdpbsed Well Location; \county' · l C Jii "v'W.::.I..;, '"-«-
. -- ·. t'.. ;. '.), ~.;\.'}_l.\•\.1>.:,_-1;1 

\3 Ct}wJ y: Township; 5 ,N ·. ' '(Nor s)' '' ~\Ran~'e' \ \ i hf (E or W) Section 

At least 2 
of these 
·must be 

· provided 

~· 1/4 61 S l,;./. · 1 /4 of above section 
. I I 

2. street address of _______________ _ 
well location 

3. tax lot number of well location-----------------

~ttach approved map with location lde~tified. 
(see reverse of this form for approved maps) 

We hereby certify that we have read the back of'thls form, and that to the best of our knowledge the Information 
provided h · Is accurate nd the ell ls being properly located from septic tanks and septic drain fields. 

·~)_, l\_· x f)VM_,,=-·--,L&__:::~~=--· -.--
Owner's Sign lure Bonded Waler Wall Constructdr . 

7 1.r-
ucense No.-----'---'---'---------

Tiiie 

Cv Company TUlf/Nlj{ 
Date 

Note: This Is not a Water Right application. The owner is responsible for obtaining a Water Right through the 
Water Resources Department If required. 

Form 537.7621987 

... \ ' ·';.. ~ ~\ j \ ' .\. 

-·~·. 
,:~ '· 

( 

j 

0') 

c:i 
tu 
> 
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u 
LU 
o.::. 

'. 
" 
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NOTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR i 
The original and first copy WATER WELL REPORT· 

® 
ol thJs report are to be r-·-. _, ~ 

filed wtth the , , "· i,~ ,.. .. rJ ... ~ ~ ~--TE OF" OREr10N
1 •& U "'"" w.n No. _'3 .. #f-:l..!e.=.L~

~~·•· Permit No. -·;-:;-~£--.'\-v.:J-·){J 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 9"7310 r,._ •• i! i.J . a. ease type or prl1t) 

within 30 days from the dat~ · . ..:.:._ ...... ~- .. :.. ·1q a· ( ot Wl'ltt'l :iliove this line) 
of well completion. :·\I - ri ~ Z .. 6 ... 

·i'~· .: - Of"J 
Name 

Address 

New wen l'!ef Deepening D . RecondltJo'nlng D Abani;lon D 

If abandonment, desc:dbe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
Rotary 0 
Cable J8" 
Du 0 

Driven O 
.Jette.d O 
Bored O 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
D_omestic J& Industrial D Munlc,pal 0 
Irrlgat!On O T~t Well O Other p 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded D Welded)!{., 

... ?:. ..... " Diam. from ............ ?..:. .... - ft. to ...... /...f?!l. ... lt. Gage _.<: ... ?.:.f?:P.._ .. 
.... - ............ " Diam. from ·············-·--··-··.ft. to ····-----·-. ...:.: .... ft, Gage 

.................. " Diam. from ............ _. ______ ft. to .......... - ............ ft. Gage 

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? 0 Yes J3..No, 

Type of perforator used 

51.ze of perforations In. by In. 

................................ perforations !rom ·····--·--···-· ............... ft. to ------------... ft. 

................................ perforations from .......................... _ ... tt. to ... - .......................... tt. 

................................ perforationa from ...................... - ...... _ ft. to ..... :. ....................... - · tt . 

............................. .. per!orat!ons from ............. ·--·--··------ tt. to ..... - ......................... tt . 

..... perforations from .......................... ··- It. to.--·-··-··---··---···-··- ft, 

l7) SCREENS: Well screen lnstalled? D Ye~ lit..No 

Manufacturer's Name .................................................... --··--·-·-·······--·······-----·-···-----·-

Type ........................................................................ .:... ..... Model No ... -·-----·----------

Diam ............... " Slot size ................ Set !ram ······----.. - ... - ft. to ........................ ft. 

Dlam ................. Slot size ................ Set from·.: ................. " .... ft. to ........................ ft. 

(8) WATER LEVEL: Completed welL 

~.cl~•v~•=I ____ ~7'_f!) __ ~f='·~b=•l=o~w-"I•=n=d'-"'"='='•='=''-'D""at=•~.3~/.~~,,_,4v}~C~J'L 
-.rslan pressure lbs. per square lnch Date 

(9) WELL TESTS: DrawdoWn Is amount water level is 
lowered below statlc level 

Wes a pun1p test made? O Yes S,No U yes, by whom? 

Baller test /'c> ga1.;m1n. with r-> tt. drawdown aner J hrs. 

Artesian !low g.p.m. Date 

Temperature ot water :f/ Wa. a ohemloal ana!Y'I .. made! O y., J&No 

(10) CONSTRUCTION: . 
Well seal-Material used ......... $H:::ZE?..~t/.£.. ..... "::::._~.L{r. .................... .. 
Depth. oI ~eal .................... .L.'.f:..1.. .................................... ----,.---.-... -.: ...... __ ,, _____ It .. . 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ···-····--··Ii ............ in. 

Were any loose strata cemented oU? O Yes !31,No Depth 

Was a dllve shoe used? µ:;.Yes D No 

Did. any strata contaln unusable water? O Yes g5.No 

Type of water? depth ot !trat.A 

Method of sealing strata off 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes Q.No Slze oI gravel: ............... . 

Gravel placed !rom ..... .............. ft. to .. ....... ---·-- ft . 

OF WELL: 

W.Y. 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ....... .:-=:::::::_. 
Depth drilled / CS ft. Depth ot coinpleted well /c,f n. 
Formation: Describe color, texture, graln Size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness end nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report eaCh change 
1n positlon of Sta.tic Water Level as drllllng proceeds. Note drflllng rates . 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

<: ...... / CJ ;l... I 
'J'i'r ... ,_.;,v c/, ;;l- .;l-O I 
~~. -- ' .. ,/ 0 ~~ ;I-<> "I~-

,J. ;:::,_; / f...;,,. .. ·('.,,..,, ,... /,,_ , ,/ _;ro ?o 
il.tf' ,_.:, ~ L' A .. , / n /1. v '7c:'1 'b 
/.r ~.&,. ,. ./j Ti.:.•?""",- ,_ .. •. 6< q~ J'O -

•Ld .v'"' -ar /, ... ; ..... _,, Q.,r- /oJ" ',.'t? 

---

-· 

, 

Work started )/5/t: If' 19 Completed :3/.;z#. l9G.g' 
Date well drfllln~ m'achlne moved off of well J/:::O I 1L,., 

/ 
DrUHnr Machine Operator's Cerilllcation: 

ThlS well was constructed under my direct supervision, Mate
rials used and information reported above are true to my best 

;:::~:d]g~f~ .. ~~ate .:!.(24:., rnGJ"'_ 
(Drllllng Machine OpcratoI") r-·'. 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No .......... !J::?.£. ....................... . 
Water Well Contractor's Certlllcatlon: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and thi.5 report is 

;::~ t~:tY-~~N.'if ~:l'A~~ .. ·i.l~ll-1.d ................................... . 
(Person, lJrm or corporatlon) J ) :type OI" P27t~ • 

Address Ba. .. X.i?J..~.1. ... £~ ...... ,.~.~.' ...... . 
[Signed]~.--.~·······- ................................................. . z·;r 11 ConlI"•C:) j I i 
Contract~r's License N~---····::.----·- Da~~ !i .......... _..----····:··-:··• 1~----· 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



N9TICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 

The origlnaJ and nrst copy of this report WATER WELL REHt · · . }h } 
are to be filed with the fl. e I g;A ~ w /I .Q 

WATER RESOURCES DEPARTME~ STATE OF OREG ~ ~ VE fjte Well No. ··--·-·-·· ··--·-·····-·-······-d:-
SALEM, OREGON 97310 (Plea:o;e type or print) - -

within 3IJ days from the date . . FE 8 2 7 )97R State Permit No. ··-···-·-·-···-----
~ of well completlon. ~If!) r__ (Do not w.rUe above ~I.I line) . ., . _ .. 

.:d::!.S!C?. 1i!ATED "fi'5.'GU ·:, . , · ~:; . . 
.1) OWNER: 

Nome ;fudy .SweNd6<:.t../ 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Wen¥ Deepening D RecondltJon!ng D Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary D Driven D 
Cable Ji(:"" Jetted D 
Dug 0 B_ored 0 !rrlgatlon 0 Test Well 0 other 

Domestic D lndwtriaI 0 Munldpal ti 
D 

.CASING INSTALLED: Thr"ded o weldedl!r 

....... ??..._, Dfam, !'om .......... Q ...... _ It. to ···--·~·''L_ It. Gage .... 2o.$.P.. .. 
··········-······" Diam. !rom •··················-·· it. to -··-···-- .ft. Gage ····-·-···-··-
........ - ......... ~ Dlam. f.rom ...................... - it. to -·-·-- !t. Gage .... ·-···---

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes }tfNo. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of Perforations fn. by in. 

····-·-·········-······-·- perf.oratJons from -···-·-·-·----ft.. to - .. ·-····-·-··-·-····· ... ft. 

.............. _____ pertoratlons !rom .............. _____ ft. to ···-·--···--··--·- ft. 

................................ perforatlons .from .................. ---- .1t. to ······-······-··--- 1t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Yea ~No 

Manufacturer's Name 

·pe .................... --·---····----·• ......... ~ ......... Model No. ·········-···-········--·-····-

.am ......... - ...... Slot size .... _ ....... _ Set from ................ _, __ ft. to ···--·-.. --·- 1t. 

Dlam. Slot size ....... __ Set .from ______ -1t. to .............. ___ ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Po~~~~b!i:w a8~~~!e;'eiter level is 

Was a pump test made? D Yes )!f No U yes. by whom? 

~d_' _______ •_•_L_/_m_ln_._w_i_t_h __ ~~ft.-d~'=a=w~d~o~wn-Jal~t-e'-~--"-"~· 

Bailer test 0 gal./mln. with ft. drawdqW[l _after / .,,t. hrs. 

Arteslan flow g.p.m. 

erature o! waterSO Depth artesian flow encountered ···-·--···-·-· 1t. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
Well seal-Material used ........... S. fi./Y\..Jfd. .. T:. .. _ ...................... __ .. 
Well sealed from land surface to ...... -.~-~---·-· _ fl. 

Diameter o! well bore to bottom of seal .......... /.. .. P .. ___ Jn. 

Dlllmeter of well bore below seal .......... - ... ~---···- in. 6 
:::b;:,o:::'::, ';,::~:~:,~:•,d i~-=~:;~~~~ ~~~·~~:. 

..... _ .. ·--··--=·.........__--._.... _____ ..... .:.:._., ..... :.,. ... _ . ...:..... .. o.-'-"-

.... r-'-"'-"""'-"·'-·······-··-·'·-·"-·-· -' :.......<::-.. , ............. _ ......... - •••• ;,;.:.;..-· 

Was a drive shoe usedt l!!{Yes O No Plugs .... : ... : .. Size: lOcatlon ............ rt.-

Did any strata contain unusable w•ter? p Ye; .Q(No 

';(',Ype of water? depth o! strata 

1od of seallng strata o!I 

. .as weH gravel packed? O Yes )$(No Size of gravel: ·-·-···· 

Gravel placed from ........... -- !t. to ....... !L 

(10) LOCA.T.~9~. Ql" .!~•~i.f!-,,, . .,...,.,<1M~ 
County '-CJL~ UJ A Driller's well number 

\I SecUon/.3 T.3 /\/ R. :J.. W W.M. 

Bearing and distance_. ~rom section or subdlv:Lslon corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first f9und 90 It, 

Static level :l.5 :ft. below land surface. 

Artesian pressure 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 9 ..?--

lbs. per sQuare lnch. Date 

. /' ,, 
Diameter ol well below cruiing ·-··--·~····--··· 

ft. Depth of completed well 9 .;;l._. ft. 

Formation: D.escribe co!Or, texture. grain size and structure of matedals; 
and show thickness and nature ol each stratum and aqu!Ier penetrated, 
with at least one entry !or each change of formation. Repol't each chang-e In 
position of Sta.tic Water Level a.nd Indicate principal w2ter-bearinr strata, 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

<rn' /3R0"""' t:J :;;>.. : 
P '- ,,, ,/ ,-'< o. ,., CIJ /'-/ '.:>. :?-0 
Cl t:J v ~I ;.It; ~AN ;:J 

y JC 1-1- " '-<.) ?-0 70 
Cl-Av 1'? l ,. k ?O fl-7 
G (.? l'l 1/~ I /V) 150. 'ii'? q~ '} <:;: 

-- ' -- ·-

Work Started 0. I\ / 19? ~ompleted 
7 

Date wen drllllng machine moved off of well I' 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certification: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowledge and be · I. .,,,/ ...//- J / 

[Sig~edJ .. ...... C..A.YP:'JLM. .. Date .C/..t..K/,.19z .. f'.' 
rUHn~ Mar'hlne Operator} 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No . .... /.Ll .. ?.. ... V._., ... _____ _ 
Water Well Contractor's qertifl~ation: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowled"e and belief. 

Name G.v.,.y .... A..,, __ l-o_'<iff.c~ .. X ..... wG/LL).c.1.'..U.1'r.x..1 ...... .. . 
(Penon, lltm or- cor-poratlon) {Type or print) 

Address {i{, .. .J .. iJ.a.¥.: ... '..!;; __ ;5'. .. <:L .. S..l . .1 .. f.'J..<:.J~~!..,:9B.if • 

[Signed] Ell~ .......... ...... ----·----···--·--···-----·------···--
(Water Wflll Contrar'tar) . 

Conl,.ctor's License No. ~.J ... <.: Dnte . ...!,LJ._e}. ......... _, 19?.~ 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTICE TO WATER W'£LL CONf~CTOR E I v E D s E - .s lA) G) 
,.-----·:-1' The original and first cop J::}_L c 

oI th.ls report are to be, WATER WELL RE~l«J: ~ }) 1 ..-"\ _J 
tllcd,wlth the I . ,./'..tilir 11 STA\E OF OREGON DEC n_ 81976 State Well No. -YJ.M11J. .. \l;)...=l.>l--~ 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 9731~~~ (P1ease type or print) "' t.:. 
within 30 days rrom the date URCEC St!Jl:FPpnnit No ---·----·---

o.t well completion. -7 ~(Do not write a.hove ~~'RR RESO ;,-, 
-:J-.J 0 I ~., -·. npi:-t:""1.1 

~·· 
(1) OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
Name {'f"f/28. Ge:" Driller's well numb~ 

Address /ZZ: / 8<? ,I( ,. 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well JI( Deepening D . Recondltionlng D Abandon 0 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 
(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well, 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at which water was .tlrst !g.und ft. 
Rotary EI 
Cable $ 
Dug 0 

Driven D 
Jetted D 
Bo.ted O 

Domestic ~ Industrlal 0 MunfoJpal 0 

IrrJgaUon O Te.st Well, D Other .. D 

Static level -ti.a 
Artesian pressure 

1t, below Jand surface, Date/.,2 _,J 9-7# 
' 

Welded,W 

Gage .. ,,,z.s.'b .... ·--. 

··········----" Diam. from ·····-·--- :ft •. to ------- ft. Gage ········-··-··

····-··-·-·" D1am. !rom ·····-·----ft. to ···-··--- ~- Gage······-··----

• PERFORATIONS: 
Z of per:!orator useq. 

Perforated? O Yes P(No. 

' &·•. 

Size of perforations ._Jn .. by in, 

-···-·------ :per.forat.Ions from ····------·~· to -----------<C 
·················---·· pecloraUons from ···-···· .. ·---- .ft. to ·····-·····---·-- .ft 

.. perforations irom ····-- rt. to -········· . .ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen Inst.ailed? 0 Yes )l" No 

Manufacturer's Name .............. _. ____ _.... .. _ ....................... --··--·-··-----'"---'-'-

Type ·-····-·-·-··--··--··------.-...--=<::..i; Model No. ··--·······-··--·---

JJam. -·----···-··· Slot size ··-·-·-- Set .from -----ft. to ····-···--- IC 

Diam. ·-···-~·· Slot sU:e ··--- Set from ·····---- ft. to ··----- !t. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amourtt water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes ,HNo I! yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal,/:mln. wltb ,, ft. drawd9wn, 1;1,ftex;. ·~ ___ . _h,rs, 

Baller test /£ gal./min. wlth .J'"3'£t. drawdown. after ,/ hrs. 

ArteaJan flow g.p.m. 

perature of water --~ 4'epth artesian :flow encountered ft. 

CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used .fiELY.~/.ZE. .. _ ·····-··---------
Well sea:Ied from land surface to_ --····---·---..z_. . .2... ........ -·-·---~ ft, 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ...... _. ___ /,CJ. .. 1n. 

Diameter ol. well bore below seal ----~- in. 

Number of. sacks ol. cement used in well seal --····-··---··--- sacks 

Number ol sacks. of bentonite used ln well seal ~---·-----2. .......... __ sacks 

Brand name of bentonite /.#..z;;;:-,,czN.HZ2&i#.,,P.L. ..... _ ... ------
Number of pounds o! bentonHe per 100 gallons 

of. water ----···-·······-·--·-·-~ .. _./..L:!.a .......... ---·---"-·-'"···- lbs./100 gals. 

lbs. per square inch, Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing . ___ Jt(' ........... __ _ 

Depth drilled 9 ? ft. Depth of completed well ft. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, crain siZ"e and structure of. materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change o! formation. Report each clutnge fn 
_positto_n of Static Water Level and .indicate prlnclpal water-bearing strata. 

MATERIAL F.rom To SWL 

- . - . , / - .r 
7 -- - - . . - • .I -.i- 1' '!!' 

-· - . -7= -- _/_ - . - - - - d../ ,, ~ ..UA; ""' 

.. 

Work started /2 -6'- 19 z4ompleted 

Date well drilling machine moved ofi of. well 

Drilling Machine Operator's CertifJcatton: 

.a-?-~ 
/ 2 -m-I9Zc::-

This well was constructed under filY direct superviSiOn. 
Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowledg~ belie!. - 1 

[Sig,;edJ ~~-·-· ~"" - -".'.'--::"' ~-1 • .... /.<..:::a, .19zc 
(Drllllnll Mae~--~ 

Drilling Machine Operator's Llcense No . .. ,,-5:::..S:.J ... _ .... _ ......... _. 

Water Well Contractor's Certif!c;:atlon: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report 'is 
tru~ to the best of' mY knowle_dge and belie!. 

Was a drlve shoe used? ~Yes 0 No Plugs .... ___ . Size: iocatloO. .: .. ·--- 1t. ~ ..... .,, .ao:;:::"'~..,. .I!'" ...,_ t • ~ ,,,.r-..tlJ _,, 
Nrune ,_,,...,.. .. ,c:-.uX:L.L.../.#~~--''-··..,.>.L<':/~N'4"" ...... . 

bid any strata contain unusaj?le Vf!!le.t;.? O Y'%! Jl.No ~era<in, !Um oi:- coniciiaUon) . (Type or print) fY.<// 
,0T,_yp"'e"'--"-o''-"w"'a-"tee.'!...'-~-~~---'d'=ei'.pt.,hc:o~1'-''-'''-'"'-''"-•~---~-~~- Address ...f.!.0.,..4'a)( ..... ..6..?.£'..Ga$.T.~LCLJGt;.f:<?.d.e ..... 

1thod o! sealing a-trata off -- ·-· .. .·~-.. ~· 

Gravel placed from ···-·· ·······---· !t. to .... ·-··--············-- !t. 

[Siiued] -~--~0~ ••... :: ••••. -·-···-···-···--

Contracto~'s License No ... ~ . .£Date ................. L..l...:::-C'...,<; 19.7.6' 

(UBE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



~'.:·::::;~r~%a~!~!~rs:'e~~~ 0~~~-re~~oR WATER WELL REPO~\,~ P- ~~~NI: n '. 
;/ are to b"e filed with th I .. ~u t - ' ~ .. ~ ~ ft ~ L :;:~ ~A/ii - j 

/ WATER RJcioURCES DEPA MENT. ~ STATE OF OREGON . , ,s.tste Well No. =··-···.f-..:2:!&.._:.!_?__Q 
/ SALEM, OREGON 973 1 'b (Please type or print) - ' . .. J;..;.:. 

/ 
wlthin 30 days from the d\te _ .~ ""7~4 ,i;t te -P. it No 

,-· of well completion. \ :::::>-'...... (Do not write above thlS iliie)~:.i:{ lti:.~· · 'JRCE~8UE~T1 / ' ········-··--·-··---··-------" 
... , ' "'""n~: .aec:-/?..e.,f\e.d 

(1) OWNER: 
.. .. ' 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well 0 Deepenlng.Ef Reconditioning D Abandon D 

Ii abandonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 
Dug 

18' 
D 
D 

Driven D 
Jetted 0 
Bored 0 

Domestic 

Irrigation 

~ Industrial 0 Municipal 0 

0 Test Well O Other D 

( ASING INSTALLED: 
....... k. ...... " Diam . .from ..... ::/::.~.~~ .. it. 

Threaded O 

to . .-ILL .. _ tt. 
Wel<!ed ii" 
Gage ,.,,.(..£0. ...... . 

.................. ". Dlam. irom ······················-ft. to ··-·--·--- ft. Gage .............. ____ . 

.................. " Diam. irom ......................... 1t. to -·--··--· 1t. Gage 

.PERFORATIONS: .Perforated? O Yes CSZ' No. 

Type of perforator used 

Slze of perforations in. by ~n. 

-························- perforations !rom .... ________ ft, to ·--··...:_ .. _ ... _._ 1t. 

··········-·-·····-- periorations from ............. ·-·····--- ft to - .. ··-··· .. ---·--· 1t. 

................................ perioratlons irom "·-·······-··-- ft. to ·····-···-·-·-·; ___ !t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Yes ~ No 

Manufacturer's Name ······················-··-······--------~-----~-

•pe ·········-·····················-----···---·--·-·'"--····--· Model No. 
Jlam ................ Slot size ······----·-· Set from ....... ·-·····-··-ft. to ··----·----- ft. 

Diam ............... Slot size ................ Set from ........ ·-·-··-- It. lo ---··--' __ ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a t$(tf;- tfft'~~e? t2l Yes D No It yeS, bt Whom? /'Jnll'LE/l. 
4 

gal./mln. with·,( 7 ft. drawdown a!ter / brn. 

" 

Bailer test g11:I./min. with ft. drawdown after .•. hrs. 

Artesian flow it.p.m. 

perature of water£/ OIJepth artesian fiow encountered ·----· .. --. ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

\Veil seal-Materlal used ............................... -----·-··"·--·-·-···· .. ............ _ .. -..• ;-. 
Well sealed from land surface to ................... ·-··-· ·- ······-·····--·--··~--... tt. 
Diameter o! well bore to bottom o! seal ....... ·-·--····-····· Jn. T. 
Diameter of. well bore below seal ............. _ .. ·-- ···- \n. 

Number of sacks o! cement used Jn well seal .............. ·-·········-- ···--~··- sacks 

How was cement grout placed? ..... _··----~~·-·-·--·- ···-·-·-··-··'-· .. ···---' 

.... ··-···· ··········-·--··-·· ········-·-~~-··-~~--·-·-- ··-·····---················ 
.......... ............... .... ·-····---·---~······-"·--··-' ..... ~~~-~·~-~ •• ~· •• :.:.'..!O..~ .................. ;_. 

Was a drive shoe used? 0 Yes 0 No f'lu£3 ... :... .... Si.re: lOc:atioii. ........... lt. 

Did any stra.ta conta1n unusable water? O Yes O No 

-··oe o! water? depth of !lrata 

.:hod o! sealing strata off. - ...... 
Was well 1ravel packed? O Y-i!s ll3, No Size _of gravel: .... 

Gravel placed !rom ... - ....................... fl. to ........... _ .. ····-····-- it. 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
Driller's well number 

T . .'.i'N R.diV W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corner 

---~---------~---------· 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was tlrst found '{3 ft. 

Static level '?. ~ !t.,below land surface. Date '2-2:z. -g'.:z.. 

Artesian pressure lbs. per square lnch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: .......... /··-··/-·/--Diameter of well below casing !:- _ 

Depth drilled /;l. ? ft. Depth of completed well ft • 

Foi-matlo~: D~crib'e color, textu;e, graln size and strncture of materials; 
and .'!how thickness and nature of. each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
wlth at least one entry !or each c.bange of !ormatlon. Report each change In 
Position of. Static Water Level and indicate princ.Ipal water-bearing: strata • 

MATERIAL 

-- , , 

__._ - J. 

, 

--- ~· . .- , 

Work started 2 - .2 J. - 19 'S(.,2.Completed 

Date well drilling machine moved o:U ot well 

DrilHnir Mach.IDe Operator's CertltlcaUon: 

Frotn To SWL 

/./7 
,_, 2.. 
112-

11~ 1r<>1 

,1.1:=-h /..22. ?C 

2 - Z.?- 19 J?'.2. 
2: -,2 ¥- 19:1".2.._ 

This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowled~ belief. 

[Signed] ~~,.J ./ -~ .. Date __ .,Z.:.2.Y, -19.1.2-
(DrllI~ ~~erator) 

Dri1J.1:ng Machine Operator's L~cense No .... £'11./. ............... -...... . 

Water Well Contractor's Certl!IcatJon: 

This well was drllled und~r my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to Ure best of my knowledge and belief . 

Name /?C?N.'. __ CL>.ff:<f'LC.. ...... t/..&>.t/...J':H/~?..-.. P./.U.l.,,:./..t!I..~ 
(Person, !Inn or COt'l'oratlonJ (Type or :print} 

Address Lo~.L?.<?_).C.6_f'-.£:..JC/.?.5[!£.ECG67.u_V1.-.;!1f~ I/ 

[Signed] .~~i;~;--··-·····-----·------
Contractor's License No .. ~L.~ate'. ....... 2:.7 ... .2..71.. ...... ., 19.'f.2 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHERTS JF NECESSARY} 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CO 
The orlgin,al and first cop 

ot this report are to be 
filed with the 

:WATER WELL REP<Rl CE IV ED 2~ ~~~x~ '-::JI' 

O@t.Y STATE oF OREGON NOV~ 197(!l•at• wen No,..,;;N_. !-J...W __ /3 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, 0 

withln 30 days trom the d 
o! well completion. 

ON 97310 ~'\!*)'\ (Please type or print) · 1-;. - J _ / 
\'""' ""-!En n ESO. URCE i).ta&;> 'F>';fuu No. ·-····----···-·-'------:--i,;;i.. (Do not wdte above t.h.15'('1'"!',. • l>. ' ' ·" 

,-. 0 - . ·- Q~;EGON 

,1) OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 

Name cTadd C, lfF/9f"c1S5 Driller's wen number 

W.M. 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
Bearing and distance from section or subd1V1slon corner 

New Well Jli( Deepening 0 Reconditioning D Abandon D 
If abandonment, describe material and procedure ln Item 12. 

(11) WATER LEYEL: Completed well. 
' (3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at which water was first found ft. .I 

Rotary D Driven D Domestic r- Industr1al O Municipal .. D 
Cable Qi( Jetted D .q 

Dug~--·!Do__:_B~o~r~e~d:_=D'--""-"L..:Ir~n=·~g=•'='=o=n__:D::_~T~e~~L\~"W~ell:.::-""·D::.O..·=oth:.::='':_~-'"D 

CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o Welded~ 

...... £.. ... -" Diam. from .. ±:..r:;.:-:!:.. ..... ft. to ----7..I. ...... ft. Gage ... ~ . .J.:::.<.! .. --·· 
·-···-··----·" Diam. from --·-----····--··-··--:ft. to ·------~fl. :Gage· .............. _...,... .. .., 

............. ----"Diam. from---------------- ft. to ·-·-·----ft, Ga~e ................ - .. .. 

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes ,Li No. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations in. by In. 

... ___ ,, ___________ perforations f.rom .............. ____ It. to .. _____________ ft 

... , ......... ---··-·-·-·-- perforations irom ··--·-··-·------- ft. to ............ _____ it..., 

per!oratlons :from ........ .. lt. to . . ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen lnstalled1 0 Yes ~ No 

ManU:facturer's Name 

1'ype ···-·----------·---------· .. ----............. Model No. •• ,_, _______ >:;"""';"""--:-"--:--:-

.Diam. --·---·--··-· SJot size ---···-···-·· Set from ...... ______ ,, __ :ft. to ......... _______ ft:. 

Diam. ·- -·------·-· Slot size ................. Set !ram ........ ________ '." ~l: to ·:-·---·'.-"'""'"-- !t: 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level Js 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes £V No I! Yes, by whom? 

gal./mln. with ft. drawdown after 
.. ) 

" 

hrs . 

gal./mfn. with / r ft. drawdown a!ter / hrs. 

g.p.m. 

nerature o:t wate'-"J'" Depth artesian flow encountered ............. ____ ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ...... ./!l'tt:"/.'Jf.T.1.N.LL..£. ................... -._·--------·-·----
Well sealed :from land surface to, ---·---... -.--~-2::-. ......................... _, _____ :ft. 

Diameter o! well bore to bottom of seal ..... __ ,{C?... ............. in. 

Diameter ot well bore below seal ......... 6_......... ln. 

Number of sacks of cement used in well seal ___ .............. _ .. ___ ... _____ . sacks 

Number of sacks o! bentonite used in.well seal ................. ;{ ... ·----------- aacks. 

Brand name of bentonite ... L/.tlLE/Z#..tl.ZJ.LH./l~ ........... ............... ···--·-
Number o! pounds o! bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water ---------------·-·----...... LP..C ..... , .......... __________ ,_,, __ lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drive ahoe used? C'(Yes D No P_l.ugs --:-·-:- Size: location.··------ ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Y~ If No 

Type oJ' water? depth of strata 

. \!ethod oJ' sealing strata off 

Was well uavel packed? D Yes )j( No Size o.t gravel: .... 

Gravel placed from ........ ·------ tL to --·--------------------- ft. 

Static level 

Artesian pressure 

ft, below land surtace. Date /c::'-?J.t· Z-fu 
lbs. per sCruare inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: A' 
Diameter of well below casing --~£.. ......... _ 

Depth drilled 9'..7 ~ ft. Depth of completed well ? J /Y.z... -ft. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of. materials: 
and show thickneSl!I and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of. t.oimation. Report each chanae in 
P"O.!it!on of Statfc Water Level and indicate prlncipal water-bearlna strata. 

MATERIAL .. -

- - - , 

- - - • J . ., , 
- , - ,, 

/. 
, --· . 

._ J _,_ ~/ ·- . . ·' . ,,_-- .. '.1~- -

,.... . ; ,, . , ,:-;,,. . -· . ,,._~ 

-~· ·- ; / 

- . ~-J t' . .L.•.1·-,1 -
J -· ~ - ~. ,,, - -

.. 

.. -

Work started I !J.-z .2 - 19 Z<;: Completed 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certlllcatlon: 

From 

~ 

//.'· 

/'? 

'"""' 
/(/ 

~~ 

<?L/ 

1f'7 

To 
,,,,_,, 

J /'? 
-'£7 ,,,,,,. 
..,;.... .5"9" 
(.Y ,,, 
'I' 7 ~ 
¥"7.1. .r'? 

/P-.h'- 1974_ 
0

_ 

le -.z Y' 19ZC 

Thi,s well was constructed under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and informaUOn reported above are true to my 
best knowledge and belief. 

[Signed~---~~Date ____ L</ .. c:<".~19.Z,C 
(DrlU~ Muc~~tor) 

Drilling Machine Operator1s License No ..... ~S:.7. .... ----··--·----- __ 
Water lVell Contractor's Certitlcation: 

Thl::i well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Name 8f21Yf..Ep6",S<'.. .. /..v-L?r.,e .. l'::'..&~6' ... klal~&<'-
(Person, 1lrm or corporation) (TYpe or pr1nt) 

Address. ~--'2-.. &'.:t1< .... k~~Cd.$T.ME..d!Ju:4·7.u¥f!..ff/. #' 

[Signed] ~--· ..,;--./_£-<:"___... .......................... . ~Conb:'actorJ 
Contractor's License No . ....0.~Date ----··---------Lt2.~.;(. 19;:?',6 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



sTATE,ENGINEER (' COLU Well Record .. ~T:;~ WE:L No .. JN/zw~o..'. .. I 
Salem, Oregon \ 1 COUNTY _ Columbia 

\ ~\ \0 GR- l544 APPLICATION NO. __ fli:::;:~·g_ ___ :: 
\., MAILING 

OWNER: ...... Mi!r.tl.n ... J.A .. .Irl~k ... -------·--------·---·--·----·---·-----·· ADDRESS: ---·-----·--------------·--·---·------·-··---·-----·--------
CITY AND 

LOCATION OF WELL: Owner's No. --·--------------------STATE: ____________ _§.~;;:pp;i_g_l?.'1~ .. -Qr.gg_gg __________________________ _ 

_____ §Y.{__14 ____ §_l'i__.'/4 Sec ..... .:J.3 ... T. ____ .l ___ i,R. ______ ;? ____ ~ .. W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision 

corner ___ ;l,.Q_Q_~ ___ lj:_. ___ §; __ ;[.gQQ.! .... N •... :f.';r;:Qfil __ i?t __ ~QJ:_, ___ ,';l_~!h ... 13 ..... 

I I 

' ' ' I I 
I 

----~--1----f----{-----
' ' : I ' I I 

' 
! ; 
I I 
' ' ' 

• Altitude at well -------------------·--·-·--·----------·--·--·------·-------
- - -----1-... - •• ..:- ~-"-----

I ' 
" I ' ~~\I I 

TYPE OF WELL: .Jlrj,._:U_,,..;L_ Date Constructed ... 195~ ..... .. l I 
Depth drilled ______ l/l.Q! _________ Depth cased -----.l'?.0.! .............. . Section ............ J,;L .. .. 

• CASING RECORD: 

• 
• 

6" 

FINISH: 

AQUIFERS: 

WATER LEVEL: 
47' 

PUMPING EQUIPMENT: Type ______ J'.'_g,Q;i..f.ic ... sl.~JLW!'lll. .. tw.b;i,m.> ................. _____________ ........ H.P ........ J ......... __ __ 
Capacity ....... !J-.5. ............... ___ G.P.M. 

WELL TESTS: 
Drawdown .......... - ... 5J. .. _____ ft. after ....................... - ... hours ..................... lJ,;]. ........ _ ............................. ________ G.P.M . 

Drawdown ·······--····---···-- ft. after ----------·-------- hours ................ ·-------------------·--------·--------------------- G.P.M. 

USE OF WATER ..... ln:i.g:ation ................. ------------ Temp ............. 'F .......... ~ .......... _ ............................... _., 19 ...... .. 
SOURCE OF INFORMATION .. JT.R .. llll.uor.d .................................................... ______________ ., ............................ - .................... . 
DRILLER or DIGGER ................. _ ................ ·---------------···---·----·--·-------------------------................................................ ! ........ . 
ADDITIONAL DATA: 

Log .............. _ Water Level Measurements --·--··-----Chemical Analysis .................... Aquifer Test ................. -...:. 

REMARKS: 

Ing: Soil 
Rock 
Quick san::l. 

Irrigation o:f 3.5 acres 

O to J.4 ft, 
l4 to 20 :ft. 
20 to 170 :ft, 



(1) OWNER: 
N..,. TED WHITE 

Well Number ____ _ 

Ad<m• 51583 Cl)UJMBIA RIVER HWY· 
City SCl\PPCCSE State OR Zig 97056 
(l) TYPEOFWORK 
[JIN ow ""11 0 n..pc.ling 0 Altonlion (rq,.;,,;oooa<titioa) 0 Abooidomnont 
(3) bklttMtfilOD: 
0R""'YAir OR°"'l'Mud QCsblo OA•g« 
QOtbet 
(4) PROPOSED USE: 
DI Domestic O a.nmuruiy O 1ooutria1 
QThmnal Q!.njoctioa QUvel1od: 
(5j BORE HOLE coNSikOCTION: 
Spocial C-"P!'W'al QYOI [iNo Depd> olCocnpldedWell 1.l!Lf!. 
Explodvcs used 0 y., [];No 'JYpe Amount----

HOLE SEAL 

Howwusoalpla«d: Motbod DA OB oc on OB 

~ Other PQ,1red into dry ann111 ar 
Boctf"tllpl>codfrom __ JI. to __ ft. Maierial ____ _ 

Gr.vet placed .from ft. to tr. Siu of gn.vel 

(6) CASING/LINER: - ,.,_ T• G• .. • St.I ...... 
8" 2 Cuing· + 176 250 :Kl 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Lh>er. f;" 1 ;;7 1 '7'7 ~"~ Cl: 0 
6" 1 R"l 1 R7 ?<;n ex 0 

(8) WELL TES'IS: Mlnlmum testing time Is I hour 

QBailer 

Wt WM .......... 
!XI D 
0 0 
0 0 
D D 
fXl 0 
!XI 0 

Flowing 
QArt"ian 

I !.... 

J 1:1£s, 

Temperature of waler §d'F D:pthA.rtedanP1owFound. ___ _ 
Wu •water analyst. dooc7 0 Yes By whom _______ _ 

Did any Jtrata cootain w*1cf not suitable for imeodod UJC7 D Too little 

0SaJty 0Muddy 00dof 0Col=d 12!0ther~J.~· r~o~n~--
Dep<h o( "'""' ~9k7-~1 ~5~8 ______ _ 

(9) LOCATION OF WELL by l<pl deocrlptloa: 
C01m1yCOLOMBIA Wrudo. __ · ___ LongHudo. ___ _ 

Townlbl~ 3N N "' S JUngo 2W E or W. WM. 
Soction 1 3 SE 1/4 NW l/4 
Tax Lot 1 2000 L« Bloct Subdivilion ___ _ 
s .... AdmnofWoll(OO'_,,.,-.,.) 51577 <PUJMBI)!. RIYER 

•t~RXJSF.,QR (ii) STATIC WFE~ 
4 3 tr.. below J.00 strlace. 

Arte1ltin ~ure lb. per tqaare inch. 
Dato 03/16/98 

°"' (ii) WATEll BEAlliNG ZONES: 

Depth.If. which WMer WU tnt found -"a,_,_'7 __________ _ 

From To l!.lt-..iFlowR.ot<o SWL 

177 183 cn_nn r"ff'lLI' A~ 

(12) WELL LOG< 
Groond Elevllioo 

Matotial From To SWL 

Brown siltv clav occ-boul; ,_ 0 1? 
Brawn rn-a=l .\ ~~,.,,.. H-,.:;..;,: 17 q7 ..... ,,, -"-'--__ __. . -

' Q'7 111 '" ----" .. c 

' 111 10C II 

---- _h, __ ... ___ .. '· - 1 ~r 1 •r II 

... Y.- • ~ . -- . -- II 

,... _____ hl - - 1 - -- _..,." •.• -, - . -- . -- " ,... __ : __ h1 __ ,_ 
.l .~.I.- - - - . ,_ . -- '" 

-- - > 

o.t.o lta1ed 92124 /ae Completed 93 /1 6 /ae 
(oob<Jnded) Wala" Wdl Comtrv.ctor C«Utkallon: 

I certl!y that the wort I performed oa. fllCI corutrudkin, aftel"aticn, or W.-............._,t 
of dii1 well it in compliaocc with Oregon wrkf supply well comtructioo si 
Materi-11 used and inlCl'lDStioo reported above M"C true lo the best OC my b 
snd boliof. 

WWCN<Ud>« ____ _ 

Signed Dote 

(bonded} Wattr Wdl CODltnldor CenJtlc.tion: 

l ..xcpc. re.pomibi.llty for tho oocutNction, atteradon, or ab&odonment wort. 
performed oo this well cbing the construction dat.M repoctod .alxmi. All wort 
perform (during this tlme ii io compUance with ~oo Wlkf 1upply weU 
construe id standards..,..:ihi~ report i1 true to U1fl best of my k::nowlodgc and beUof. 

" ' I I ' wwc Number _5_7_3 --
s;-"-\' II J':L Dat.03/18/98 

ORIGINAL & FlRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND CO~Y-CONS'R\UCIUR THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER 

-·---·-·--· ---· ~-- - ---~ -- -



....... s><:UW • 
(1) OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 

N=e Phillip Holsheimer Jr. County 
Colwnbia Driller's well number 

~o WATER ~L co~~~on . - \ v E 0 
The orJginal and !lrst c;opy ' .. - . . . . . . il. ...C..l" E 

ot thlnepo,t ore 10 ~e · tl)i01 lrhWATER WELL R1\'-llf\I 
med with the ~ ""V'"U STATE OF. OREGON JU SQ 1976 state w.n No_3tv..'.d.1.-:L:Z3 .. "_q_~ 

STATE ENGINEER, SALE~. 0 GON 97310?\0 d-- (PlcB.ll'e type or print) N 
within 30 days from the te · SOURCES 92-JCTfermit No. ········-·-·--------. - __ 

of. well completion, \. (~ef'not write aboVBt.}l'~!R 'RE 
'\. · f'tQF' r:.ON 

_@ 

\. 

- . -· -· -·· 
Address Rt. 1, Box 132 SH ~lNE V,, Section J 3 T. 3N R. 2W ·w.M. 

91056 
.. ~ 

Scappoose. ore. ( 

Bearing ond distance from section or subdivision C01'1?-!!r 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): - . -

~--.., 

New Well ?2, Deepening D Reeonditiqp.inJ~D ~bandon D 
If abandonment, describe material. and proc.edure in Item 12. -- --

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at whlch water was first .found 45 ft. 
RotarY. ¥:! Driven D Domestic IX Industrta1 D Mt!,rllcipal D Static level 76 ft: below land surface. Date 6-24--Cable D .retted D 76 
D 1 1g D Bored D Irrigation D Test y.'eJ!. D q_tp~~ IJ ~testan pressure ~~~·.per s~uare inch. Date 

.CASING INSTALLED: Threaded O Welded 3 (12) WELL LOG: ·····-6--····---Diameter o:f well below casing 
....... 6. __ " DI.am. from ........ O. _____ .. __ ft. to .... __ _g_s.__ ft. .Goge .....•. 25.Q .. _ 

Depth drilled 95 !t. Depth of completed well 95 ft. 
·····-······-·-".Diam. from ··---···-······-··ft. to -··--. -·- ft. Gage ..... _, ....... -·-···· 

Desci:lbe color, texture, Formation: graln sfy:e and structure ol materials; 
·····--······-~ Diam. from ·······-;···-.··-- ,ft. ~o -··--. -- ft. Gage -··------ , and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, • with at least one entry for each change of formation. RepoTt each chanue in 

PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes XJ No. 
posHton of Statlc Water Level and indicate prlnc!pat water~bearing strata. 

Type of per:forator used MATERIAL From To SWL - -
~lze of perforations In. by In, 'T'nn a nil 0 1 
.. ··············-···--·-· per!orations from ····-·--···-·-·--· ft. to ··--·------ fL 

rlriv 1 ~ c; 

··············-····-·····- perforations from ·········-···-······----- ft. to ················-·--it. G:r:a2eJ ~" A~ 

·····-·······-··-···-···- perforations from -···············-·--- .ft. to ··------···· !t. - rl --· . l '" "c; 
r-- .l . 

"" a'" '7" 
(7) SCREENS: W•ll screen installed? D Yes 1,XNo 

'l:anu.facturer's Name ······-··-·-··-----·-----------·----
h'ype ·············-············-···-····--····-···- Model No. ·-··-·-···-·--···-···--
Dlam. ................ Slot size ········-· ... Set fr.om ····-·········-····-.ft. to -·-··-·-··-· .ft . 
Dlam ................. Slot sJze .. ....... . ... Set. from. ····---····--·- ft.. to ···:····-:::------ ft,_ 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes [XNo 11 yes. by whom? 

• ~~: 20 gal./min, with Tot ail drawdown after 1 hr.. 
,. 

" " . 

" 
,. 

" .. 
-

Baller test gal.( min. with it. drawdown alter hrs. 

·testan Oow g.p.m . 

• :?rature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ····--·--·-··· ft. Work started 6-23 19 7-6 Completed 6-24-2619 .,_ 
Date well drilling machine moved off of well 6-24-7619 (9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Woll seal-Materlal used ···-···--····--- Cem!".!:i..t .... ___ .. _ ........ ________ Drilling Machine Operator's Certitioa.tton: 

Well sealed trom land surface to ·-·-·····-··---.:_-6 .. ·-···················--···---- ft. 
This well was constructed under my direct superv1s1on. 

Materials used and ~ion reported above are true to my 
Diameter ot well bore to bottom of seal ······--······9.······-··· In . best know and-bell . / · · 
Diameter of. well bore below seal ............ 6.. ___ In_ [Signe;M,-;:,..-;, --· .-1;;1Je!¢~ Date .6-,.,,2.4,,-.1,619----··· 
Number of sacks of cement used in well seal -·················3··-·-··-·········-· aaclts 

rilllric nchlne OpeX"ator . 

Number of. sacks of bentonlte used In well seal ....... ·--·······--·--- sacks 
Drilling Machine Operator's License No ...... 883 ............ ---······-·-·· 

Brand n9.me of bentonite ·-····-···-- ············-··-··-----·-·····--····----- Water Well Contra.ctor1s CertillcaUon: 
Number of. pounds o! bentonlte per 100 e-aIIons 

of. water -····--·-·-·---·····-·-···-······---·--····-···-----···-·-······--· lbsJlOO gals. 
1'his well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
Was a drive shoe used? EJ Yes ONo Plugs ___ Size: l.ocatlon ····-··.--. .ft. NameS&l1CDr:illing---&---S~ply-,----Inc.-------·----····--------··-
Did any strata contaln unusable water? 0 Yes S; No (Pe.rson, flrm corvoratlo (Type Ol" prlnt) 

'ype o! waler? depth o! strata Address ______ 39.9 ... _.s~t~_c.anby..,_.ore, 
Method o! sealing strata oU 

[Signed] ... ~ . - -- •.;~~~~~~~~;pr·-·-----
Was weU, gravel packed? 0 Yes ii! No Size of. Jravel: -·-··· ·-··-··-···-··-· ·-

Gravel placed from ·····-····-···········--- tt. to ··--············-··········· !l Contractor's License No. -----~-9]. Date ____________ .6.:::2:~t::--16_, 19.__ ___ 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECFJSSARY) 



_ :-,.; 41ro WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 
· The orfg1n,al and first copy 

- ..,) \A.I I \J .______ __ 

of thls report are to be ,tlJtltllll:fl •• 
:filed with the ,....,.. ~ 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310 \ 

WAs:~ w;:~R::::~~ ~ !, 1 v ~tag wen No . . &.J//l?Io/._.1d_Qc_ 
(Please type Ot print) t,, - 1976 

within 30 days from the date -J_:!:t/'-4. 
of well completion. --; ~ (Do not write above th'ti'itnl;'ER nEsOURCES soE;r~it No. --···---------·-------· 

(1) OWNER: 
Nam• Phillip Holsheirner, Jr. 
Address Rt. l, Box l32.Scappoose.Ore.9705t;i 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well D Deepening RI Recond!Uonlng O _Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe materlal and procedure 1n Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary ~ 
Cable 0 
Dug D 

DrJyen D 
.Tetted D 
B.ored. O_ 

Domestic :tJ ffidustrlal D Munlcl_p!!I 0 

Irrigation o·. Te.!ft W.ell D Other 0 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o · Weldod:0 

....... --§ ... "Diam. from ......... 9._,5 ____ fl. t:o __ J.,_],_Q ____ ft. Gage ... i-2.5.Q ..... . 

........ - ........ " Diam. from .................... _ ft. to -···-·-··--····-·· ft, G9:ge ·····--·····-·-·-·-· 

···········---··" Diam. from -··--·····-·-·-·-- .fl to ....•... i..·-····--· ft. Gage -··-··-··----··· 

./ PERFORATIONS: Per!orated'l D Yes JO No. 

Type of. perforator used 

Size of perforat!ons fn. by in, 

-···--··········-·--.. ·····-- perforations from ·-·---·-··--··-- tt. to ·····-··---·-.:::·-·-- ft. 

······-····--···-·· ·····-·· perforatlons from ·-············---··--···-· it. to ... ···---····-····--··-·-·- :ft • 

......... ------·-··········-·· perforations from -··--···---···-··-· ft. to ···-··--·-·-··-····- ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen !nstalled? D Yes j£I No 

Manufacturer's Name 

Type ·-······-····--·······--·-······-··-···-·-···---·--·----··-··- Model No. -···---······················-····-·· 

DJam ................ Slot size -··-······· ... Set from ···-·····-···-···-- :lt. to ··----·- It. 
Diam ................. Slot size ···--·--· Set from ........................ tt. to ···--.·--·-- !t. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown .b amount water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test ma.de? D Ye.<1 ;;p No II yes, by whom? 

Yield: 40 gal/min. with tot a.)t. drawdown a:fter 1 hrs. 

Bailer test gal./mln. with ft. drawdown after hg., 

Artesian now J.p.m. 

perature of water Depth artesian .flow encountered -··--··-- ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ......... ··---······-··-----------·-· 

Well sealed from land surface to ·-·------·---···-·---------·------- it. 
Dlameter of well bore to bottom of seal ····-·•····--····-···~in. 

Diameter of well btore below seal ········-··--·····- in. 

Number of. sacks o! cement used In well seal ·-······················-·····-··-··--·-· sncks 

Number of sacks oi benlonite used 1n well seal ··-·-····--···········-····----- sRcks 

Brand name o! bentonlte ········--·-··--·----------------·-"···· 
Number of. pounds of benton!te per 100 gallons 

ot water ........ ----··-·--······-------....... ·---~······----·-·-···-· .. lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drlve· shoe used? 0 Yes 0 No Plugs_ .... , ... - .. Slze: locatJon ............ ft. 

Dld any strata contain unusable water? D Yes £kNo 

Type of water? depth o:f strata 

Method of seal.Ing 5trata oil 

Wa.s well graveJ packed? O Yes )Q;No Size of gravel: ....... ~··-··-··--···· .. ··--

Gravel placed from ·---·-·-·----· .tt. to -······-·-----······- :Ct. 

(•II 

-·'-
(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County {Ql umbi a Driller's well number 

1:) T. 3N R. 2W W.M. 

Bearing and distance !ram sectlon or rubdlvlsion corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found 45 fL 

Static level 76 ft. below land surface. Date 9-] 4- 7 6 
Artesian pressure lbs. per squ:ire Inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: D1ameter o! well below casing ....... 6.~! ....... ,. ... _ . 
Depth drilled 120 ft. Depth of completed well 12 0 fl 

Formation: Describe color, texttll'e, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry !or each change of. f.ormat:l.on. Report each change tn. 
position of Static Water Level and indicate principal wateT-bearing stTata. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

1 .c::-. ..... ...::i ...., Q~ 11 A 71< 

n1 ,,,... rl ":'>~ .. 1 1 A 1 ~(l 
-

-

···-
.. 

Sept . ] 4 19 7 6 ComJ;>leted Work started Sept 14 19 76 
Sept.i4 19 75· Date well drilling machine moved oU of well 

Drilling MachJne Opera tor's Certillca tlon: 
This well was constructe.d under my direct superv1s1on. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 

. 1 ~ ' ' . 9-l6 7c. 
best know~ei and b&':f;-~ {fa' 
[Signed] .. . .~r . .. =.11:.lU .... ..... Date .......... . ...... , 10...,,,. 

(Drilllna: MaclLlne Openttor 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No ............ .8.8.3._ .................... . 

Water Well Contractor's CerUllca.tion: 

This well was drUled under my Jurisdlction and this report ls 
true to the best of my knowledge and belie!. 

Nrune S .... & .... ~:'.. .. D.x:.illing ... &._.S.uppl.y.,.Inc •.............. -..... 
(Pernon, £1nn or corporation) (Type or print) 

Address ···3n;,t~1"'1.t.1 .. <:::.E1~PY.i.Q.:,;g,_,."?..?.Q.l;?. 
[S,gned] /!./de.. -· . . ;>».h:.-5!. .. ~-"~·-·····-·····z···· ............ . ~~-~-'conb:'actor) 

Contractor's License No ..... .4.~.:Z .. Date .............. ..9..::-.l.9 ....... , 19 .. 7Ji 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP'4~!15~1llil 

' '· 



1
"'"" "" .. • " - - ~t/ Mc~)>e .!E· S IJH\13~ '7 /1 Q 

-- STATE OF OREGON SEP 151993 M'l f.\ . - L..i}J SC}. 
WATER WELL REPORT ' ,. ~ O><CJ I 

c~ ~qu;,.. by ORS 537765lV\IATER RESOURCES DEf'T~•g• 1 0 1 (STAJITCARD) a :;4497 
.. - . r.oc"'.-..""-
~- ' 

(1) OWNER: 
. 

Well Number W-1 (9) WCAT~ON OF WELL by legal description: 
Name RUSS TYLANDER County COLUttBIA La!itude X I • Longitude x ' • 
Address OAK RIDGE DRIVE iTtl ST Township 3 N . ...N . ..or.S. Rang- 2 w n SJr __ W. WM . 
City SCAPPOOSE Stale OR Zip 97056 Section 13 NW \4 SW \4 ... . . 
(2) TYPE OF WORK: Ta;ic; Lo• Loe Bloc" .C:::ubdivisio"' 

CJXNew Well D Deepen 0 
.. D .Ab·a~don - ... 

Recondition Street Address of Well (or nearest addfess) 

(3) DRILL METHOD: 6TH STREET SCAPPOOSE, OR 97056 
[]X Rotacy Air 0 Rotary Mud 0 Callie 

.. 
(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 

0 Other 10 fl. below land .surface. Date 09101/93 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artesian pressure lb ... per "Square inch. Dale 

[]loomestic D Ci:un~unity D Industrial p Irrigatiol! ~- (11) WATER BEARING ZONES_: 
IT Thenn;I D Injection DOlli~, 

. -

• (5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth al which water was first found IO 
Special Construction approval 0 Yes [!1 No Depth. of Completed Well__§Q_ ft. 

Explosives used 0 Yes d~o Ty Amount From Th Es!lmated Flow Rate SWL 

10 60 20 6PK 10 
HOLE SEAL Amount 

• Diameter From To Material From To socks or pounds 
IO 0 20 CEHENT 0 20 10 SACKS 
6 20 60 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Ground elevation 

How was seal placed: Method 0 A "p ll me DD (JE -

D Other Material From To SWL 

Backfill placed from___- ft. _to__ ft. _ Material SILT CLAY 0 10 I 
Gravel e_laced from__ ft. tci_ _ _:__n. Size of gravel SILT 10 18 I 
(6) CASING/LINER: 

.. SILT GRAVEL 18 qv 

Di.ame!er From Th Gauge Sled Plastic \\'eldcd Threaded GRAVEL, SANO '" '' 
Casing· 6 fl 50 250 []l 0 []X 0 SAND '' bV 

0 .D D 0 
·.· 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 D 

__ , __ 

D 
D D cr· 0 

. 
Liner: 

0 D D 0 

• Fmal location of shoe(s) 50 FT 
(7) PERFORATIONS I SCREENS: -

·-· 
0 Perforations .. - ·Method 

OX screens TYPe PVC SCH-40 Material -

Slot TuJe/pipe 
From To sb:e Num~r Diameter sh:e Casing Liner 

• 60 

I 

55 

I 

B 

I I 

l 

I 

4 D [jl_ 
0 0 
o· D 
D .D 
D 0 I I 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing· time is 1 hour ' 
Date Marled 

VJ/ Vl I ].J 
Completed "' vo1'J 

-a Air 
Flowing o· Pump 0 Baile; ... 0 Artesian (unbonded) Water \\'ell Constructor Certification: 

Yield gal/min Drawdown Drill stem at Tinte 
I certify that the work I perfDrmed on the construction, ·alteration, or abandon-

mcnt of this well is in compliance.with Orego·n.·well Constructioii standards~ Materi:l!s 

2v 

i I 

50 

I 

- used and information rcporied aboVe are true to my best knowledge and bdief. I hr. --· --- -
WWC Number 

Signed Date 

(bonded) \Vater \Veil Constructor Certification: 
Temperature of Water 52 _Depth Artesian Flow Rmnd I accept responsibility for the conslrucliorl, alteration, or abandonment-work per-

\Vas a water analysis done? D Yo, Dy whom fanned on th;s well durin~n dates reported above. All wock pecfocmed 

Did any slrat.a contain water not suitah!e for iniended use? 0 To;- little 
during this time is _i.nLom · ce ll gon well construction s1andards. This repon 

D Salty D Muddy D Odor D Colored D Other 
.. 

;, true co fl'.';~ n~e' d bcllef. ~~ 1480 
- ~ ~ W umb 

Depth of strata: - Signed ;:n r/ )';,/' ,. /J 'd,, Da ----_............. 

ORJOINAL & FIRST COPY · WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPf ! 9 NS '.I'ROCTOR THIRD COPY • CUSTfMEY 9&09C l0f9( 



' .,._ .. , Ttl!t ~·:BSOURCl:S DJ:PARTMD'J:>:;;;;;.----.., STATI: OF OREGON St.ale Wd.l No. ----

, ' -~ ·~R!:CO~ 11'7JIO 
-...4Hl\1n .JO .i .. y1 lrom th• d•I 

ol """'II c:ompl~llon. 

(Ph:-.- t)'J>C or prlntl 

CD• o•t wrlh •""' I.ht.a llh•) 

'\_OWNER: 
l Cjt-y o.f' Sccpoase 

2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
Rto:ondltlonlnt 0 Abandon O 

1bandonmcnt. dnc-rlbc matcdal and proc-.dun In Ite-m 1%.. 

3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
,n..al")" CS: Drtvcn O 
]1bJe 0 J c~d 0 
rue 0 B.o~d 0 

DomiuUC' XJ Industrial 0 Jdun.lclpal 0 

lrrlt(Atlon O Test Wtll O Othotr D 

~) CASING INSTALLED: nu-••• .,. o w,, ... '° 
112.'.'.__· 01.m. '""" __ o __ "- .. ...1.(1_§__ "- c.,. _,._;i7 s_ 
J.Q.'.'.__. Dl•m. '"'m _J.85_ tt. to _:),_869 ti. C•r< _,__f2Q_ 

.. Dlaf1"l... !rom tL .. 

(;, PERFORATIONS: J'r:r1'.oralt'd1' O Yet )3 Jio •. 

'..i:c o{ ~rlon.Uoru ln. by 1n. 

~---~ per1on.Uoru irotn tt. lo !'t.. 

----- ~oNUoru tram tt. t.o ft. 

~rlor•Uoru from rt.. to tL 

Well scre•n l.rut.A.Jlcdt ;o Y""'- 0 No 

uiy!actt1.rtr'1 N.am• __;}'_9__hnson~_C~o~·.----------· 
"'1··~'\ st . l "~ , ___,/:;- ·- _a...ln-..e..s.S_y_\,-_e_e..i.._ Mode.I No. -------

.1..2-t.eiL,, •Ii• _5_Q_ S« 1"'ml.S.6_'..;l_ tL to2.Q.6.'..2.:_ ti. 
. _1..2._ Slot •ii• ...6.0_ S<t 1"'m20.6..'...9_ tt. to•.21.6_'_9_ n. 

12 BQ 216 I 9 226 o 9 
'";~LL TESTS• DnwdO'WTI 1s amO"Ul'Tt Wala l~v•l ls 

• Jower.e-d below .UUc: levd 

u • pump lt:s1 m.d,? E:I Yes: 0 No If )'~. by ,..hom? Dri 11 er 
~!d: 500 c•L/mln. wit.b 7 2 !L dn-detWn atte 48 hn. 

r-.1./min.. with hn. 

J.p.m.. 

~plb a.M'sla.n tJow eacounh:re-d 

CO:--<STRUCTJON: 

:1 :."1o1-:-1.a1"!'".~"' \u ... d -···~·~m.e.n.:t_ ···-····-·---·--.. -------····--
;1 Je;.al.,.d Jrom I.and 1url•c:t to ____ !i..5. _______ _ -- tL 

:T'ett:r o1 w,ll bore lO bottom ol 3ir•I __ ,.16 ___ In. 

•:71t"tcr ot well boN below 1e.1I _.J,.2 ___ '"-
:':'lbitr of u1cAs ot Ct"men; u1'd Jn well seal __ .3.6 -----••C\c.;s 
"" ""~ cement rrout pl.11.~d? pr.essur:.e.._.pumpe~----

---------------·-·-

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
Cciu1:1ty Co) nrnbj a DrUler'I ~n n.JlJN,.2iLl99£-?s 

\~ '~ s"ctJon 13 T. 3N R. 2W 

Dutch Cann on Rd 

tL 

SUtlc level 61 
Art'"ILn pr-urt 

(lZ) WELL LOG: 
Depth d..rtll.-d 228 !L 

Tonn•Uon: o,e.acrjbe color, text.u.r-., rr&ln 1bc and s\nlcturc of m•lttlals: 
and 1haw lhh:knc-a and na.lun- ol each 1tra1um •nd aquUcr pcnelnt.cd, 
wtl.b at lea.st one entry lor each chanre ot lormaUon.. Report e&.eh chance Lil 
Jt"OtlU0111 ot St.Uc Wat.er Lcv<1I and lndk.11..c: prlnclpaJ watc"r.\ot•rbir n . .rau. 

SWL 

5 ept , 7 lt 7 8 Completed Oct. J01t?8 
9/25/ "7S 

Drillln.x h1:a.chi.ae Op.er:a.i.or'1 CerUtlcattoa: 
Thi.ii well wa.s con.struct..ed under my direct supervJs1on. 

Materials u~d u.nd ln1ormation r~;-ted above ve tr\le. to my 
bcSt knowµ .o.nd~beJi?-'1 '/ 

[Sirn.dl . .. l'.:!:~-4~.>.><· - " _ D·~ _;l,J.L?.-, .]g?JL 
ltlrWlhc Machine o-

Drilllnl Maehloe Operator's · enu No. _§J~.S ________ _ 

''-'•t.er 'Vcll Cont.nctor":1 Ccr1:11ia.Uou: 

Th.1J well wu d.rllle-d under my jwisdlction and thil report b 
true to lhe best of my knowledcc and belieL 

Nom.S_&_M . ..D:r::illin.g...£_5uppll{. ... .Inc. ______ _ 
U"u·-•. U..... •t ~•U-.1 (l)"~ - _prta\I 

i • erJvC" &hoe uscd7)\J Yes. O No PJur1 __ She: location __ ll. 

. _} 1!r•tl• eonC•ln unt.uable w;1ter? Q Y1:1 9; No 

dcplh of straU Adt!rm ~).~7i;:_W.~J.D.JJ.t-_-?J;~.-G.;;m:l?y_,_9_i::.~.9.9.D __ ~.7..91 

rs1i:nro1W4 ""' .. ... ..... ·-·-··---·-------
SlJ.e of '1'JIYtl: -· 

""l :JL•l:""'d l~om . ,._ .......... ··-···-·· ft. lo Cont:"<'ctor'3 Licerue Na . ... _4.9.1 .. Da~ ·-·····--····--·11/2. ..... 1!9.6 .. 
, .. ~.,.. ..... - ......... " ... ,., ... _,. ·- .... -............ ·-· 

• 



N(.,~CE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 

~~ :{~1~~0~~1!1"~~ :0:y WATER WELL REPoW c E I v r n 
!Ued with the ...... U STATE OF OREGON (\ E MtHren No. 

STATE !ft~!:::;y~~::·th~a:aioN 97310 ... ~. (Plea. se type or print) JUN 2 3197~te Permit N=·~3;v (~-~0 .,._,3 
of well completion. \ _ (Do not write above this line) /··J . "'\ · 

,' WATER RESOURCES DEPT. £, iµ Yj 
• 

(1) OWNER: ' 

"""':::~: .. ~~~"'""'f2:""'""---"1,"""'~"'4"""':=:&~"--'-"o . ._,,,_~~<..., 1¥1 '>V---:'. 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well ~ Deepening D Recondlti!'n~g D Abandon D 

It abandonment, describe materfaI and procedure in Item 12. 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): (3) TYPE OF WELL: 
q Driven o

0 ,!:&. Jetted 
Rotary 
Cable 
Dug D Bored O 

Domestic ~ Industrial 0 · Mtinlclpal 0 

Irrtgatlon 0 Test Well D qtp.ez: .D. 

• CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o 
._ ..... b ...... " Diam. from ·--·······Q ........ :fL to ____ s!_/ ... _. it. 

Welded )ef 
Gage ... J., .. ;;..Q __ , 

.................. " Dlrun, from ··-····-······-···- ft. to --··----- ft. Gage ··-·-···-·-·· 

·-················"'..Diam. from ···--·-···-·······- ft .. to ·-=---.,,....--- !t, . Gage ·········::-:··-·--:: . 

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? 0 Yes )l1 No. 

Type o! perforator used 

Slze of perforations 1n. by in. 

····-··············-··-····-· perforations !rom .............. _ .. ___ It. to ------.. ·-···- ft. 

............. - ................. perforations from ... _ .. ___________ ft. to ·-·-------ft. 

-··----··-······-·····-·-· perforations from ........... ··--------··· ft. to ·····---··-· .. --·-···-- .ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yes p! No 

Manufacturer's Name ··-···········-·--·-·---··------
.'y-pe --···-······----··-··--·-···-··-----·--Model No. 

Dlam ................. Slot size ................ Set !rom ·······-···-----·- ft. to ........................ :ft 

Diam ................. Slot size ·············-· Set !rom ·-··----·-·-·- ft. to ··--··-·-···-·-·- ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level Is 
lowered below static le,vel 

Was a pump test made? O Yes t;i( No If yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./min. with ft. drawdown after hrs. • • 

Baller test gaL/mln. with 0 ft. drawdown o.-fter OL hrs. 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

peratur~ of water '/9 Depth artesian .flow encountered ·····-····-··-···· ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ·····-~-~~t:!.. .. L ... _, .................................. --··-·· 
Well sealed !rom land surface to ....................... _J. ... e.............................. . ....• It. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ........ -?... ............. :In. 

Diameter of well bore ~elow seal ....... - .. 6 .... _ in. / / 

Number of sacks of cement used In well seal .................. - ... 7. ...... _ .. _ ........... sacks 

Number of sacks of bentonite used Jn well seal ·--·-··-·····-······· .. ··--····-··-· sacks 

BrMQ. ni:uue of. bentonite ..... -·-·--·--"-··--·--··--·······-·····---·-······-·--···-···-· .. ·-
Number ot pounds of. benlonlte per 100 gallons 

of water ,_, .............. ---·-·····-----.... ·--·········-·--··-·------·--.. ·· \bs./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? O Yes j!{ No. :.Plugs-··-·-- Size: Iocat1on ............ It. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes Jsf No 

\'ype of water? depth of strata 

,!ethod of sealing strata oft 

Wiu1 well gruve1 packed? O Yes ,M No She of gravel: ............... . 

Gravel placed from -··---·-······-··-··-··-· ft. to ................ ft. 

(10) LOC£11J.tmilojii~l\l.: 
County e~~,D~111er'g well number 

W.M .. - .. 

Bearing and distance from sectton or subi:Jtvtsfon corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
nepth at which 'water w~ first";found 2 7 ft .. 

stattc level ;:?..Q tt. below land surface. Date $-JS-?~--
Artesian pressure lbs. per Square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth ddUed 8' J 

Dfam.eter of well below casing ·········-~--~~---·
ft. Depth of completed well J> 3 ft • 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickneSs and nature -Of each stratum and aqWfer peiletrated, 
with at least one entry !or each change of formation. Reporl each chanae in 
posit!ori of Static Water Level and ind!cate prlncipat water-bearing strata. 

. .. 

MATERIAL From To SWL -·. 
~0/ L 1."? R 0 W J..! 0 :;)-., 0 
t' I A'/ 1"< ~I) ;J. 30 0 
GK A Vt'! .<AAL\1.J <o <? 7 CJ 

. < ,( J.JJ). ('r()Nr' 1.'? I II~ .Z 7 x.< ;;LO 

. 

-
Work started .5 - I ;;l..- 19 7 b Completed 5- lb 
Date well drilling machine moved o!! of well S-1.s--
Drilling Machine Operator's CertltJca.tlon: 

This well was constructed under my direct supervision.--
Materials used and information reported above ate true to my 
best knowle_?JQ-and b~li 
[Signed] .jv.

0
4..... . . . .. Date .. ;;..:.1..5 ... , 19.2.~ 

lJ;~ll' Ma n per:ator 

D.rillin·g Machine Operator's License No . .... J.:J. .. f:.. ..... -----------·-·-·· 
Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

This well Was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the besl of my knowledge and beliet. ( 

Name .. E::/6,v. ... A., ... h ..... tlc:~./.J... ... 02.e-.lJ.../\k:i.J ... l.t.i.~ ... 
O"'erimn, .fltm Ot' eorporatlon) (~-or :print) 'J 

Address .R.L ... l .... Jlax... ..J'. .. J... ..... S.f, .. fl.s.J~.S..:J'.0 .. r:..G.J" 

[Slgned] .#£?, ... 
' (WR.ter W!!U 

Contractor's License No.J:...i'..J'_ ... Date .... EJ .. ::::.i.'S. ... ~ ......... , 19./...': 

(USE ADDITIONAL BUERTS IF NECESSAltY) 



NO'l:;CE TO WATER WELL c.6NTRACTOR 
',::'.he orlgJnal and ilrst copy ai this report 

are to be .:filed wlth~he .. Ill.ii 
WATER RESOURCES D~RTMENT¥~Ll,Y 

SALEM, OREGON 97J10 
wlthin 30 days from the date 

o! well completion. 

w~~~E':L~R=~~~B ~: 1~~~ ~.u No.~~t)J..'t!::.L3: __ 
(lltease ty:pe or :print) · , 

~d- (Do not wdte abovo &Aff;R RESOURCES "i11fff."'" No. --·····-···--···-·--··----.1 
SALEM opr:GON Sl.J/'f 

OWNER: 

Name Albert ttaul-ick HAV fl!< 
Addm•Rt 1 Boxx 395H 

Scappoa$e. Oregon 97056 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well ]D Deepening 0 Recondftlonlng O Abandon 0 

I.f abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary d{ Driven 0 
Cable O Jetted D 

Domestic M Industrial 0 MunJclpal D 

Dog O Bored D Irrigation O Test Well )tJ Other 

~-ASING INSTALLED: Threaded D Welded \>! 

D 

.. _ .............. "Diam. from ...... - ............. ,_.tt, to ··-··--·--·· ft. Gage ....................... . 

.... ,_.J?. .... .'' Diam. from .......... _Q ..... _ ft. to ...... ~~..Q ... _ ft, Gage .J":.,?_;?.Q .... _ .. 

.................. " D:lam. from ···········-·······-- ft. to ···---·-·-··-- .ft. Gage ····-·--··-··.:. .... 

.PERFORATIONS: Per!o,.ted? l!ll y., O No. 
Type of periorator used Mi 11 S Kn i f e 
Size o! perforatJons ~ in. by 2 fn. 

.... l.l.Q .... - per!orattom from ... J,.;i .. 7_··--···-- ft. to ·-·······J}_f. ......... tt. 
............... 13.8 ...... perforatlons from ... ..1.s.i.5. .... ---··-- _ft. to ..... - .... £1,Q ..... _ :Ct. 

........... _ perforations from ······-···--·--·····- tt. to ······-···---····--···-· !t. 

(7) SCREENS: wen screen installed? D Yes [XNo 

Manufacturer's Name 

~pe ··-··················--················-----···'--~, ........... :- Model No ........................................ . 

iam. ·····-····-··· Slot size ··············-·Set from ············-·-·~ ft. to ······--·--·-it. 
Diam ................. Slot size······-·-···- Set from ................ _ ... _!t. to ........................ ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? Q(Yes D No If yes, by whom? Aqua Pum 
200 gal,/mln. with 46 • 6:rt. drawdown alter 48 hrs. 

" 
Baller test gal./min, with :rt. drawdown attel:' hn. 

g,p.m. 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County Columbia Driller's well number D-87-78 

\I ~~ Section 13 
I 

T. 3N R. 2W W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivlslon corner 

Dutch Canyon Road # 1 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first !ound 5 2 ft. 

Static level 56 ft. below land surface. Date 1/25/7 8 
Artesian pressure lbs, per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter ol well below ca.Ing ........... 2 ... ·--···-
Depth drllled 3 50 :ft. Depth o! completed well . 3 50 !t. 

Formation: Describe. Coioi-, t;;xi~;;,, grain size and structure of materials; . 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aqui!er penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each chanre In 
po!ltlon of Static W1.ter Level and lndlc:a.te prlnc1pa.l water-bearin.1 strata.. 

-
MATERIAL P':rom To SWL 

Clav brwn 0 11 
Clav sandv w/arvl brn 11 40 
Clav sandv w/arvl arav 40 52 
Gravel sand cemented 52 80 
Sand w some ar"'"''l 80 1 < c; 
S">nd w tr""" u 1 1 ., c; 1 c; c; 

Grave.t 155 175 <;6 

S;,nn hl _,,. ••l+-r--- ~rul 1 7 c; ?10 ~" 
Clav blue 210 21? 
Clay br,seam of sndstn 212 22=> 
Clav brn 225 316 
Sandstone Brn 316 350 

)erature of water Depth artesian now encounteri:id .................... ft. Work started Jan 19 19 7 8 completed Jan 2 5 li 8 
~~""'~~'-="--~~--'~~~~~~~~~~-~~ 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
Cement 

Well seal-Material used ·················~--··-·-4--~)"·····---··-·· .. '···-·-···"·'··· ...... ..:. ..... 
Well sealed from land surface to·····-··-···----··----·------"··-······-'- It. 

Diameter o! well bore to bottom of seal ....... J...Q_ .. _._....., __ in. 

Diameter of well bore below seal ....... §_·--··-·- In. 

Number o! sacks of ~ement used ln Well seal ............. .2 .. 4: ............... __ ··- sackB 

How was cement grout placed? ........... P.gffiP..§.9: ....... · ................ . 
··-·· .. -·····--·-······ .. ·--·-~· -'""'--·"'----'--'·"'---~.¥..4··~····-'--·-·•·;__,_ .... 

··················-···················--····· .. ····---................ - .. ·~ ... ~·-·-·-·-··'"""'-·----.:.....--::: ......... 
··················-··"---~-----~"-'-·-·-·"''""·'=-····-·~: ...... ..,-.~, .... .: .... '- .... .l!..? ..... ..i...:.: .. : ..... ':.< ~ 

Was a drive shoe used? M Yes O No Plugs ............ Size: location ............ ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable· water? D Yes XJ No 

Type of water? depth o{ strata 

thod o! sealing strata off. 

\Vas well gravel packed? 0 Yes Q(No Size o! gravel: ···-· 

Gravel placed from .... ·····-- Ct. to . .. ... -~ ........ !t. 

Date well drilling macb.lne moved off of. wen Jan 2 5 19 78 
Drilllnr Machine Operator's Certlfica.tton: 

This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 
Materials~sed nd ~~/t tion report above are true to mY 

~:::::~w~ ... . 3. ~ ~~~-·-····· .. . ... = .. Date .... ~/.~---··-.. 1 °19 ..• ?..~ 
(D:rUllnr Miu:hlne or) 

883 
Drilling Machine Operator's License No. ·········-··--····························· 

Wa.t-Or Well Contractor's CerUflca.tlon: 

Th_is w~l was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

s & M Drilling & Supply, Inc 
N rune ···············--·--····-···-··-···········.-·-····-·····-···--····-······-····-···--····-················· (Pt!r:ion. 11.r.rn or corporlltlon) (TyJie or prlnt) 

Address 
3 ~.~o···¥·~1:·'····S!.J:.~ ........ '1.?().:1..3. .. 

[Signed] .. ~v~~C:~~-----·----------·· 
' 497 2/6 78 Contractors License No ................. Date ··········--·············-····-·· 19 ..... . 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP·4~6511-110 

I 

J 



' 

Well R{~or"~~~~~-~--~-~Q9li~~;.~:::~~ 
'. ~ t~ APPLICATION NO .. QR:::9.g,5. ________ _ 

MAILING 
OWNER: ___________ Jl.\lnr:Y..JJ. __ §; __ Ja,11r_/l. __ ]i. __ Eo:;_/l. _________________ ADDRESS: ______ E:t ..... 1. •.. l?.ox .. ll ...... i,L ____________ ... , .............. . 

1 STATE ENGINEER 
Salem, Oregon 

CITY AND - '\"' _.-
LOCATION OF WELL: Owner's No .......... :i: .................. STATE: ............ R.Rfi.JlP.QR§.~ .•.•• 9.r.flgQJi,~-'-----·-·-:-.. i--------------

SE NW l'.3 3 N. 2 ~ . 
............ 114 ---·-·------%Sec ............. T. -·---·---- X., R. ............ W., W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision 

corner ... 187.0.1 .... e .•.. ~ ... 25.0D.! ... E .... fr.am . .NW •. 0.ar .•.. Sec. ... JJ .. 

I I 
> ' I 

I I 
I 

-----r=r~--~---r----' l ·--I ! 

• Altitutle at well ........ .9 .. ? ... J::t ....... lnt.€!rjiolatsld ..... -----·-------.... . 

TYPE OF WELL: ... P.J:ill@!i. .. Date Constructed .... BJJ.6./.1!6 

! i 
I I 
I 

I 
I 

-------1-----..:-
______ .i _____ 

I ' 
> I 

i ! 
Depth drilled _____ _:l,;?.). ___ f._"\!_, _______ Depth cased .... UJ .. fj;_, __________ _ Section ..... JJ ........... __ _ 

• CASING RECORD: 6 inch 

FINISH: 

AQUIFERS: 

WATER LEVEL: 40 ft • 

• PUMPING EQUIPMENT: Type ....... Il~E~<;'_:],~y_ _______ j_~:t .................................................................... H.P. _____ ). ________________ _ 
Capacity ............ aD. .............. G.P.M 

WELL TESTS: 
Drawdown ----·------·-·----------- ft. after --------·------·--·-- hours --·------------·----·--·---·-·------·---·-------·--------·------------·-·- G.P.M. 

Drawdown ............................ ft. after .............. -------·----· hours --·------·--·--------·-------···--·-·-·-··---·-·········------·······-·-···· G.P.M. 

USE OF WATER .. .!;\Ql!\, ____ ~_tk. __ §; __ irrig_atian ......... Temp ............. 'F ........................................................... , 19 .. _____ _ 

~~~i:R o! r;ir~°cf~A~I~-~;::~=~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::1:::::::::::::::::::::::::=::: 
ADDITIONAL DATA: 

Log --~----·----Water Level Measurements ·-·---·----------- Chemical Analysis --------··-------·-· Aquifer Test ----·---------·---c:_ 

REMARKS: 

St.ate Printlnf Brolli 



!t ·•n,, 

~)'"i1·'iir', .. --------------------------------------------~r111!''/A 
~H.';/t~· 

•'l·' . ' 
.. ·;.i: 

• 

• 

STATE ENGINEER 
Salem, Oregon 

Well Log 

State Well No ... 2!:11?.\i::-;Q:f(;\,l 
County ·---···-·····C.olumbia. __ ... - ... 
Application No. ___ Q.1),,,6.?5 _____________ _ 

Owner: .... Jlen:cy: __ G •.. & .. La.ura .. R~--il.oxa _______________________ ._. ____ Owner's No. ----···----1----··-···--· 

Driller: _____ Qvne,,___ _________________________________ Date Drilled _ ...... .Au.gust..J.6., .. 1~-----

CHARACTER OF MATERIAL (Feet below JDJtd !1Ur!aC!!) Th.fclcne.5.'I 

hom To (feet) 

Soil m;l.xed with grayel () l>.1"1 h.1"1 

Sand ,,~ , ,,, R1 

Ola" J2] , "" h 
-~ .... · 

-
·~~ •nn t. 

. 

' 

·-

' 

-



B+ATE OF OREGON , (r L}J61Ltfl Kt\.tl Y t !I 3AJ/20/ /3 
WATER WELL REPORT JUN-81994 ( /Add'""'~ 's 

{11$ required by ORS 537,765) 
1':--7efE age l Df l (START CARD) # 51107 "- s y _,_ - .s.:i -

A.i11....,...~n ~· ·· rn·~·. • ,..,... . . . ...,_, lo 

(1) OWNER: Well Number:'· ll-1 (9) ~'.fitlN ffi:E~tJL by legal description: 
Name ne~rn SCH9EE coun1y COi UHB!A Latittlde v ' • Longitude ' ' . 
Address OAK R rnaE DR I ~E Township 3 li N or &. Range 2 w E orW. WM. 
Cit~ SCAEEOOSE Sta lo QR Zie ~ZQ56 Section f1 HH \4 SW \4 

(2) TYPE OF WORK: Tax Lot Lo• Bloc Ir Subdivision 

[] New WeJI 0 Deepen 0 Recondition D Abandon Street Address of Well (or nearest address) 

(3) DRILL 111ETHOD: DAK RID6E DRI~E SCAEEDDSE, OR 9ZQ56 
[j] Rotary Air D Rorary Mud 0 Cable (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
0 Other 12 ft. below land surface. Da" 05126191 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artesian pressure lb. per .'iqUare inch. Dato 

Ill Domestic D Community D 1nct"'tria! D Irrigation (11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
0 Thennal 0 Injection D Olh" 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth at which water WllS first found I? 

Special Construction approval D Yes fil No Depth of Completed We!Ll.00_ ft. 

xptosives used 0 Yeo [i] No Type Amoun• From To Estimated Flow Rale SWL 

" 
... "'""" " HOLE SEAL Amount 

Diameter From To Material From Th s.ackJ or pounds 

'" " IQ " n .. q '"v' 
< '" 

, .. . (12) WELL LOG: 
Ground elevation 

How was.sea.I placed: Melhod 0 A OB 6l c On DE 
0 Other Material From To SWl 

Back.fill placed from_. ft. to__ ft. Material r'"I f\V ,.,...,, .. , - h '° I 
Gravel Elaced from_ ft. to ft. Size of sraveJ oowr• ""'" I? ''" 

,o 
(6) CASING/LINER: 

Diamder From Tu Gauge Sitt! Ph..5tlc Wdded Threaded 

Casing· ' .. •M ta D ~ D 
D D D D 
D D D D 
D 0 .D 0 

Llrier: D D D D 
D D D D 

Final location of shoe(s) 100 n 
(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 

0 Perforations Method 

D Sere.ens Type Material 

,-\_. 
Slot Tt!Vpipe 

From Th '"' Numoo Dlam"'r '"' taslna: Lln<r 

I i I I I 

D D 
0 D 
D D 
D D 
D D 

c• 
(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time ls 1 hour 

Flowing Date started 05/24/94 Completed OJ/2o/~4 

D rump 0 Bailer ill Ak D Arte.qian (unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or abandc 

Yleld.gaVmin Drawdown Drill stem 11t TI mo ment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction standards. Materi 

50" 

I I 
IQQ 

I 
I hr. used and information reported above arc true to my best knowledge and belief, 

WWC Number ___ 

Signed Dale 

(bonded) \Yater Well Constructor ,Certilicatlun: 
Temperature of Water •• Depth Artesian ~l~w Pound [accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work p 

Was a water analysis done? D Yes By whom formed o~ this we!! during the construction gate~ reported above. All work perforn 

Did any straia. contain water not suitable for intended use? 0 Too little 
during this time is in i::om!Jliance with Oregon well construction standards. This rep 
Is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

D Salty 0 Moddy 0 Odor D Colored D Other s;gnw/)ff'~· ww;.~umber--1-4..S.CJ 
Dep1h of strata: Date .~JH.,. ~ 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY • WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY - CONSTRUCTOR THIRD COPY - CUSTOMER 9809C K 



• regon Department of Environmental Quality 

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor 

811 SW Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204-1390 

(503) 229-5696 
TTY (503) 229-6993 

June 27, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Mikell O'Mealy, Assistant to the Director 
811 S.W. 6'h Avenue 
Portland OR 97204 

Dear Ms. O'Mealy: 

State ot Oregon
.Department of Environmental Quality 

Attached you will find the Department's Brief in response to Petitioner, Reggie 
Huffs Petition for Review, Exceptions and Brief which was filed on May 29, 2001. It is 
my understanding that Mr. Huff does not wish to schedule oral arguments before the 
Commission and as such, this matter can be scheduled for the first available Commission 
meeting. It is my understanding that the agenda for the September 20-21, 2001 meeting, 
which is to take place in Ashland Oregon, can accommodate this item. If the 
Commission should decide that they wish to have oral argument on this matter, I am not 
available on either of those dates. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

·,· nz:a;YL.Giueo 
~M.Greco ~" 

Environmental aw Specialist 

Enclosure 
cc: Reggie Huff, 51377 S.W. Old Portland Road, Scappoose, Oregon 97056 

@ 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OFTHESTATEOFOREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
REGGIE HUFF, 

PETITIONER 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 

NO. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
COLUMBIA COUNTY 

7 Respondent, Department ofEnviromnental Quality (the Department), submits this Brief to 

8 the Environmental Quality Commission (Commission) for its consideration in the appeal of the 

9 Hearing Officer's Proposed Order in Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty No. WQ/I-NWR-00-

10 125, filed by Reggie Huff, Petitioner. 

11 I. CASE HISTORY 

12 On October 30, 2000, the Department assessed Petitioner a $1,400 penalty for allegedly 

13 placing wastes in a location where such wastes are likely to escape or be carried into waters of the 

14 state. Petitioner appealed and a contested case hearing was held on February 27, 2001. On April 

15 27, 2001, the Hearing Officer issued a Proposed Order finding that Mr. Huff had placed wastes 

16 where the wastes were likely to escape or be carried into waters of the state, but reducing the civil 

17 penalty to $1,200. 

18 II. COMMISSION ACTION REQUESTED 

19 The Department requests that the Commission deny Mr. Huffs petition and issue a Final 

20 Order upholding the Hearing Officer's Proposed Order. 

21 ill. FINDINGS OFF ACT 

22 The basic facts in this case are not in dispute. The Hearing Officer found that: Petitioner 

23 operates Aero-Tech, Inc., from a building located at 51377 S.W. Old Portland Road in Scappoose, 

24 ·Oregon. In this building was a 2000-gallon tank, which in 1999, contained approximately 450-500 

25 gallons of water and 55 gallons of ethylene glycol. The solution was used to cool engines used in 

26 research. In the spring of 1999, Petitioner disposed of the approximately 500 gallons of cooling 

27 solution into a storm drain located in the property's parking lot. The storm drain consists of a sump 
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1 from which fluids flow into a drywell under the parking lot. Fluids then drain or seep into the 

2 smrnunding ground. The ground in the area is generally well drained and includes deposits of clay 

3 or clay mixed with other soil types from the surface to depths ranging from 11 to 30 feet. 

4 In numerous places throughout Mr. Huffs Briefhe relies on facts which are either not in the 

5 record or are not in the Hearing Officer's Findings of Fact. This Brief addresses each of these 

6 issues below. 

7 A. Introduction of New Facts Not in the Record: Throughout Mr. Huffs Brief, he 

8 relies on facts that are not in the hearing record. The Commission cannot consider this new or 

9 additional evidence unless the hearing is reopened and remanded to the hearing officer. Oregon 

10 Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-011-0132(4). For example, Mr. Huff claims that "an earlier 

11 comment from Ms. Greco indicating that she was poised to argue that because an engine was 

12 cooled by the solution these compounds [referring to volatile organics] could be present." 

13 Petitioner's Brief, page 11, lines 30 through 32. There is no evidence of such statement in the 

14 record. 

15 The Department has attached to its Brief as Attachment A, a complete listing of all the facts 

16 asserted by Mr. Huff in his Brief for which there is no evidence in the record. A request to present 

17 additional evidence must be made by motion to the Commission and be accompanied by a 

18 statement of the reason why the person failed to present the evidence at the hearing. Mr. Huff has 

19 not filed a motion with the Commission requesting the admittance of additional evidence into the 

20 hearing record, thus the Commission cannot rely on this evidence. 

21 B. Modification of the Findings of Fact: Throughout Mr. Huffs Brief, he relies on 

22 facts that are not included the Hearing Officer's findings of fact as the basis for his arguments. For 

23 example, on page 5, line 14, Mr. Huff states that the groundwater is protected by 30 to 3 5 feet layer 

24 -of hard-packed clay. The findings of fact in the Proposed Order state that there are numerous types 

25 of soil present in the area which includes deposits of clay or clay mixed with other soil in layers 

26 from the surface to depths between 11-30 feet (emphasis added). Mr. Huff did present evidence 

27 that he believed a layer of clay existed throughout the area (although Exhibit 5 states that the layer 
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1 is between 3 to 12 feet and not 30 to 35 feet). The hearing officer must have found the documents 

2 contained in Exhibit 9 and the Department's witness more persuasive. 

3 The Department has attached to its Brief as Attachment B, a complete listing of all facts 

4 stated by Mr. Huff which are not included in the findings of fact of the Proposed Order. In these 

5 instances, the Department can only presume that Mr. Huff is arguing that the findings of fact should 

6 be reversed or modified by the Commission. While the Commission may reverse or modify a 

7 Hearing Officer's finding of fact, it can do so only if it finds that the finding is not supported by a 

8 preponderance of the evidence in the hearing record. OAR 137-003-0665(4). Findings of fact are 

9 often best determined by the Hearing Officer, especially when there is conflicting evidence in the 

10 record. These findings are often based on the demeanor or credibility of the witness which is 

11 difficult to evaluate when reviewing the record. 

12 III. ARGUMENTS 

13 In his Petition, Mr. Huff made four exceptions to the Hearing Officer's Proposed Order: (1) 

14 That the wastes were not likely to enter waters of the state, (2) That the Hearing Officer erred by 

15 replacing 'likely' with 'may' in the Proposed Order, (3) That the wastes must still be wastes by 

16 definition when it enters waters of the state, and (4) That the wastewater disposed of by Mr. Huff 

17 was not wastes. 

18 Regarding Petitioner's first exception, Mr. Huff claims that to prove that the wastes were 

19 likely to enter waters of the state, the Department must provide statistical evidence of this fact. Mr. 

20 Huff also argues that the term 'likely' means "something with more than 50% probability, such as 

21 probable or reasonably certain." Petitioner's Brief, page 6, lines 3-8. He also argues that the 

22 Department must mee1l a "reasonably certain' standard. Petitioner's Brief, page 6, lines 9-11. Mr. 

23 Huff misconstrues the plain meaning of the law. ORS 468B.025 does not state 'more likely than 

24· not' as would be expected if a greater than 50% chance needed to be proven. Nor, as Mr. Huff 

25 claims on page 6 of his Brief, must the Department prove that it is 'reasonably certain' that Mr. 

26 Huffs placement of the waste will cause the waste to enter waters of the state. 

27 II II 
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1 Mr. Huff relied on two court decisions to make the argument that 'likely', as used in ORS 

2 468B.025 means 'reasonably certain'. Petitioner's Brief, page 6, line 3-11. Copies of each of the 

3 decisions are attached to this Briefforthe Commission's reference. Neither case supports Mr. 

4 Huffs argument, is binding on the Commission, nor addresses the law at issue in this case. 

5 Jn Crenshaw v. Pendleton Manufacturing Co., the South Carolina Supreme Court addressed 

6 an interpretation of worlanen' s compensation law and whether testimony which stated 'more likely 

7 than not' met the evidence requirements of that law. As previously stated, ORS 468B.025 does not 

8 contain the phrase 'more likely than not' but instead requires that an event must be likely to occur. 

9 Additionally, this case does not address the law at issue in this case or even environmental law. 

10 Nor is a South Carolina Supreme Court decision binding on the Commission or, for that matter, 

11 Oregon courts. 

12 Jn Sierra Club v. Marsh, the First Circuit Court of Appeals reviewed the adequacy of an 

13 environmental impact statement for a proposed project. Once again, this case does not address the 

14 law at issue nor is a First Circuit Court of Appeals decision binding on either the Commission or 

15 Oregon courts. The court, in its discussion of the types of impacts that an environmental impact 

16 statement must consider, does give a brief discussion of the term 'likely' as used in that context. 

17 The Court defines 'likely' or 'foreseeable' depending on which term is used, "as meaning that the 

18 impact is sufficiently likely to occur that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into accouut in 

19 reaching a decision." 976 F.2d 763 at 767. The Court does not conclude that the term 'reasonably 

20 certain' is the equivalent of the term 'likely'. 

21 The Department believes that the term 'likely' as used in ORS 468B.025, requires that the 

22 event be probable or possible, using an objective standard i.e. an ordinary person would find the 

23 event possible. But even if the Commission should decide to define 'likely' as used in ORS 

24 468B.025, as 'reasonably certain' or 'more likelythan not' as Mr. Huff argues, the Department has 

25 still met its burden of proof in this case. Based on the facts in this case, the Department also does 

26 not need to provide statistical evidence that placing the wastes into the storm drain would likely 

27 cause the waste to enter waters of the state. The very purpose of the storm drain dry well is to 
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1 allow storm water to percolate through the subsurface soils to groundwater. Logic requires that if 

2 a system is designed to distribute fluids to groundwater, that by placing wastes in that system, the 

3 wastes are likely to escape or be carried into the groundwater. Mr. Huff argues that there is a 

4 layer of clay protecting the groundwater in the area so regardless of the design of the system, his 

5 placement of the wastes into the storm drain would not likely cause the wastes to enter waters of 

6 the state. As previously stated, the Hearing Officer reviewed all the evidence in the record and 

7 concluded that there are deposits of clay in the area, not a solid clay layer. The wastes, similarly 

8 to storm water which replenishes the groundwater in the area, would likely percolate through the 

9 subsurface and enter waters of the state. 

10 Regarding Petitioner's second exception, Mr. Huff argues that the Hearing Officer 

11 erred by using the word 'may' instead of 'likely' under the Conclusions and Reasons in the 

12 Proposed Order. The Department agrees that the term used in the statute and rule is 'likely' and not 

13 'may' but believes this is harmless error. The Department met its burden of proof that Mr. Huffs 

14 placement of wastes would likely cause or allow the wastes to enter waters of the state. Mr. Huff 

15 also argues that 'likely' has a more restrictive meaning than 'may'. This is not accurate. The 

16 American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language defines likely as "having, expressing or 

17 exhibiting an inclination or probability; plausible." May is defined as "possibility; capable of 

18 happening." Probable is defined as "relatively likely but not certain; plausible." Possible is 

19 defined as "of uncertain likelihood." While each of these definitions uses slightly different 

20 language, each means that the occurrence of the event is likely or the event may occur but there is 

21 no defmitive possibility that it will occur. 

22 Regarding Petitioner's third exception, Mr. Huff argues that for a violation to have 

23 occurred, the Department must prove that the wastes still meet the definition of wastes when it 

24 reaches waters of the state. This argument is flawed for two reasons. First, the Department, at no 

25 time, has argued that the wastes did or will enter waters of the state. 1f the Department could prove 

26 that the wastes entered waters of the state, it would have alleged a violation for either causing 

27 pollution of waters of the state, discharging wastes into waters of the state which reduces the quality 
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1 of such waters, or discharging wastes to public waters without a permit authorizing the discharge. 

2 Mr. Huff violated ORS 468B.025(1 )(a) which states a person shall not "cause pollution of 

3 any waters of the state or place or cause to be placed any wastes in a location where such wastes are 

4 likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the state by any means". It is apparent that the 

5 legislature intended that this section delineate two separate violations. To prove the first violation, 

6 there must be evidence that the wastes actually enter waters of the state as a waste. To prove the 

7 second violation, there must be evidence that the substance is a waste when it is placed in a specific 

8 type oflocation. No evidence that the wastes ever reached waters of the state or that ifit does, that 

9 it meet the definition of wastes at that point, is required. Mr. Huffs reading of the statute renders 

10 the second violation (placing wastes) redundant of the first violation (causing pollution). The 

11 Commission, if possible, must avoid construing statutes in a way that renders a portion of the 

12 statute meaningless. 

13 Regarding Petitioner's final exception, Mr. Huff argues that the wastewater was not wastes. 

14 Mr. Huff argues that the wastewater did not meet the definition of wastes because (a) the 

15 wastewater no longer contained ethylene glycol when disposed of, (b) the wastewater did not 

16 contain metal leaching, ( c) the discharge had no enviromnental impact, and ( d) the wastewater was 

17 not toxic. ORS 468B.005(7) defines wastes as "sewage, industrial wastes, and all other liquid, 

18 gaseous, solid, radioactive or other substances which will or may cause pollution or tend to cause 

19 pollution of any waters of the state." 

20 The Department argued at the hearing that the wastewater met the definition of wastes in 

21 three ways. One, that the wastewater was wastes since it was industrial waste. Mr. Huff stated, 

22 under oath, that the wastewater was generated by an industrial process. See ORS 468B.005(2). 

23 Alternatively, the Department aTgued that the wastewater met the definition of wastes by tending to 

24 cause pollution in two different mauners. ORS 468B.005(3) defines pollution as "alteration of the 

25 physical ... properties ... including changes in ... colm[. ]" Additionally it defines pollution as 

26 "discharge ... which ... tends to rendeT such waters harmful, detrimental or injurious to the public 

27 health, safety or welfare[.]" The Department argued that the wastewater was wine-colored and 
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1 thus would alter the physical properties by chauging the color of waters of the state. Additionally, 

2 the Department argued that the wastewater, by virtue of containing ethylene glycol aud possible 

3 metal leaching, would tend to render waters of the state harmful, detrimental or injurious to the 

4 public health. 

5 Mr. Huffs :first two arguments are that the wastewater did not contain either ethylene glycol 

6 or metal leaching and thus was not wastes. The Hearing Officer, after reviewing all the evidence 

7 presented in the case, detenniued that the wastewater did contain ethylene glycol and metal 

8 leaching, aud thus, met the definition of wastes under ORS 468B.005(7). The Department 

9 presumes that Mr. Huff is arguing that the Commission modify or reverse the Hearing Officer's 

10 findings of fact. As previously stated, the Commission cau modify or reverse the findings of fact 

11 but only if there is a preponderauce of the evidence in the record to support the modification. 1f the 

12 Commission chooses to modify or reverse the finding of fact, the Department continues to argue 

13 that the wastewater still met the definition of wastes in that it was industrial waste. 

14 Finally, Mr. Huff argues that the wastewater is not wastes since it was not toxic aud since it 

15 had no environmental impact. The definition of wastes does not require a finding of environmental 

16 impact or a finding that the wastes were toxic. Additionally, the Department has not argued that 

17 the placement of the wastes caused auy environmental impact or that the wastes were toxic. The 

18 Department did present evidence that the wastewater did 'tend to render waters harmful, 

19 detrimental or injurious to the public health, safety or welfare." ORS. 468B.005(3). lf the violation 

20 had caused environmental harm or posed a significaut threat to public health, the Department would 

21 have increased the magnitude of the violation to major under OAR 340-012-0045(1)(a)(B)(i). 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Dat I Susan M. Greco /, '-
Environmental Law Sp!kialist 
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ATTACHMENT A 
FACTS NOT IN THE RECORD 

1. Page 3, line 38-39- A Y." thickness of clay has been used to create 'watertight 
vessels for literally thousands of years." 

2. Page 4, line 2 - The wastewater must travel laterally approximately 2500 feet 
above the clay layer into the nearest wetland to reach waters of the state. 

3. Page 8, line 10 - The wastewater was "no more toxic than water." 

4. Page 8, lines 32-33 - The discharge had no environmental impact. 

5. Page 9, lines 16-20 - The tank could not be drained to the bottom so any metal 
leaching would not have been drained from the tank. 

6. Page 9, lines 21-22- "the discharge results in no disturbance of the solution." 

7. Page 9, lines 32-33; page 10, lines 6-9 and page 12, line 8, also Respondent 
Affidavit - Mr. Huff offered to allow the Department to take samples of the wastewater. 

8. Page 9, lines 34-35 - Witness stated that there was little chance that any metal 
leaching would reach the ground. 

9. Page 11, lines 30-32 - see Respondent's Brief, page 2, lines 10-14. 

10. Page 11, lines 44-46-Anne Cox was "incensed that respondent did not commit 
perjury at trial." 

11. Respondent's Affidavit, page 14. 

Respondent's Brief 
Attachment A 
Case no. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
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ATTACHMENT B 
FACTS NOT IN THE FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Page 3, lines 36-38 - There is a hard packed clay layer in the area. 

2. Page 3, lines 36-38; page 12, line 12 and other numerous places throughout 
Petitioner's Brief- There is 30 to 35 feet of hard clay in the area. 

3. Page 6, lines 32-33; page 7, lines 3-4 and other numerous places throughout 
Petitioner's Brief- The discharge contained no ethylene glycol or metal leaching. 

4. Page 6, line 36 - The ethylene glycol had completely broken down by the time of 
the discharge. 

5. Page 8, lines 21-25 - City of Scappoose uses 700,000 gallons of water per day so 
the aquifer contains tens of millions or hundreds of millions of gallons of water. (Mr. 
Huff refers to the attachments to Exhibit 31 as evidence. In fact, this document was 
submitted after the evidentiary record had closed and could not be relied upon by the 
Hearing Officer or the Commission without reopening the record or allowing the 
Department to rebut this evidence.) 

Respondent's B1ief 
Attachment B 
Case no. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
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54 S.E.2d 61 
215 s.c. 66 
(Cite as: 54 S.E.2d 61) 

c 
Supreme Court of South Carolina. 

CRENSHAW 
v. 

PENDLETON MFG. CO. et al. 

No.16179. 

Feb. 4, 1949. 

Appeal from Common Pleas Circuit Court of 
Anderson County; G. B. GTeene, Judge. 

Proceeding under the Workmen's Compensation Act 
by Ovid T. Crenshaw, claimant, opposed by the 
Pendleton Manufacturing Company, and the 
Maryland Casualty Company, insurance carrier, 
wherein claimant was awarded compensation. 
Thereafter the claimant applied for further 
compensation on grounds of change of condition. An 
award of additional compensation by a single 
commissioner of the Industrial Commission was 
sustained by the whole commission. From a 
judgment of the circuit court, affrrming the award, 
the employer and the insurance carrier appeal. 

Judgment affirmed. 

West Headnotes 

ill Administrative Law and Procedure <C=7g9 
15Ak789 

ill Workers' Compensation <C=1939.7 
413k1939.7 

(Formerly 413k1939) 

In workmen's compensation cases, court can only 
review the facts to determine whether there is any 
competent evidence to support the findings of the 
Industrial Commission, and, if the facts are capable 
of sustaining the inference of fact drawn from them 
by commission; fmdings are conclusive in absence of 
fraud. 

ill Workers' Compensation <C=2028 
413k2028 

On application by claimant for further compensation 
on grounds of a change of condition, testimony of 
claimant, his wife, and daughter to effect that he had 
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undergone a change of condition for the worse since 
original compensation proceedings was evidence to 
be considered by Industrial Commission in rendering 
its award. 

ill Workers' Compensation <C=1420 
413kl420 

Where medical testimony is relied on to sustain an 
award, it is not sufficient to say that condition of 
claimant could possibly have arisen or that it would 
be possible to have resulted from the injury, but it is 
necessary that the condition most probably came 
from the injury. 

ill Workers' Compensation <C=2030 
413k2030 

Testimony of physician that it was "more than likely" 
that claimant1s injuries aggravated a pre-existing 
condition meant that injuries probably aggravated 
pre-existing condition, and authorized award of 
additional compensation. 
*62 Watkins & Watkins, Anderson, for appellants. 

W. K. Charles, Greenwood, for respondent. 

TAYLOR, Justice. 

On November 7, 1944 respondent while employed 
by the Pendleton Manufachrring Company suffered 
injuries arising out of and in the course of his 
employment for which on May 14, 1946 the South 
Carolina Industrial Commission made an award 
which was paid in full. Within the statutory period 
respondent made application for further 
compensation on the grounds of a change of 
condition. Pursuant to a hearing on such application 
an award was made granting claimant compensation 
as being totally and permanently disabled. A review 
was had before the whole commission which 
sustained the findings of, the single commissioner. 
An appeal was taken to the Circuit Court which 
resulted in an order by the Honorable G. B. Greene 
affirming the award from which the appellant, 
Pendleton Manufacturing Company and its insurance 
carrier, Maryland Casualty Company appeals to this 
court upon exceptions which pose the question of 
whether or not there is any testimony to support the 
findings of the Industrial Commission that 
respondent has undergone a change of condition and 
such is the result of the injury sustained by him on 
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November 7, 1944. 

ill It is a well established rule of law that in 
Workman1s Compensation Cases, the court can only 
review the facts to determine whether there is any 
competent evidence to support the findings of the 
Commission, and, if the facts are capable of 
sustaining the inference of fact drawn from them by 
the Commission, the findings are conclusive in the 
absence of fraud. Shehane v. Springs Cotton Mills. 
206 S.C. 334, 34 S.E.2d 180; Elrod v. Union 
Bleachery, 204 S.C. 481, 30 S.E.2d 73. The award 
will be upheld if there is a scintilla of evidence 
supporting the award. In re Crawford, 205 S.C. 72. 
30 S.E.2d 841. 

*63 Respondent testified that the injury was 
sustained to the left shoulder but the condition has 
become progressively worse until 'pretty well every 
joint in me is sore except my elbow.1 

Mrs. Foster who is claimant's daughter and lives next 
door testified as follows: 

'Q. Are you frequently over at your father's? A. 
Every day. 

'Q. Mrs. Foster, state whether or not, in your 
opinion, your father is in worse condition now than 
he was in August of 1945 when we had a hearing 
before. A. He certainly is. 

'Q. From your observation, to what extent is his 
condition worse, his physical condition? A. Well, 
he's not able to do anything. The only thing he does 
is sit around the house. There's nothing much to do 
but bring in a little water and he may bring in a 
bucket or two of water a day, and then he has to go to 
bed. 

'Q. Is he able to walk with ease? A. No. I can see 
him from my house toddling down to the barn, and he 
will stop maybe before he gets to the barn. 

'Q. State•whether or not be can dress himself? A. 
No, sir. I have had to help pnt his clothes on when I 
am there. 

· 'Q. How about his shoes? A. I think he goes with 
them untied most of the time. 

'Q. Prior to that first injury he had was his health 
good; was he able to perform his usual activities and 
duties and work regularly? A. Yes, sir. I worked 
with him and we went back and forth together every 
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day. 

'Q. Has he been able to work since 1945? A. 
Nothing only here a few months ago he tried it and he 
fell out. The fact of the business, I thought he was 
gone. 

'Q. Will you state for the benefit of the 
Commissioner here Mr. Crenshaw's present physical 
condition? A. Well, he's a good deal worse now than 
he was at the first hearing. 

'Q. To what extent is he worse, in what way; what 
parts of the body are involved now that weren't 
involved then? A. It seems like he's worse in his 
shoulders, right arm,. leg, foot, all over seems like.' 

ill The testimony of claimant, his wife and daughter 
to the effect that claimant has undergone a change of 
condition for the worse since the hearing is evidence 
to be considered by the Commission in rendering its 
award. 

Dr. L. E. Mays witness for the claimant testified as 
follows: 

'Q. State whether or not his condition has 
progressed, gotten better or worse since then? A. I 
would say he has a somewhat worse condition than 
he did then because, to begin with, his trouble was 
mainly in one shoulder, the left shoulder, and it has 
involved other joints since I have been taking care of 
him. 

'Q. State whether or not this condition could be 
attributed to an injury that he received in November, 
1944, when he received an injury to his shoulder. A. 
It would be possible. Do you want me to make a 
statement along that line or just answer your 
question? 

'Q. Yes, sir. A. I would say more than likely the 
injury aggravated the preexisting condition, and since 
that time it has spread to involve other joints. 

'Q. Then the aggravation could progress right on to 
the extent it has now, involving other joints? A. In 
my opinion, I think it could have.' * * * 

'Q. And that could be traceable to the injury, from 
an aggravation standpoint? I mean the progressing 
condition of the arthritis could be the outgrowth of an 
injury aggravating a preexisting arthritis? A. Could I 
qualify that? 
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'Q. Yes, sure. A. In this sense it possibly could: 
We know arthritis is aggravated by inactivity. One 
important thing is to keep the joints working, and 
when a person is hurt they are more likely to be 
inactive for a while; and due to inactivity, yes. 1 

ru Where medical testimony is relied upon to 
sustain an award of the Industrial Commission it is 
not sufficient to say that the condition of claimant 
could possibly have arisen or it would be possible to 
have resulted from the injury. Tiris court has gone so 
far as to hold iu cases where medical testimony is 
relied upon that testimony * 64 to the effect that it is 
the witness opinion that such ailment most probably 
came from the cause alleged was sufficient to sustain 
an award by the Industrial Commission. Ashley v. 
South Carolina Highway Dept., 213 S.C. 354. 49 
S.E.2d 505; Mack v. Branch No. 12, Post Exchange, 
207 S.C. 258, 35 S.E.2d 838; Rivers v. V. P. Loftis 
Co. et al., 1949, 214 S.C. 162, 51S.E.2d510. 

A study of the testimony presented by Dr. Mays 
shows that he stated that 'more than likely' claimants 
injuries aggravated a preexisting condition which 
since that time has spread to involve other joints. 

Volume 25, pages 286, 287, of Words and Phrases, 
Perm.Ed,, defines the words 'probably' and 'likely' as 
follows: 

'The term 'likely' means probable or reasonably to be 
expected. Vohs v. A. E. Shorthill & Co., 130 Iowa 
538 107 N.W. 417. 419 citing Webs!. Diet.; Cent. 
Diet. 

"Likely,' as used in instructions relative to 
preponderance of evidence; is not a proper synonym 
of'probable.' Howard v. State 108 Ala. 571 18 So. 
813 816. 

'Words 'probably' and 'likely' are used synonymously 
in indicating consequences likely to flow from an 
existing condition of an injured person. Ba1Ton v. 
Duke, 120 Or. 181, 250 P. 628, 632. 

1The word.'likely1 means 1probable,' and is equivalent 
to that word as used in a question to a physician, in 

- an action for personal injuries, as to what, in his 
opinion, wonld be the 'probable' effects of the 
wounds on the future health of the injured party. 
O'Brien v. New York N. H. & H. R. Co. 59 Hun. 
623, 13 N.Y.S. 305. 

'The word 'likely' is not synonymous with the word 
'probable', but has practically the same meaning in a 
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question to a witness as to whether personal injuries 
are 'likely' to be reduced or increased as the injured 
person grows older. Knoll v. Third Ave. R. Co., 46 
App.Div. 527, 62 N.Y.S. 16, 19. * * * 

'While the term 'likely' has in it to a certain extent an 
element of probability, it it not strong enough to 
make proper evidence facts which are likely to occur. 
In an action for injuries, a medical expert cannot be 
asked as to whether an injury such as the plaintiff 
received would be 'likely' to produce the condition 
related to the witness. Higgins v. United Traction 
Co., 96 App.Div. 69, 89 N.Y.S. 76, 77. 

'The word 1probable1 does not mean free from doubt, 
but carries with it the idea that the contingency is 
more likely to happen than otherwise. It is said to be 
synonymous with the word 'likely.' * * *Willard Oil 
Co. v. Riley, 29 Old. 19, 115 P. 1103, 1105. 

'The words 1probable,1 'likely,' and 'liable' are 
synonymous when applied to the effects of a personal 
injury, each dealing with reasonable probability, not 
with possibility, and what may probably, or is likely 
or liable to, be the future result of a personal injury, is 
competent evidence to prove what is reasonably 
certain in the matter. Hallum v. Village of Omro, 
122 Wis. 337, 99 N.W. 1051, 1054. 

In Volume 27, Words and Phrases, Perm.Ed., page 
567 we find that the word 'more' is usually defined 
as 'to a greater extent or degree; in a larger quantity; 
in addition.' Ciotti v. Jarecki Manufacturing Co., 128 
Pa.Super. 233, 193 A. 323-324. On page 569 of the 
same volume we fmd that an act providing 
compensation for loss of more 'than one phalange' as 
for the loss- of the entire finger, covers the case of 
loss of an entire phalange and a substantial portion of 
the second phalange amputated from surgical 
necessity from the initial injury; the word 'more' 
being used as an adverb and not as an adjective. 
Brugioni v. Saylor Coal Co., 198 Iowa 135, 197 
N.W. 470. 

'An inslruction was correct, which, construed as a 
whole, told the jury that, after rejecting the testimony 
of witnesses discredited by them, their verdict should 
be for claimant, if there was more testimony--that is, 
a preponderance of testimony--tending to establish 
the validity of her claim, and, if there was not, their 
verdict should be for the estate.' Taylor v. Taylor's 
Estate, 138 Mich. 658, 101 N.W. 832, 835. 

In the case of Utah Fuel Company v. Industrial 
Commission, 1942, 102 Utah 26, 126 P.2d 1070, 
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1072, where medical testimony was weak, the words 
1possibly1 or 1might1 being used, but it was clear from 
the time the employee received his injury nntil his 
*65 death that he grew progressively worse, an award 
was sustained stating that 1even doctors have no 
television of the pathological history of the inside of 
a man. 1 Horovitz on Workman's Compensation P. 
151. 

ill For the foregoing reasons; although the medical 
testimony in this case is very weak, this court. is of 
the opinion that the words 'more than likely' are 
sufficient to sustain the award of the Industrial 
Commission by reason of its previous holdings in 
Ashley v. South Carolina Highway Dept.; Mack v. 
Branch No. 12, Post Exchange and Rivers v. V. P. 
Loftis Co., et al., supra. 

Judgment affirmed. 

BAKER, C. J., and FISHBURNE, STUKES and 
OXNER, JJ., concur. 

END OF DOCUMENT 
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H 
United States Court of Appeals, 

First Circuit. 

SIERRA CLUB and William O'Neil, Plaintiffs, 
Appellants, 

v. 
Jolm 0. :MARSH, Jr., et al., Defendants, Appellees. 

No. 92-1312. 

Heard July 29, 1992. 
Decided Sept. 30, 1992. 

Environmental group brought suit challenging 
adequacy of environmental impact statement for 
proposed marine port project. The United States 
District Court for the District of Maine, Morton A. 
Brody, J., entered summary judgment in favor of 
defendant. Appeal was taken. The Court of 
Appeals, Keeton, District Judge, s1ttmg by 
designation, held that decision to restrict 
environmental impact statement analysis of 
secondary impacts to four light-dry industries was not 
arbitrary or capricious. 

Affirmed. 

West Headnotes 

ill Health and Environment ~25.10(2.1) 
199k25.10(2.ll 

(Formerly l99k25.10(2)) 

11Likely11 and "foreseeable11 environmental impact, for 
which National Environmental Policy Act requires 
federal agencies to prepare environmental impact 
statement, is iropact that is sufficiently likely to occur 
that person of ordinary prudence would take it into 
account when reaching decision. National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, § 102, 42 
U.S.C.A. § 4332 .. 

ill Health and Environment ~25.10( 6.1) 
199k25.10(6.1) 

(Formerly 199k25 .10( 6)) 

Environmental impact statement prepared under 
National Environmental Policy Act must discuss both 
direct effects and indirect effects that are reasonably 
foreseeable from proposed project. National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, § 2 et seq., 42 
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U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq. 

ill Administrative Law and Procedure ~763 
15Ak763 

ill Health and Environment ~25.15(10) 
l99k25.15(10) 

Court reviewing agency's compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act must hold unlawful any 
agency action, fmdings, and conclusions that are 
arbitrary, capricious, abuse of discretion, or otherwise 
not in accordance with law. 5 U.S.C.A. § § 701 et 
seq., 706(2)(A); National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969, § 2 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq. 

ill Administrative Law and Procedure ~ 499 
15Ak499 

ill Health and Environment ~25.15(10) 
199k25.15(10) 

Court presumes that agency action is valid when 
reviewing agency's compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act. National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, § 2 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 
et seq. 

1§1 Health and Environment ~25.15(10) 
199k25.15(10) 

Court reviewing agency's compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act should not defer to agency 
without carefully reviewing record and satisfying 
itself that agency has made reasoned decision based 
on its evaluation of available information. National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, § 2 et seq., 42 
U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq. 

I§l Administrative Law and Procedure~ 683 
15Ak683 

Court of Appeals hesitates to overturn district court's 
judgment as to reasonableness of agency decision 
where district court's judgment turns on matters of 
fact that it has determined, upon evidence presented 
by witnesses in court, or even upon lengthy district 
court proceedings in which knowledgeable counsel 
explain agenc'y's decision-making process. in detail. 

l1l Administrative Law and Procedure ~683 
15Ak683 

Court of Appeals exercises considerable degree of 
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independence in reviewing administrative record to 
detemrine whether district court1s decision is correct 
where district court made no findings of fact and 
heard no witnesses. 

Ifil Administrative Law and Procedure <C=676 
15Ak676 

Ifil Health and Environment <C=2s.15(10) 
199k25.15(10) 

Reviewing court may not rely on information and 
analysis in administrative record in National 
Environmental Policy Act case to cure inadequate 
environmental impact statement, but must review 
administrative record to determine whether 
environmental impact statement is inadequate in first 
place. National Enviromnental Policy Act of 1969, § 
102, 42 U.S.C.A. § 4332. 

l2J. Administrative Law and Procedure <C=676 
15Ak676 

l2J. Health and Environment <C=25.15(3.3) 
l99k25.15(3.3) 

Administrative record, including supplemental 
affidavits, could be considered by reviewing court 
when determining whether agencies were reasonable 
in concluding that four light-dry industries evaluated 
in secondary impact analysis of enviromnental 
impact statement were only industries that were 
reasonably likely to develop as result of marine port 
project. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
§ 2 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq. 

llQl Administrative Law and Procedure <C=676 
15Ak676 

llQl Health and Environment <C=2s.15(3.3) 
199k25.15(3.3) 

Administrative record in National Enviromnental 
Policy Act case maybe supplemented if necessary to 
explain decision-makers 1 action at time it occurred 
but no new rationalizations for agency1s d6cisio~ 

. should be included. National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, § 2 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq. 

llli Administrative Law and Procedure {;;=746 
15Ak746 

llli Health and Environment <C=2s.15(3.3) 
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199k25.15(3.3) 

Supplemental affidavits were properly considered in 
National Environmental Policy Act case to explain 
agencies 1 decision to restrict secondary impact 
analysis of environmental impact statement to light
dry industries that were reasonably foreseeable 
secondary industrial effects of proposed marine port 
project. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
§ 2 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4321 et seq. 

[12] Health and Environment <C=2s.10(6.5) 
199k25.10(6.5) 

Limiting environmental impact statement discussion 
of secondary impact of marine port project to four 
light-dry industries targeted in owoer's land use plan 
and town's report was not arbitrary and capricious; 
specified industries were acceptable to local 
population and targets of marketing efforts and 
inducements by owoer. National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, § 101 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 
4331 et seq. 

[13] Health and Environment <C=2s.10(6.5) 
l99k25.10(6.5) 

Environmental impact statement_ for marine port 
project was not required to consider development of 
heavy industry under secondary impact analysis since 
site of proposed project had limited water and sewer 
capabilities and marketing efforts were being directed 
toward light-dry industries. National Enviromnental 
Policy Act of 1969, § 101 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 
4331 et seq. · 

llil Health and Environment <C=2s.10(6.5) 
l99k25.10(6.5) 

Impact of forest product and food industries on port 
project was not required to be considered in 
secondary impact analysis of enviromnental impact 
statement since primary manufachlring production 
facilities of those industries were close to raw 
material, making likelihood of those industries 
developing was too speculative to be reasonably 
foreseeable. National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, § 101 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. § 4331 et seq. 
*765 Edward F. Lawson, with whom Weston, 

Patrick, Willard & Redding, Boston, Mass., was on 
brief, for appellants. 

Anthonv C. Roth, with whom John Quarles, Morgan, 
Lewis & Bockius, Wasbington, D.C., and Thomas G. 
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Reeves. Chief Counsel, Legal Div., Maine Dept. of 
Transp., Augusta, Nfe., were on joint brief of 
appel!ees, for appellee Maine Dept. ofTransp. 

David C. Shilton, Atty., Environment and Natural 
Resonrces Div., U.S. Dept. of Justice, with whom 
Barry M. Hartman, Acting Asst. Atty. Gen., and 
Robert L. Klarquist, Atty., Environment and Natural 
Resonrces Div., U.S. Dept. of Justice, Washington, 
D.C., were on joint brief of appel!ees, for Federal 
appellees. 

Before TORRUELLA and BOUDIN, Circuit Judges, 
and KEETON,_[Bf'J District Judge. 

FN* Of the District of Massachusetts, sitting 
by designation. 

KEETON, District Judge. 

Sierra Club and two of its members ("Sierra Club"), 
challenging the adequacy of an Environmental 
Impact Statement ("EIS"), appeal from a sununary 
judgment entered by the United States District Court 
for the District of Maine in favor of appellees Maine 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, Army Corps of Engineers, and 
United States Coast Guard ("agencies") on Sierra 
Club's National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") 
claims arising out of a port project in Searsport, 
Maine. Althougb it appears that the 'p ederal 
Highway Administration is ultimately responsible for 
the preparation of the final EIS, see Sierra Club v. 
Marsh, 701 F.Suoo. 886, 916-18 (D.Me.1988) and 
Supplemental Affidavit of William Richardson at § 
1, all of the defendant agencies were involved in the 
preparation of the EIS. As a matter of convenience, 
we will refer to the "agencies" when discussing the 
EIS. 

Sierra Club challenges the district court's conclusion 
that the analysis of secondary impacts in the agencies' 
fmal EIS satisfies NEPA. We affirm. 

I. 
Background 

More than ten years ago, Maine Department of 
Transportation decided to build a modern port facility 
on Sears Island in Searsport, Maine. The port 
project includes construction of a marine dry cargo 
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terminal and the building of a causeway and 
highways to provide full rail and road access to the 
port facility. A more detailed description of the 
project appears in *766Sierra Club v. Marsh. 769 
F.2d 868. 872-73 (]st Cir.1985). 

Jn three separate cases filed in the United States 
District Court for the District of Maine, Sierra Club 
has initiated several legal challenges to the 
construction of the port facility. Rulings of the 
district court in the first two cases have been the 
subject of three appeals to this court. See Sierra 
Club y. Marsh. 769 F.2d 868 (1st Cir.1985) ("Sierra 
Club I ") (holding that NEPA requires the federal 
agencies to prepare an EIS); Sierra Club v. Secretary 
ofTransp .. 779 F.2d 776 (]st Cir.1985) ("Sierra Club 
II") (affirming the district court's decision that.the 
Coast Guard had unlawfully issued a permit for the 
proposed causeway under the General Bridge Act); 
Sierra Club v. Secretary of the Armv, 820 F.2d 513 
([st Cir.1987) ("Sierra Club III ") (affirming the 
district court's award of attorney1s fees to Sierra 
Club). 

The present appeal is from a final judgment in the 
third case, which was commenced by a complaint 
filed on May 19, 1988. Jn this complaint Sierra Club 
requests declaratory and injuuctive relief halting 
construction of the marine dry cargo terminal on 
Sears Island. The complaint alleges that 
construction permits issued by the federal agency 
defendants must be suspended due to failure to 
comply with the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 
1344 section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, 33 
U.S.C. § 401, and NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4331, et seq. 

Some of the issues raised in the complaint have been 
dispositively resolved and are not before us. Jn 
particular, the district court entered two separate final 
judgments for the agencies--on the Clean Water Act 
claims on January 30, 1990 and on fue Harbor Act 
claims on March 29, 1991--from which Sierra Club 
did not appeal. These claims are not at issue in this 
appeal. The procedural history that follows, 
therefore, is concerned only with the issues that 
Sierra Club seeks to pursue on this appeal. 

Sierra Club moved for a preliminary injunction on 
August 12, 1988. The district court denied Sierra 
Club's motion on the ground that Sierra Club had 
failed to establish that it would be irreparably harmed 
if an injunction was not issued. See Sierra Club v. 
Marsh, 701 F.Supp. 886 (D.Me.1988) ("Sierra Club 
IV-A "). On appeal, this court vacated the district 
court's decision and remanded. See Sierra Club v. 
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Marsh. 872 F.2d 497 (]st Cir.1989) (''Sierra Club IV
!L"l. Upon remand, the district court (Cyr, J.) 
reconsidered the issue of :irreparable hann and issued 
a preliminary injunction. See Sierra Club v. Marsh. 
714 F.Supp. 539 CD.Me.1989) ("Sierra Club IV-C "). 
The district court concluded that Sierra Club had 
shown a likelihood of success on the merits of its 
NEPA claims, and in particular on its claim that the 
EIS discussion of the port project's secondary impacts 

· was inadequate. See id. at 564·. 

Approximately two months after entering the 
preliminary injunction, the district court allowed, 
over opposition by Sierra Club, a defense motion for 
leave to make a supplemental filing. The agencies 
filed four affidavits to explain the administrative 
record, and all parties filed additional memoranda. 
After reviewing the administrative record, affidavits, 
and additional memoranda from the parties, the 
district court (Cyr, J.) granted summary judgment for 
the agencies on Sierra Club's NEPA secondary 
impacts claim and denied Sierra Club1s cross-motion 
for sunnnary judgment. See Sien·a Club v. Marsh, 
744 F.Suw. 352 CD.Me.1989) ("Sierra Club IV-D "). 
The court concluded, inter alia, that the final EIS 
analysis of secondary impacts satisfies NEPA. See 
id. at 359-60. 

Sierra Club appealed immediately from the sunnnary 
judgment order. This court concluded that the 
district court1s decision on summary judgment was 
interlocutory rather than final, that it had not 
amended the preliminary injunction within the 
meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 1292(allll, and that no 
appealable order had been entered. It dismissed the 
appeal for want of jurisdiction. See Sierra Club v. 
Marsh, 907 F.2d 210 (]st Cir.1990) ("Sierra Club IV
E"). 

By Order of January 23, 1992, as amended February 
12, 1992, the district court (Brody, J.) entered final 
judgment for the agencies, incorporating, inter alia, 
the earlier *767 summary judgment for the agencies 
on Sierra Club's NEPA second?I}' impact claim. 

' . This appeal followed. 

In Sierra Club IV-C. the district court concluded also 
. that Sierra Club had demonstrated a likelihood of 
success on the merits of its claim that the agencies 
violated NEPA by not preparing a supplemental EIS 
to evaluate new information on the acreage of the 
project. See Sierra Club IV-C, 714 F.Supp. at 565-
72. In its Memorandum on the parties 1 cross
motions for summary judgment, the district court 
again concluded that Sierra Club had demonstrated a 
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likelihood of success on its supplemental EIS claim, 
but the court deferred making a judgment on the 
merits in light of the agencies' proposal to retain a 
consultant to study whether the increased acreage 
requirements of the project warrant the preparation of 
a supplemental EIS. See Sierra Club IV-D 744 
F.Supp, at 365-68. As a result of further 
consideration by the agencies, agency 
announcements were made on July 15 and July 25, 
1991, that a supplemental EIS was to be prepared. 
Accordingly, in its Final Judgment of January 23, 
1992, as amended February 12, 1992, the district 
court dismissed Sierra Club's supplemental EIS claim 
as moot. Thus, our affirmance may not bring an end 
to litigation over the Searsport project as Sierra Club 
may challenge the adequacy of the supplemental EIS. 
This matter, however, has no effect on the. present 
appeal. 

II. 
Legal Requirements Regarding EIS Secondary 

Impacts Analysis 

ill NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare "a 
detailed statement ... on the environmental impact" of 
any proposed federal project "significantly affecting 
the quality of the human environment." 42 U.S.C. § 
4332(2)(C)(i). Not all impacts need be discussed in 
exhaustive detail. First, only those effects that are 
11likely11 (or 11foreseeable 11 or 11reasonably 
foreseeable") need be discussed, see Sierra Club I, 
769 F.2d at 875, and, as in other legal contexts, the 
terms 11likely11 and 11foreseeable, 11 as applied to a type 
of environmental impact, are properly interpreted as 
meaning that the impact is sufficiently likely to occur 
that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into 
account in reaching a decision. Cf Barber Lines AIS 
v. MIV Donau Maru, 764 F.2d 50 Clst Cir.1985) 
(explaining the meaning of 11likely11 and 11 foreseeable 11 

as applied to tort liability for "financial losses" not 
associated with physical harm). Thus, "duty" to 
discuss in the EIS particular ones among all the types 
of potential impacts is not an 11 absolute 1

' or 11strict11 

duty but one measnred by an objective standard. 
That is, a likelihood of occurrence, which gives rise 
to the duty, is determined from the perspective of the 
person of ordinary prudence in the position of the 
decisiorunaker at the time the decision is made about 
what to include in the EIS. Second, even as to those 
effects sufficiently likely to occur to merit inclusion, 
the EIS need only "furnish such infol:mation as 
appears to be reasonably necessary under the 
circumstances for evaluation of the project. 11 Britt v. 
United States Army Corps o[Engineers. 769 F.2d 84, 
91 (2d Cir.1985); accord Concerned Citizens on I-
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190 v. Secretary of Tramp., 641 F.2d I, 5 (!st 
Cir.1981) (stating that the issue is whether the" 'EIS 
can be said to constitute a statement which enable[ d] 
those who did not have a part in its compilation to 
understand and consider meaningfully the factors 
involved' 11

) (quoting Cummington Preservation 
Comm. v. Federal Aviation Admin .. 524 F.2d 241, 
244 (lstCir.19751). 

In the interest of clarity, we elaborate immediately 
below on the first· of these two points and on its 
applicahility to this case. More on the second point 
appears in Part v; infra. 

ill The federal Council on Enviromnental Quality 
has issued regulations that inform federal agencies of 
what must be included in the EIS. See 40 C.F.R. § 
1500, et seq. (1991); Sierra Club 1 769 F.2d at 870. 
These regulations mandate that the EIS discuss the 
direct and indirect effects (secondary impacts) of a 
proposed project. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16. Indirect 
effects (or secondary impacts) are those effects, 

*7 68 which are caused by the action and are later 
in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may 
include growth inducing effects and other effects 
related to induced changes in the pattern of land 
use, population density or growth rate, and related 
effects on air and water and other natural systems, 
including ecosystems. 

40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. 

Agencies must consider only those indirect effects 
that are "reasonably foreseeable. 11 They Ileed not 
consider potential · effects that are highly 
speculative or indefinite. See Klevve v. Sierra 
Club 427 U.S. 390 402 96 S.Ct. 2718 2726 49 
L.Ed.2d 576 (19761; Sierra Club I, 769 F.2d at 
878. As this court has explained: 
Whether a particular set of impacts is definite 
enough to tak·e into account, or too speculative to 
warrant consideration, reflects several different 
factors. With what confidence can one say that the 
impacts are likely to occur? Can one describe 
them 1now1 with sufficient specificity to make their 
consideration useful? If the decisiomnaker does 
not take them into account 'now, t will the 
decisiomnaker be able to take account of them 
before the agency is so firmly connnitted to the 
project that further enviromnental knowledge, as a 
practical matter, will prove irrelevant to the 
government's decision? 

Sien·a Club l 769 F.2d at 878 (citing 
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Massachusetts v. Watt, 716 F.2d 946, 952-53 (]st 
Cir.1983)). 

ill. 
The Challenged EIS Analysis of Secondary Impacts 

The EIS at issue in this case defines secondary 
impacts as "impacts induced by and attributable to 
the [cargo] terminal and its operation." Final EIS, 
Vol. I, 4-108 (Appendix ("App.") 117). 

The EIS analysis of secondary m:ipacts devotes 47 
pages to a discussion of a proposed industrial park on 
Sears Island. See Sierra Club IV-A, 701 F.Supp. at 
918. The discussion assumes that the industry types 
likely to develop in the proposed park are ( 1) 
fabricated metal products; (2) non- electrical 
machinery and equipment; (3) electrical and 
electronic machinery and equipment; and ( 4) 
transportation equipment. See id. This type of 
industry is known as "light-dry." The EIS does not 
discuss the development of any other type of industry 
as an indirect effect of the port project. 

In its Memorandum on Sierra Club's motion for a 
preliminary injunction, ihe district court determined 
that the agencies' decision to include the four light
dry industries in the EIS evaluation of secondary 
iropacts was reasonable. See Sierra Club IV-C 714 
F.Supp. at 564. The court concluded also, however, 
that the information before the agencies suggested 
that it was reasonably foreseeable that heavy 
industry, as well as food processing and forest 
product industries, were likely to develop on Sears 
Island as a result of the port project. The district 
court concluded that it was unable to determine 
whether the agencies' decision not to include these 
industries in the EIS discussion of secondary impacts 
was reasonable because 

there is nothing in the record, except ipse dixit, to 
demonstrate an actual agency decision to restrict 
the secondary impact analysis to these four types of 
potential industrial development, much less the 
rationale for such a decision. 

Id. The court added that 
judicial review is rendered utterly infeasible where 
the administrative record fails even to disclose 
whether information seemingly relevant to a 
rational secondary impact analysis·, was ever 
considered by the agency or, if so, how it was 
considered. 

Id. at 565 (emphasis added). Accordingly, the 
court concluded that Sierra Club had exhibited a 
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likelihood of success on the merits of its claim that 
the EIS analysis of secondary impacts was 
inadequate and entered a preliminary injunction. 

In the filings submitted after the preliminary 
inj'unction was issued, the agencies offered four 
affidavits to supplement and *769 explain the 
administrative record. See Supplemental Affidavit 
of Francis Mabady ("Mahady Supplemental 
Affidavit"); Supplemental ·Affidavit of William 
Richardson ("Richardson Supplemental 
Affidavit"); Supplemental Affidavit of Robert 
Hunter; Affidavit of Leslie Stevens. Sierra Club 
moved to strike the affidavits. The district court, 
citing Camp v. Pitts. 411 U.S. 138. 142, 93 S.Ct. 
1241. 1244, 36 L.Ed.2d 106 (1973) (per curiam), 
concluded that the affidavits could properly be and 
were received by the court to explain apparent gaps 

. in, and otherwise to clarify, the administrative 
record. See Sien·a Club IV-D. 744 F.Supp. at 356 
n. 7. After reviewing the affidavits, the court ruled 
that the supplemental affidavits remedied the 
deficiencies in the administrative record because 
they demonstrated that there was an actual agency 
decision to restrict the secondary impact analysis to 
light-dry industries and they explained the rationale 
for that decision. See id. at 359 & n. 11. The court 
concluded further that the basis for the agencies' 
decision was rational and supported by credible 
evidence. See id. at 359. 

In the present appeal, following further 
proceedings and the entry of Final Judgment, 
Sierra Club contends (1) that the district court erred 
in admitting and considering the agencies' 
supplementaJ affidavits to determine whether the 
EIS discussion of secondary impacts is adequate 
and (2) that the district court erred in concluding 
that the final EIS adequately considers the 
secondary impacts of the port project. 

N. 
Standards of Review 

[3}[4][5] Judicial review of an agency's compliance 
with NEPA is governed by section I 0 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 701, et 

. seq. See Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources 
Council 490 U.S. 360 375 109 S.Ct. 1851 1860. 
104 L.Ed.2d 377 (1989). A reviewing court must 
hold unlawful any agency action, findings and 
conclusions that are " 1arbitrary, capricious, an abuse 
of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with the 
law .... ' 11 Conservation Lavv Foundation. Inc. v. 
Secretary of the Interior, 864 F.2d 954. 957 (!st 
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Cir.1989) (quoting 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A)); accord 
Sierra Club I. 769 F.2d at 870; Concerned Citizens. 
641 F.2d at 3; Silva v. Lynn, 482 F.2d 1282, 1283 (!st 
Cir.1973). This standard of review is highly 
deferential; the court mnst presume the agency 
action to be valid. See Citizens To Preserve Overton 
Park, Inc. v. Volpe. 401 U.S. 402, 415. 91 S.Ct. 814. 
823, 28 L.Ed.2d 136 (1971); Conservation Law 
Foundation Inc.. 864 F.2d at 957-58. The 
reviewing court should not defer to the agency, 
however,' 11without carefully revie~g the record and 
satisfying [itself] that the agency has made a 
reasoned decision baSed on its evaluation" of the 
available infonnation. Oregon Natural Resources 
Council. 490 U.S. at 378, 109 S.Ct. at 1861; see also 
Grazing Fields Farm v. Goldschmidt, 626 F.2d 1068. 
I 072 (1st Cir.1980) ("The court should only assure 
itself that the agency has given good faith 
consideration to the environmental consequences of 
its actions 11

). That is, the court must 11 look to see if 
the agency decision, in the context of the record, is 
too 'unreasonable' (given its statntory and factual 
context) for the law to permit it to stand." Sien·a 
Club I 769 F.Zd at 871 (emphasis added). 

The district court, applying this standard of review, 
concluded that the agencie~ 1 decision to restrict the 
EIS secondary impacts analysis to light-dry industries 
was rational and supportable on the record. See 
Sierra Club IV- D. 744 F.Suw. at 359. 

LQJill In Sierra Club I. we stated that we will take a 
practical approach to deciding what standard of 
review to apply to our review of a district court1s 
review of an agency decision. 

We should be more willing, or be less willing, to 
differ' with a district court about the 
'reasonableness' or 'arbitrariness' of any agency 
decision, depending on the particular features of 
the particular case that seem to make a more 
independent, or less independent, appellate court 
scrutiny of the administrative record appropriate. 

*770 Siemz Club I. 769 F.2d at 871-72. We 
should show proper hesitation to overtnm a district 
court's judgment as to the reasonableness of an 
agencydecision where, for example, the n·court's 
judgment turns on matters of fact. that it h.as 
determined, or upon evidence presented by 
wituesses in court, or even upon lengthy district 
court proceedings in which knowledgeable counsel 
explain the agency's decision-making process in 
detail. 11 Id. at 872. Where, however, we are to 
apply the same legal standard to the agency 
decision as did the district court and where the 
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district court made no fmdings of fact and heard no 
witnesses we will 11 exercise a considerable degree 
of independence in reviewing the administrative 
record11 to determine whether the district court's 
decision is correct. Id. 

The agencies argue, unsurprisingly, that the 
circumstances of this case at this point in the 
litigation require ns to apply the "hesitate-to
overtum11 standard in our review of the district 
courts decision. Sierra Club, also unsurprisingly, 
contends that the c:ircumstances of this case 
mandate that we apply the "considerable-degree
of-independence" standard. We need not resolve 
this dispute. We conclude that even if we apply 
the less deferential "considerable-degree-of
independence11 standard, the district court's 
decision must be affmned. 

V. 
The Affidavits 

Sierra Club argues that the district court erred in 
admitting and considering the agencies' supplemental 
affidavits to determine the adequacy of the EIS 
evaluation of secondary impacts. 

A. 

As stated in Part II, supra, NEPA requires an agency 
to prepare a "detailed statement" discussing, inter 
alia, the indirect effects of a proposed project. See 40 
C.F.R. § 1502.16. This requirement serves many 
purposes. "The detailed statement aids a reviewing 
court to ascertain whether the agency has given [ ] 
good faith consider~tion to environmental concerns 
... , provides environmental information to the public 
and interested departments of government, and 
prevents stubbom problems or significant criticism 
from being shielded from internal and external 
scrutiny." Grazing Fields Farm 626 F.2d at 1072 
(citing Silva. 482 F.2d at 1284-85). 

Because public disclosure is a central purpose of 
NEPA, an EIS that does not include all that is 
required by NEPA may not be cured by memoranda 

. or reports that are included in the administrative 
record but are not incorporated into the EIS itself. 
See id. at 1073; see also Watt 716 F.2d at 951 
("unless a document has been publicly circulated and 
available for public comment, it does not satisfy 
NEPA's EIS requirements"); Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Inc. v. Morton. 458 F.2d 827, 836 
(D.C.Cir.1972) (holding that the EIS "must set forth 
the material contemplated by Congress in form 
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suitable for the enlightenment of the others 
concerned"); Appalachian Mountain Club v. 
Brinegar, 394 F.Suw. 105, 122 CD.N.H.1975) 
(holding that a deficient EIS cannot be resurrected by 
supplemental information not processed in. the same 
manner as a draft EIS because it denies the public 
11the opportunity to test, assess} and evaluate the data 
and make an informed judgment as to the validity of 
the conclusions to be drawn therefrom"). 

Sierra Club argues that "[h]aving concluded on May 
30, 1989, Sierra Club IV-C. 714 F.Sunp. at 565. that 
the EIS did not properly explain why the secondary 
impacts analysis of the EIS considered only four 
light-dry industries, the District Court erred by 
allowing the use of affidavits to provide the missing 
explanation." Appellants' Brief at p. 29. Such an 
approach, the argument goes, violates NEPA by 
allowing an otherwise defective EIS to be cured by 
documentation not circulated to the public. Sierra 
Club's challenge fails for two reasons. 

First, the district court did not conclude that the EIS 
was inadequate because it (the EIS) did not explain 
how the agencies determined the scope of the EIS 
secondary impacts anaiysis. fustead, the court 
concluded *771 that it could find nothing in the 
administrative record that evidenced that the 
agencies had ever made a decision on what secondary 
impacts to include in the EIS, let alone any evidence 
of the rationale for that decision. See Part III, supra; 
Sierra Club IV-C. 714 F.Snw. at 565. 

Second, and more important, Sierra Club's 
contention suffers from a false premise. The implied 
premise of its position is that NEPA requires the EIS 
to explain how the agencies determined the scope of 
the EIS--that, for example, NEPA requires the EIS to 
include a discussion of why the agency determined 
that certain indirect effects of a proposed project are 
not reasonably foreseeable and therefore are not 
discussed in the EIS. It is true that NEPA requires 
an EIS to analyze the environmental effects of what 
the agency decisionmakers determine to be the 
secondary industrial effects of a proposed project. ill 
the statute and its. concomitant regulations, however, 
there is nothing that requires an EIS to explain how 
an agency determined the scope of an EIS, including, 
for example, why it excluded from the EIS each 
alleged impact that the agencies determined did not 
in fact qualify as a secondary impact. See Piedmont 
Heights Civic Club, Inc. v. Moreland, 637 F.2d 430. 
440 (5th Cir.1981) (holding that it (the court) could 
not find "any authority, requiring an EIS to explicitly 
discuss the factors that determine the scope of the 
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EIS"). 

Our decision in Grazing Fields Farm illustrates this 
distinction. NEPA requires an EIS to include an 
evaluation of alternatives to the proposed agency 
action. See 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)(iii). The 
plaintiff in Grazing Fields Fann challenged the 
adequacy of an EIS prepared for a highway project 
on the ground that it did not. adequately discuss a 
suggested alternative to the proposed route of the 
highway. After reviewing the administrative record, 
the district court concluded that the federal agency 
had carefully and thoroughly evaluated the 
alternative in compliance with NEPA, even though 
that evaluation and the information it was based upon 
was not included in the EIS. See Grazing Fields 
Farm 626 F.2d at 1071. This court reversed, 
holding that an administrative record canuot satisfy 
NEPA's requirement for a detailed statement 
evaluating alternatives to a proposed project. See id. 
at 1072. The opinion cautioned, however, that "our 
holding does not mean that the administrative record 
should play no part in the evaluation of the adequacy 
of the discussion of alternatives in an [EIS]." Id. at 
1074. 

Study of the administrative record by the court 
helps to assess the degree of discussion any 
particular alternative deserves, based on the 
alternative's feasibility ·and the stage in the 
decision-making process it is brought to the 
attention of the agency.... This use of the record to 
inform a court's judgment about the adequacy of an 
EIS must be distinguished from our holding today 
that agency consideration of alternatives evidenced 
by the record cannot replace the NEPA mandated 
discussion of alternatives in the [EIS] itself. In 
other words, the district court can use the 
administrative record to set the standard for how 
much discussion within the EIS a particular 
alternative merits, but cannot deem the 
unincorporated record to satisfy that standard. 

Id. (footnotes omitted); see also Vallev Citizens 
For a Safe Env't v. Aldridge, 886 F.2d 458, 460 
(1st Cir.1989) (stating that in a NEPA case "[t]he 
relevant legal question ... is normally whether the 
Statement is 'adequate' in light of the information 
and comments before the agency at the time it 
produced the Statement"). 

lfil Another way of explaining when it is 
appropriate for a court to go beyond exarniuing the 
EIS itself and review the administrative record in a 
NEPA case is to say that a reviewing court may not 
rely on information and '.illalysis in an 
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administrative record to cure an inadequate EIS, 
but it may, and indeed must, review the 
administrative record to deternrine whether the EIS 
is inadequate in the first place. See Sierra Club 
JV-D. 744 F.Suw. at 359 n. 11. In Conservation 
Law Foundation. Inc. v. Andrus. 617 F.2d 296 (1st 
Cir.1979), for example, the plaintiff claimed that 
an *772 EIS did not adequately discuss an 
alternative to the proposed project. After 
reviewing information in the administrative record 
that revealed that the ' alternative was largely 
hypothetical, we concluded that the 11pedestrian11 

analysis of the alternative in the EIS was adequate. 
See id. at 299. 11Thus, our examination of the 
administrative record informed our judgment as to 
how extensively the proposed altemative had to be 
discussed within the EIS itself." Grazing Fields 
Farm, 626 F.2d at 1074 n. 4 (discussing Andrus). 

L2l In this case the district court similarly 
examlned the administrative record, inclucling the 
supplementary affidavits, to deternrine whether the 
EIS secondary impact analysis was adequate. 
After reviewing the record, the court concluded 
that it was reasonable for the agencies to conclude 
that the four light-dry' industries evaluated in the 
EIS are the only industries that are reasonably 
likely to develop ou Sears Island as a result of the 
port project. lf, in contrast, the district court had 
concluded, for example, that it was unreasonable 
for the agencies to decide that heavy industry was 
not a reasonably foreseeable secondary impact of 
the port project, therefore making the EIS analysis 
of secondary impacts inadequate (because the EIS 
did not discuss all reasonably foreseeable indirect 
effects), that inadequacy could not be cured by 
information and analysis that is in the 
administrative record but not incorporated into the 
EIS. See Grazing Fields Farm, 626 F.2d at 1072. 
That is, the court could not look to evidence in the 
administrative record or in supplementary 
affidavits that suggested that the agencies had 
made an informed, good faith decision to go 
forward with the project after infornring 
themselves of the environmental effects of heavy 
industry because that approach would defeat 
NEP A's goal of infornring the public of the likely 
environmental consequences of the proposed 
project. 

B. 

Having deternrined that a reviewing court may turn 
to the administrative record to decide whether an 
agency's decision on the scope of an EIS is 
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reasonable, we must address whether the district 
court erred in pennitting supplementation of the 
administrative record by considering the agencies1 

affidavits submitted after entry of the preliminary 
injunction. 

The focal point for a court1s review of an agency's 
decision is the administrative record. See, e.g., 
Florida Power & Light Co. v. Lorion. 470 U.S. 729. 
743, 105 S.Ct. 1598, 1606, 84 L.Ed.2d 643 (1985); 
Camp. 411 U.S. at 142, 93 S.Ct. at 1244· Vallev 
Citizens For a Sa(e Env't. 886 F.2d at 460. "The fact 
that review sometimes or often focuses On the initial 
record does not mean that it must, or always, will do 
so." Vallev Citizens For a Sa(e Env't. 886 F.2d at 
460. 

Where there was a failure to explain administrative 
action so as to frustrate effective judicial review, ... 
the remedy is to obtain from the agency, either 
through affidavits or testimony, such additional 
explanation of the reasons for the agency decision 
as may prove necessary. 

Camp, 411 U.S. at 143, 93 S.Ct. at 1244; see also 
Overton Park 401 U.S. at 420 91 S.Ct. at 825 
(stating that where there are no formal findings, 
examining the decisionmakers themselves may be 
the only way there can be effective judicial 
review); Manhattan Tankers. Inc. v. Dole. 787 
F.2d 667, 672 n. 6 (D.C.Cir.1986) (holding that the 
court "may properly uphold the Coast Guard's 
decision on the basis of affidavits or testimony by 
the administrator who made the decision 
concerning his reasoning at the time of the 
decision"). 

ilQl The administrative record may be 
"supplemented, if necessary, by affidavits, 
depositions, or other proof of an explanatory 
nature." Arkla Exploration Co. v. Texas Oil & Gas 
Corp., 734 F.2d 347, 357 (8th Cir.1984) (quoting 
Independent lvfeat Packers Ass'n v. Butz. 526 F.2d 
228, 239 (8th Cir.1975) (citations omitted)), cert. 
denied, 469 U.S. 1158, 105 S.Ct. 905, 83 L.Ed.2d 
920 (1985). The 'new material, however, should 
be explanatory of the decisionmakers' action at the 
time it occurred. No new rationalizations for the 
agency's decision *773 should be included, see, 
e.g., Sierra Club v. United States Army Corps of 
Enrzineers. 771 F.2d 409, 413 (8th Cir.1985); 
Environmental De(ense Fund. Inc. v. Costle, 657 
F.2d 275. 285 (D.C.Cir.1981); Asarco Inc. v. 
United States Envtl. Protection Agency. 616 F.2d 
1153. 1159 (9th Cir.1980), and if included should 
be disregarded. 11If the ageD:CY action, once 
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explained by the proper agency official, is not 
sustainable on the record itself, the proper judicial 
approach has been to vacate the action and to 
remand ... to the agency for further consideration. 11 

Castle. 657 F.2d at 285; accord Camp, 411 U.S. at 
143, 93 S.Ct. at 1244; Asarco, Inc., 616 F.2d at 
1159. 

The district court concluded initially that the 
administrative record did not contain evidence that 
the agencies considered the prospect that industries 
other than light-dry industries might locate on 
Sears Island. The court explained that 
[a ]!though it is conceivable that a careful 
consideration of all available information could 
have enabled the [agencies] rationally to conclude 
that the Mallar Report presented a logical basis for 
detennining which industries were "reasonably 
foreseeable" and could be attributable to the Sears 
Island port project, the court cannot detennine 
from the record that any such .. . decision was 
"founded on a reasoned evaluation of the relevant 
information." 

Sierra Club JV-C 714 F.Supp. at 565 (citation 
omitted). After reviewiug the supplemental 
affidavits, the court decided that its initial 
conclusion about the completeness or 
incompleteness of the administrative record was no 
longer warranted. See Sierra Club IV-D 744 
F.Snpp. at 359. 

One reason the court could not initially determine 
whether the agencies had properly considered all 
the information before them was that the 
administrative record reflected that a special report 
on secondary impacts ("ERA Special Report") was 
to be prepared, yet the special report was not 
included in the record and there was nothing in the 
record to indicate that the proper decisionmakers 
had ever reviewed that report. See Sierra Club IV
C. 714 F.Supp. at 563-64. The court later 
concluded, however, that the supplemental 
affidavits satisfactorily explained why the 
administrative record did not include the ERA 
Special Report--no separate report was ever 
prepared. Instead, the report was prepared in 
11 camera ready11 form to allow direct incorporation 
into the EIS. See Mahady Supplemental Affidavit 
at § 6; Richardson Supplemental Affidavit at § 10. 

ill1 The affidavits demonstrate that there was an 
actual agency decision on the scope of the EIS 
secondary impact analysis. Francis Mahady 
(Vice-President of Economics Research 
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Associates, the company responsible for preparing 
the written analysis of the reasonably foreseeable 
secondary impacts of the port project) attests that 
he explained his rationale for restricting the 
analysis to the four light-dry industries, as well as 
his other conclusions as to secondary impacts, to 
the appropriate agency decisiornnakers. Mahady 
Supplemental Affidavit at § 14. William 
Richardson (the Division Administrator of the 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administrati~n, and the person responsible for the 
administration of the Federal-aid Highway 
Program in Maine, including compliance with all 
applicable laws, see Richardson Supplemental 
Affidavit at§ 1) explains that he made a deliberate 
decision to restrict the secondary impact analysis to 
light-dry industry: 
Based upon my previous participation in meetings 
on this issue, µpan my review of the Municipal 
Response Plan, upon Mahady's February 12, 1986 
presentation and upon the ensuing discussion 
among attendees at that February 12 meeting, I 
thought the choice to be reasonable and sensible. 
The light, dry industries identified and discussed in 
the Final EIS (Final EIS at 4-109 to 4-111) 
appeared to me to be the most probable types of 
nsers in light of the various physical and 
enviromnental limitations which have to be taken 
into account in developing Sears Island. 

Richardson Supplemental Affidavit at § 6. 

The affidavits also provide an explanation for the 
agencies' decision to restrict *774 the se~ondary 
impact analysis to light-dry industries. Mahady 
describes the "target market analysis" method used 
to determine the types of industries selected for 
analysis in the EIS and explains how that method 
selected the four light-dry industries as likely 
tenants and eliminated heavy industry as a 
reasonably foreseeable tenant of Sears Island. 
Mahady Supplemental Affidavit at § § 11, 12. 
Mahady also explains why the agencies no longer 
consider the development of food and forest 
product manufacturing as a likely consequence of 
the port project, id. at § 13, and he explains bow 
information on the limited sewer and water 
capabilities of Sears Island led the agencies to 
conclude that heavy industry would not develop on 
Sears Island as a result of the port project, id. at § 
10. 

Based on these affidavits, the district court 
concluded that its questions about whether the 
agencies' decisionmakers had considered all 
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available information and bad made an actual 
decision to restrict the EIS to light-dry industry had 
been answered. See Sien-a Club IV-D 744 
F.Supp. at 359. The court further concluded that 
the agencies' explanation for their decision on the 
scope of the EIS discussion of secondary impacts 
was reasonable and supported by credible evidence 
in the administrative record. See id. 

We are satisfied that the affidavits explain the 
agencies 1 decision in the manner, contemplated by 
Camp v. Pitts. The affidavits do not contain any 
"facts 11 about the proposed project that are not also 
included in the EIS and administrative record. 
Rather, the affidavits simply explain why, based 
upon the information in the administrative record 
and the EIS, the agencies concluded that the four 
light-dry industries were the only reasonably 
foreseeable secondary industrial effects of the 
proposed port project. 

Sierra Club argues that Camp v. Pitts does not 
apply to a court1s review of an agency decision 
under NEPA because to allow explanatory 
affidavits would violate NEPA's goal of public 
disclosure. As stated in Part V(A), supra, 
however, NEPA does not require au EIS to discuss 
bow the agency determined the scope of the EIS. 
Thus, NEPA is not violated when a court relies 
upon affidavits to explain an agency's rationale for 
its decision that a certain possible indirect effect of 
a proposed project is not within the scope of the 
EIS because it is not 11reasonably foreseeable. 11 

Moreover, Sierra Club has cited no authority for its 
assertion that a court· should review an agency's 
decision about what to include in a NEPA
mandated EIS in a manner different from the way 
courts typically review agency decisions. 

Sierra Club's assertion that the affidavits are 
inadmissible because they constitute post-hoc 
"rationalizations" is similarly without merit. In 
Overton Park the Supreme Court specifically 
anticipated that affidavits containing post-hoc 
explanations would be considered by courts 
reviewing the propriety of an agency decision. 
The solution in such situations is not to ignore the 
affidavits altogether, but rather to view them 
"critically." Overton Park 401 U.S. at 420 91 
S.Ct. at 825. The district court .noted this 
limitation. Sierra Club IV-D, 744 F.Supp. at 356 n. 
1. In this case, the agencies' explanations for their 
decisions were supported by evidence in the 
administrative record. 
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Sierra Club failed to proffer in the district court 
any evidence tbat disputed the agencies' 
explanations. For example, Sierra Club 
challenged tbe credibility of Mahady's assertion 
that heavy industry could not develop on Sears' 
Island because of the Island's limited water and 
sewer capabilities. Sierra Club claimed tbat a 
report prepared for the agencies (the Mallar 
Report) indicates that one million gallons of water 
per day ,could be provided to Sears Island. The 
district court found, however, that the Mallar 
Report states tbat "major facility improvements 
would be required at considerable cost" to provide 
a :million gallons of water a day, and that Sierra 
Club had offered no evidence to rebut Mahady's 
conclusion that the large capital expenditures 
required to make such improvements would render 
such improvements unlikely. Sierra Club IV-D 
744 F.Suw. at 358 n. JO. In these circumstances, 
the district *775 court properly accepted the post
hoc explanations of the decisionmakers1 action. 

VI. 
Application of the Legal Requirements to the 

Secondary Impact Analysis in the 
Challenged EIS 

Sierra Club challenges the agencies 1 decision to 
restrict the EIS analysis of secondary impacts to 
light-dry industries on the ground that "it is too 
unreasonable for the law to pennit it to stand. 11 Sierra 
Club I 769 F.2d at 871. In particular, Sierra Club 
asserts (1) that it was unreasonable to include the four 
light-dry industries in the EIS discuss,ion of 
secondary impacts at all because tbe development of 
these industries on Sears Island is not a reasonably 
foreseeable indirect effect of the port project; (2) that 
it was umeasonable not to include heavy industry as a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect effect of the port 
project; and (3) tbat it was unreasonable not to 
include tbe development of water-dependent industry 
as. a secondary impact. We consider each of these 
arguments separately. 

A. 

Sierra Club claims that there is nothing in the EIS or 
administrative record that supports a conclusion tbat 
the port project will "induce" the development oftbe 
four light-dry industries on Sears Island. In support. 
of its argument, Sierra Club points out that tbe final 
EIS states that tbe four light-dry industries analyzed 
as secondary impacts do not require access to water. 
See Final EIS, Vol. II, F-5 (App. 220). The EIS 
states also that "due to the high availability of fully 
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serviced industrial park land in the Greater Bangor 
area 11 industries that do not require access to water are 
likely to locate in the Greater Bangor area rather than 
the Searsport area. See id. at F-2 (App. 204). Sierra 
Club asserts also tbat none of the reports before the 
agencies lists a marine cargo port as a siting factor 
for any of the four light-dry industries. 

ll1! The agencies concluded that because of the 
highly competitive nature of industrial park 
development in Maine, "it was reasonably certain that 
the industries which ultimately located in tbe 
industrial park would be those which both were 
acceptable to the local population and were the 
targets of intensive marketing efforts and 
inducements." Mahady Supplemental Affidavit at § 
11. This method of determining likely tenants of the 
industrial park is called "target market analysis." A 
1980 Land Use Plan prepared by Bangor Investment 
Corporation, owner of Sears Island ("Land Use 
Plan"), includes a marketing study that identifies the 
four light-dry industries as tbose "tbat could best 
utilize the opportunities offered by the port facility, 
Sears Island, and the surrounding region, and, in turn, 
offer the most benefit to the existing region." Land 
Use Plan at 24 (App. 548). In addition, a 1983 
report prepared for the Town of Searsport by Mallar 
Development Services entitled "A Municipal 
Response Plan for the Industrial Development of 
Sears Island" ("Mallar Report"), targets the same four 
light-dry industries as good candidates for 
development on Sears Island. Thus, tbe agencies 
concluded that because the four light-dry industries 
are those that local officials and tbe Sears Island 
property owners are trying to attract to the industrial 
park, these industries are reasonably likely to develop 
on Sears Island. Mahady Supplemental Affidavit at 
§ 11. 

Moreover, although the four light-dry industries do 
not require access to water, the information before 
the agencies supports a conclusion that these four 
industries would benefit from close proximity to tbe 
port. The Mallar report observes that these 
industries would benefit from tbe transport cost 
savings associated with a centralized port, see Final 
EIS, Vol. II, 4-110 (App. 119), because they have 
significant import/export needs or potential, see, e.g., 
ERA Special Report at IV-5 to IV-6, IV-8 (App. 456-
57, 459). 

We conclude that it was not arbitrary and capricious 
for the agencies to include in tbe EIS discussion of 
secondary impacts the four light-dry industries 
targeted in the Mallar Report and the Land Use Plan. 
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*776 This conclusion is consistent.with our statement 
in Sierra Club I that the Mallar Report and the Land 
Use Plan--the very reports that identify the four light
dry industries as those most likely to develop on 
Sears Island--"are detailed enough for an EIS to 
describe the type of development likely to occur, 
even if it is pointless to analyze precise details." 
Sierra Club l 769 F.2d at 879. 

The conclusion in the EIS that "industries that do not 
require access to water" are likely to locate in Greater 
Bangor does not make the agencies' decision to 
include the four light-dry industries in the EIS 
analysis of secondary impacts arbitrary and 
capricious. First, not all information in the 
administrative record must support the agency 
decision. See Environmental Coalition o(Broward 
Countv. Inc. v. Mvers, 831 F.2d 984, 986 (]]th 
'cir.1987) (citing Bowman Transp .. Inc. v. Arkansas
Best Freight System, Inc .. 419 U.S. 281. 285-86, 95 
S.Ct. 438, 441-42, 42 L.Ed.2d 447 11974)). Second, 
when the conclusion is read in its proper context it 
does not imply that industries not dependent on water 
are unlikely to develop on Sears Island. The 
conclusion compares the attractiveness of Mack 
Point--an alternative site to Sears Island--to the 
Greater Bangor area. The EIS concludes that Mack 
Point is not a viable alternative to Sears Island in part 
because Mack Point does not offer sufficient land 
contiguous to the port. Thus, industries not dependent 
on water would be more likely to develop in the 
Greater Bangor area than in scattered parcels in 
Searsport near Mack Point. See Final EIS, Vol. II, F
l to F-2 (App. 203-04). Indeed, that same section of 
the EIS observes that "[o]nly Sears Island offers 
sufficient developab!e industrial land which is 
contiguous to a prospective port facility. 11 Id. 

B. 

[13] Sierra Club argues next that the fmal EIS is 
inadequate because it repeatedly refers to Searsport 
as the future site of "heavy industry," .lflil1 yet the 
EIS secondary impa,ct analysis assumes that ouly 
light-dry industry is likely to develop on Sears 
Island.For example, in several places the EIS refers 
to a 1978 report from the State of Maine Advisory 

· Connnittee on Coastal Development and 
Conservation ("Advisory Report") that recommends 
that heavy industry be clustered in either the 
Portland-South Portland area or the Searsport
Stockton Springs-Penobscot area. See, e.g., Final 
EIS, Vol I, 2-3 (App. 91). Moreover, a letter written 
by Leslie Stevens, Director of the Maine 
Development Office, states that the proposed Sears 
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Island Industrial Park is intended for heavy industry 
that needs close proximity to a cargo terminal. See 
Final EIS, Vol. II, S-2 (App. 226). 

FNI. A report entitled "Where Should 
Heavy Industry Be Located in Central 
Maine 11 defines heavy industry as a 
development characteristically employing 
equipment snch as, but no (sic) limited to, 
smoke stacks, tanks, distillation or reaction 
columns, chemical processing equipment, 
scrubbing towers, pickling equipment, and 
waste treatment lagoons; !V"hich industry, 
although conceivably operable without 
polluting or otherwise causing a significant 
adverse env:ironmental impact on the coastal 
are[ a] (by, but not limited to, the likelihood 
of generation of glare, heat, noise, vibration, 
radiation, electromagnetic interference and 
obnoxious odors) has the potential to pollute 
or otherwise cause a significant adverse 
environmental impact. 
Sierra Club IV-C, 714 F.Supp. at 562 n. 27 
(quoting Final EIS at 12-8, as quoted in 
Plaintiffs' Memorandum in Support of 
Objections to Defendants' Motion for 
Summary Judgment at p. 18). 

The agencies provide two related explanations for 
their decision not to include the development of 
11heavy industry" as a reasonably foreseeable indirect 
effect of the port project. Mahady explains that a 
key factor in the selection of industries as 
11reasonably foreseeable 11 tenants of the industrial 
park was that "industries locating in the industrial 
parks had to be those which do not require substantial 
water and sewer capabilities in order to function, 11 

because existing sewer and water facilities are 
limited. Mahady affidavit at§ 10 (citing Land Use 
Plan and Mallar Report). Thus, for Sears Island to 
accommodate heavy industry "*777 major facility 
improvements would be required at considerable 
cost 11 Id. Because these improvements were not part 
of the proposed port project, and because the state, 
county, town, and property owners were unlikely to 
make such improvements in view of their expense, 
the agencies concluded that heavy industry was 
unlikely to locate on Sears Island as a consequence of 
the port project. See id. 

The use of the "target market analysis 11 also led the 
agencies to conclude that 11heavy industry11 was 
unlikely to develop on Sears Island as an indirect 
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effect of the port project. As stated in Part VI(A), 
supra, the local officials and property owners have 
directed their marketing efforts toward light-dry 
industries--not heavy industry. Moreo_ver, because 
of the enviro=ental effects of heavy industry, the 
development of such industry on Sears Island would 
likely meet heavy public opposition. Mahady 
Affidavit at§ § 9, 12. 

In sum, the agencies decided that heavy industry was 
not likely to develop on Sears Island as a result of the 
port project, despite the Advisory Report's 
recommendation that heavy industry be clustered in 
the same area as a cargo port facility, because the 
available water and sewer facilities on Sears Island 
are insufficient to support heavy industry, and 
because the project owners and the town are not 
directing their marketing efforts at heavy industry. 
We are satisfied that this decision is not 
umeasonable. 

In the alternative, Sierra Club contends that the 
agencies 1 conclusion that heavy industry is unlikely to 
locate at Sears Island is a nsubstantial revision11 to the 
rmal EIS requiring the preparation of a supplemental 
EIS. NEPA regolations mandate a supplemental EIS 
if one-of two conditions is met: 

(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the 
proposed action that are relevant to envirorunental 
concerns; or 
(ii) There are significant new circumstances or 
information relevant to environmental concerns 
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. 

40 C.F.R. § 1502.91cl; see also Watt 716 F.2d at 
948. Sierra Club argues that "[i]f the long
established policy of using public funds to build a 
cargo ternrinal at Sears Island in order to 
concentrate heavy industry at that location has been 
abandoned, then the purpose of the project has 
fundamentally changed and the public must be 
informed of that fact through a supplemental EIS." 
Appellants' Brief at p. 20. 

We can find nothing in the record to support Sierra 
Club's assertion that "the purpose of the cargo 
ternrinal is to concentrate heavy industry at that 
location." The 1978 Advisory Report 
recommends that heavy industry and port facilities 
be clustered together in two areas of the state in 
order "to ensure that more than 95% of Maine's 
3,000 mile coastline would be free of heavy 
industries and major port activities." Final EIS, 
Vol. I, 2-3 (App. 91). It does not follow from this 
recommendation that the purpose of the port 
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project is to induce heavy industry to locate on 
Sears Island. Nor does it follow from the 
agencies' conclusion that heavy industry is uulikely 
to develop on Sears Island as a consequence of the 
port project that Maine has abandoned its 
clustering policy. Thus, there is no need to issue a 
supplementary EIS. 

c. 

Sierra Club claims that the development of water
dependent industry is a reasonably foreseeable 
indirect effect of the port project. See, e.g., Final 
EIS, Volume II, F-2 (App. 203) ("there are really two 
classes of industries likely to locate at or near the 
cargo port facility proposed for Searsport: [the first of 
which is] those industries engaged in intensive 
handling of waterborne commerce which require 
direct proximity to the port facility, since greater 
distance from the port would add transportation costs 
which would make their operations infeasible .... "). 

Although Sierra Club _does not identify what types of 
water-dependent industries it believes the EIS should 
have discussed, it does identify a 1987 study 
excerpted in the EIS that analyzes the water
dependent industties *778 that have developed at port 
projects comparable to the Searsport proposal. See 
Final EIS, Vol I, 4-149 to 4-151 (App. 158-60). The 
study found that auto processing, stevedoring, and 
chemical industries developed at Colonels Island, 
Georgia, and that industries involving bananas, 
phosphates, stevedoring, and ship repair develope.d at 
Port Manatee, Florida. See id. Sierra Club appears 
to contend that the EIS should have discussed these 
industries as reasonably foreseeable secondary 
impacts, or at the very least, discussed why they are 
not reasonably foreseeable. 

The agencies respond that the EIS discusses 
industries that rely upon water col11IIlerce as a direct-
rather than indirect--effect of the port project; 
therefore there is no reason to discuss these industries 
as secondary imp~cts. As support for their response, 
the agencies cite to Sierra Club JV-D, 744 F.Supp. at 
357 n. 9 and to page 94 of the appendix on appeal. 

il'!l Iu Sien·a Club IV-D thedistrict court observed 
that although the agencies had originally anticipated 
that forest product and food industries would locate 
facilities on Sears Island, the secondary impacts 
analysis does not discuss these industries. The court 
concluded, however, that the f"mal EIS does not 
discuss the manufacturing of food and forest products 
because 11primary manufacturing production facilities 
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... tend to be located in as close a pro:xilillty as 
possible to their raw materials." Sierra Club IV-D. 
744 F.Supp. at 357 n. 9 (quoting Mahady 
Supplementary Affidavit at § 13). The agencies 
determined that these industries would utilize storage 
facilities in the port complex. The final EIS 
considers impacts related to the storage of forest and 
food products in its discussion of the direct impacts 
of the project. See id. (citing Final EIS, Vol. 1, 2:12, 
§ § 4.4.2, 4.8.2). The document at page 94 of the 
appendix is a diagram of the placement of the storage 
facilities at the port. The agencies' identification of 
the EIS diagram and note nine of Sierra-Club IV-D, 
is not completely responsive to Sierra Club's 
argument. The fact that the agencies considered the 
effects of forest and food products industries--two 
industries that rely upon water commerce, see Sien·a 
Club IV-C. 714 F.Supp. at 565--does not explain why 
the EIS does not include an analysis of other water
dependent industries, such as the industries identified 
in the 1987 study of comparable ports. Nonetheless, 
we conclude that the EIS analysis of secondary 
impacts is adequate. 

First, Sierra Club has not called our attention to any 
record that it made this argument in the district court. 
Neither the district court's decision allowing Sierra 
Club's motion for a preliminary injunction, see Sierra 
Club IV-C. 714 F.Supp. at 559-65, nor the court's 
decision on the cross-motions for summary judgment, 
see Sierra Club IV-D. 744 F.Supp. at 354-60, 
discusses any contention by Sierra Club that the EIS 
evaluation of the port project's secondary impacts is 
:inadequate because it does not evaluate water
dependent industries (other than food and forest 
manufacturing). Absent an exceptional 
circumstance--and none appears here--an appellate 
court will not consider ·arguments that were not made 
to the trial court. See, e.g., Borden v. Secretary of 
Health & Human Services, 836 F.2d 4, 6 Clst 
Cir.1987); Johnston v. Holiday Inns, Inc., 595 F.2d 
890, 894 Clst Cir.1979). 

Second, NEPA requir'(s an EIS to evaluate only 
those secondary impacts that are reasonably 
foreseeable. We conclude that it was permissible for 
the agencies not to analyze other water-dependent 

- industries, such as auto pi6cessing, petroleum; and 
cement, because the likelihood of these industries 
developing on Sears Island is too speculative to be 
reasonably foreseeable. The only evidence Sierra 
Club identifies (other than general statements to the 
effect that water-dependent industries are likely to 
develop) is the study of comparable ports around the 
United States. The fact that. auto processing 
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developed as an indirect effect of a port project in 
Georgia, for example, does not, without more, make 
the development of auto processing on Sears Island 
reasonably foreseeable. 

*779 D. 

Accordingly, we conclude that the agencies' decision 
to restrict the EIS secondary impact analysis to the 
four light-dry industries is reasonable in light of the 
findings in the Mallar Report, the Land Use Plan, and 
the environmental and physical limitations of Sears 
Island. We observe that it does not matter whether 
we, or the district court, would have reached the same 
decision as the agencies. Our only role, and that of 
the district court, is to satisfy ourselves that the 
agencies have "made a reasoned decision based on 
[their] evaluation" of the information before them. 
Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S. at 378, 
109 S.Ct. at 1861. We are so satisfied. 

VII. 
Conclusion 

We conclude that the agencies 1 decision to restrict 
the EIS analysis of secondary impacts to the four 
light-dry industries is permissible. In other words, 
the decision is not too umeasonable for the law to 
permit it to stand. See Sierra Club I 769 F.2d at 871. 
We conclude also that the district court did not err in 
admitting and considering the agencies' affidavits 
pursuant to Camp v. Pitts. We can find nothing in 
NEPA, its regulations, or case law, that would allow 
us to conclude that a court reviewing an agency1s 
decision about the scope of a NEPA-mandated EIS 
may not consider affidavits that explain the basis for 
the agency's decision. 

Affirmed. Costs to appellees. 

END OF DOCUMENT 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Stephanie Hallock, Director, DEQ 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

May23, 2001 

RE: PETITION FOR REVIEW, EXCEPTIONS TO HEARING DECISION AND PROPOSED 
ORDER & BRIEF, RESPONDENT BRIEF, AND RESPONDENT AFFIDAVIT 

Dear Ms. Hallock: 

This letter is officially submitted as a PETITION FOR REVIEW for case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125. 

Accompanying this PETITION FOR REVIEW you will fmd enclosed the following: 

• EXCEPTIONS TO HEARING DECISION AND PROPOSED ORDER & BRIEF 

• RESPONDENT BRIEF 

• RESPONDENT AFFIDAVIT 

• EXHIBITS & ATTACHMENTS 

We continue to look forward to a just resolve. 

-~l~ 
/'\~--:;r")~ u' /ff1(f 
Reggie D. Huff 
President 

24 Enclosures 
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1 STATE OF OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
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8 

Reggie D. Huff 
Respondent - Petitioner 

v. 

Department of Environmental Quality 

} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 
} 

Case No. WQll-NWR-00-125 

EXCEPTIONS TO HEARING 
DECISION AND PROPOSED ORDER 
&BRIEF 

9 EXCEPTIONS & BRIEF 

10 The PROPOSED ORDER that contains the hearing officer's, Kevin Ansehn's, decision regarding the 
11 above matter is rife with errors. 

12 There are errors in the "history" of the case, the "findings of fact", and the "ultimate fmdings." 

13 This brief, however, will focus mainly on the gross errors in the conclusion of law, namely that 
14 regarding ORS 468B.025(1)(a) or OAR 340-012-0055(2)(c). 

15 Even the conclusions one can agree with are correct for the wrong reasons. 

16 The respondent-petitioner fmds that the hearings officer has literally rewritten the applicable law, and 
17 so egregiously contorted the meaning of it that it does not even come close to anything the legislature could have 
18 intended. It cannot stand. 

19 The respondent is relying on the record as a whole. 

20 The respondent recommends an ORDER dismissing thls case in its entirety. Alternative CONCLUSIONS OF 
21 LAW and FINDINGS OF FACT AND ULTIMATE FINDINGS are consolidated within the RESPONDENT' s BRIEF. 

22 The respondent is somewhat dismayed by the lengths to which the hearings officer went in order to fmd 
23 in favor of the DEQ's case. But, the respondent is also extremely encouraged that a clearer path to a successful 
24 appeal conld not have been created. The respondent - petitioner believes this review process is a bit of a "fox 
25 guarding the hen-house" scenario that is not likely to produce the correct result. 

26 The respondent - petitioner desires that this process be allowed to move ahead swiftly, and is therefore 
27 presenting the PETITION FOR REVIEW, EXCEPTIONS & BRIEF, and BRIEF at the same time, and is not requesting 
28 oral arguments. 
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1 STATE OF OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Reggie D. Huff 
Respoudent - Petitioner 

v. 

Department of Environmental Quality 

} 
) 
} 
) 
} 
) 
} 

Case No. WQll-NWR-00-125 

RESPONDENT BRIEF 

9 CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

10 Normally one would discuss Findings of Fact prior to Conclusions of Law, but the instant case warrants 
11 a special order. This brief assumes the pre-reading of Exhibit 31, Rebuttal to Transmitted Answer, and Exhibit 
12 A, The Proposed Order, preferably in that order. With the reading of these documents a fairly rudimentary 
13 background of the facts and issues has been laid out. 

14 The crux of this case hinges on the interpretation of applicable law, namely ORS 468B.025(l)(a) or 
15 OAR 340-012-0055(2)(c), which is the rule the amended penalty assessment is based on. 

16 ORS 468B.025(1)(a) states: 

17 "cause pollution of any waters of the state or place or cause to be placed 
18 any wastes in a location where such wastes are likely to escape or be 
19 carried into the waters of the state by any means." 

20 OAR340-012-0055(2)(c) states: 

21 "placing wastes such that the wastes are likely to enter public waters by 
22 any means.'~ 

23 After an objective review of the hearing officer's decision one can come to only one conclusion as to 
24 how she interprets this language. She has reinterpreted this statute to say 'placing wastes where there is l!!!Y 
25 chance of entering the waters of the state' is a violation. 

26 The hearings officer points out the fact that the respondent has correctly shown that there is no proof 
27 that the subject solution ever entered the 'waters of the state'. This is, in fact, a very telling understatement. The 
28 respondent has, in fact, shown that there is absolutely no proof, and absolutely no evidence, that there is l!!!Y 
29 reasonable possibilitv that the solution ever entered the waters of the state. And, there is even far less possibility 
30 that it ever reached the waters as "wastes", as supported by the DEQ's own evidence. 

31 While under the applicable statute, the DEQ does not have to prove that the solution factually ever 
32 reached the waters, it is absolutely necessary and incumbent upon the DEQ, as the party making the charge, to 
33 prove that the seemingly impossible is, in fact, likely, probable, or reasonably certain, in order to meet the 
34 defmition of a violation. ' 

35 This might be done with a statistical analysis of actual data. For example, a sample of the hard packed 
36 clay, which is ubiquitous in the subject area, could be taken and tested for permeability and/or matched against 
37 data available for similar clay. This could lead to a statistical model to predict the odds the subject solution 
38 would travel through 30-35 feet of hard clay, defying all common knowledge. (A W' thickness of clay has been 
39 used to create water tight vessels for literally thousands of years.) 

40 Then, if this impossibility is properly controverted, the DEQ would need to support these fmdings with 
41 evidence that the highly diluted cooling solution would still meet the definition of "wastes" once it got to the 
42 waters. 
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l Since this would obviously not produce the desired result the DEQ could then focus on a study of the 
2 solution traveling laterally for approximately 2500 feet above the clay layer into the nearest wetland, a private 
3 wetland. Once again, there are huge hurtles, but infonnation is available. For example, an analysis of the drop in 
4 the wetlands water level in the springtime, especially in the spring of '99, could be made. This would likely 
5 show that lateral drainage is no longer replenishing the wetlands, and that a relatively tiny discharge over 2500 
6 feet away would never make it there. 

7 But, let's say the study actually showed a 51 % chance it would reach it. The next question is: Is it even 
8 remotely possible the solution would still be "wastes" once it got there? 

9 All of this, of course, is irrelevant since the DEQ's own evidence shows that the 10% ethylene glycol 
I 0 concentration was totally gone by the time of the discharge. It had all 'broke down' into presumably harmless 
11 by-products. The DEQ provides absolutely no evidence as to what these by-products are, or that.they are in any 
12 way harmful. And, in fact, as previously testified, in the first contact with the DEQ, prior to the discharge, 
13 seeking advice for how to dispose of the solution, the DEQ expressed disinterest and lack of concern as to the 
14 chances of these by-products being harmful. (See Affidavit, Exhibit 17) The EPA simply says it "breaks down" 
15 and offers no warning that the by-products are in any way a concern as far as the evidence presented by the DEQ 
16 would show. (Exhibit #10) 

17 The DEQ has absolutely zero (0) evidence to allow it to prevail in this matter in accord with ORS 
18 468B.025(l)(a) as written and as its interpretation was intended. 

19 It is painfully clear that the hearings office herself recognized this fact. This is why it was necessary for 
20 her to literally rewrite the statute in order to prop up the DEQ's case. 

21 In order to get around the clearly delineated 'reasonable certainty' standard in the applicable law the 
22 hearings office states: 

23 "The law provides that wastes may not be placed in a location where such 
24 wastes are "likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the state by any 
25 means." " (Emphasis Quoted) 

26 Clearly she highlights the words "likely" and "by any means" to serve as the basis for literally rewriting 
27 the statute to include an 'any possibility' standard, as evidenced by her actual rewriting of the statute as follows: 

28 "The respondent violated ORS 468B.025(1)(a) by placing a solution 
29 containing ethylene glycol and metal leaching in a place where it may be 
30 carried into the waters of Oregon." (Emphasis Added) 

31 And she repeats as: 

32 "Huff violated ORS 468B.025(1)(a) by discharging the ethylene glycol 
33 solution in a place where it may be carried into the waters of Oregon." 
34 (Emphasis Added) 

35 It is cumbersome to be put into a position of needing to make such common sense and logical 
36 arguments in defining clear words that should be so clearly discemable on their face. 

37 May the reviewer(s) please understand that it is the respondent's intent to be thorough, and not to insult 
38 anyone's intelligence. 

3 9 It should be noted that the 'any possibility' standard asserted by the hearings officer is perhaps the most 
40 ridiculous interpretation of law ever conceived. It is completely unworkable, and if upheld it would make every 
41 man, woman, and child in the state of Oregon a violator of the law for simply going to the bathroom, owning a 
42 car, washing dishes, washing the car, washing clothes, owning a bottle of bleach, etc., etc., etc. It would make 
43 this law and the state of Oregon a complete anachronism to common sense.and the civilized world! 

44 It is inconceivable that the legislature would purposely enact a law so over-broad in definition that it 
45 would simply collapse under the weight of its own absurdity. The subject statute is written with specific words 
46 that have specific meaning in the law in a specific order. These facts cannot be ignored on a whim in order to 
47 justify what has become a malicious and improper prosecution. 
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I In this case the hearing officer has focused on the words "likely" and "by any means" and has elevated 
2 the word "any" as controlling over the entire statute. Clearly the word "likely" is controlling over the term "by 
3 any means". This fact cannot be ignored for very practical reasons. The statute gives the DEQ the freedom to 
4 speculate however it wishes as to the means by which wastes could enter the waters, as long as it is, in fact, a 
5 "likely" scenario, and can be proven as such. 

6 To understand the importance of this point one only needs to look at what kind of activities could be 
7 successfully prosecuted ifthe key word "likely" was not controlling. Without that limitation the DEQ need only 
8 show that wastes were placed where "any" possible chance of entering the waters existed. No evidence that a 
9 particular scenario ever occurred in the past would be necessary, nor any statistical evidence as to the probability 

I 0 of the scenario actually occurring or actually resulting in "waste" entering the waters of the state would be 
!I necessary. 

12 For example, if one has cleaners under one's sink there is some possibility that those containers could 
13 leak. There is further a possibility that it could fmd its way to the ground. And, despite knowing that the ground 
14 water is protected by 30-35 feet of hard packed clay, the DEQ would not need to consider this in favor of 
15 common sense, nor care what the real implication of a fact like that is. So you, the reviewer(s ), for example, 
16 would become a violator, and deserve to be stigmatized as a polluter for the rest of your life, according to the 
17 DEQ. Further, if the substance leaked very slowly you could be charged for multiple violations for every day it 
18 leaked, all because you 'placed wastes where there is a possibility of entering the waters of the state! 

19 Or, you may mow your lawn and hit a nasty rock that ricochets off the bottom of your crankcase or 
20 drain plug and cracks it, spilling oil onto the ground. Once again, the fact that the nearest wetlands is over Y, mile 
21 away and the fact that the groundwater is protected by a huge clay layer won't help you. 

22 But what if this accident did not occur? Still doesn't help you, because under the newly revised law, or 
23 the 'Anselm Law', as we may call it, the mere possibility it could or may happen is enough to violate the statute! 
24 This new law covers simply placing or causing to be placed wastes where there is any possibility of entering the 
25 waters of the state. 

26 Now, let's talk about going to the bathroom in Portland. It turns out that Portland's sewer system 
27 sometimes overflows into the Willamette River. Under the new statute regular citizens who simply use the 
28 system could be written up for placing wastes where there is "any" possibility it could enter the waters by means 
29 of the city sewer system. In addition, the DEQ could charge you with uegligence, because this problem is so 
30 highly publicized you should know this possibility exists and take steps to avoid it. 

31 What steps could be taken? Well, one could collect sewage in large containers and take them out to 
32 Eastern Oregon in the desert, where no "waters of Oregon" are in site, and dig a hole and dump it. But wait, this 
33 won't work either, because aquifers run under ground even in the desert, and even if they're hundreds of feet 
34 down, and protected by natural barriers, you can and will be deemed a polluter and a violator. 

35 Perhaps one could blast it into outer space. No. That won't work either .. because there is some 
36 possibility that it "may" come back through the atmosphere and therefore "may" come back to Oregon and land 
37 right in a lake, or a river, or on the ground! 

38 The term "likely" therefore defmitively restricts the interpretation of the entire statute to something 
39 approaching sanity, and is designed to avoid the very abuses that are taking place in this case. 

40 An analysis of the specific words in controversy is appropriate. 

41 If a person buys a lottery ticket it would be appropriate to say that that person "may" win the lottery, 
42 even if the odds are 100 million to one. However, it would be extremely inappropriate to say that that person is 
43 "likely" to win. If a person purchases 51 % of all lottery tickets sold then technically it would be appropriate to 
44 say that that person is "likely" to win. 

45 The difference between these cases is almost infinite. 

46 The 51 % scenario could also employ the word "may". Context is important. 

47 Webster's New 20"' Century Dictionary defines the word "may" as: 

48 1. Possibility; Used in this sense to form the subjunctive or potential 
49 modes of verbs; as it may rain tomorrow." 
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l Other dictionaries show the word can mean "possibility" or "probability". Actually, the word can be 
2 used to denote almost any possibility, whether it be a trillion to one or a 99% possibility, a near certainty. 

3 The word "likely", however, has a much more restrictive meaning. Its meaning is restricted to 
4 something with more than 50% probability, although the definitional terms used in law, such as "probable" or 
5 "reasonably certain", etc., indicate something greater than 51 %. (Sierra Club v. Marsh, C.A. (me), 976 F.2d 763, 
6 767, and Crenshaw v. Pendleton Mfg. Co., 54 S.E. 2d 61, 215 S.C. 66). It would be difficult to argue that one 
7 who is only 51 % certain of anything is, in fact, "reasonably certain'', since it would mean that one could be 
8 almost just as 'certain' in the opposite direction. 

9 In this case the respondent has argued forcefully at the hearing, in the April 11th rebuttal, (Exhibit 31 ), 
10 and here, that the DEQ has not presented one shred of evidence or even a single argument that would indicate it 
11 can ever meet the actual "reasonably certain" standard in the law. 

12 It is clear that the hearings officer realized in some sense, whether it be consciously or subconsciously, 
13 that the DEQ, in fact, has no case under the law, and therefore it became necessary to literally rewrite the law. If 
14 there actually was a case to be made here she would have simply found the DEQ had proven its case, as required 
15 under the existing statute, and offered clear support for it, instead of obfuscatiug and offering no support. 

16 If the DEQ had truly proven its case, throngh scientific studies and statistical modeling, etc., proving a 
17 probability of actual contamination over 50%, then there would be no need to highlight select words, literally flip 
18 their meanings, and insert new words. 

19 In addition, she had to get around the forceful arguments of the respondent as to the actual meaning of 
20 the statute. This puts the context of her repeated use of the word "may" as clearly below 50%, which violates the 
21 law and opens its interpretation up to the wildest of all possible speculation. A million to one. A billion to one. 
22 It's all up for grabs now. 

23 If the legislature wanted the "any" possibility standard it could have made this clear in the statute by 
24 employing words such as "any", "possibility", or "may", etc. Owing to the pension for abuse of discretion the 
25 legislature wisely chose not to do so. No one outside of the legislative process has the right or authority to simply 
26 rewrite any statute to include possibilities it is not possible for the legislature to have intended. 

27 Until the legislature changes the law, this case, and cases like it, must be dismissed. 

28 FINDINGS OF FACT AND ULTIMATE FINDINGS 

29 The hearings officer concludes that the subject discharge contained "ethylene glycol" and "metal 
30 leachings". Both of these conclusions are, in fact, false. And the hearings officer was not provided aud has not 
31 provided a basis for these conclusions. 

32 The evidence and testimony indicate that the subject discharge contained no ethylene glycol, nor any 
33 metal leachings. 

34 The respondent has argued consistently from the first response to the DEQ charges (Exhibit 8) to the 
35 present that the subject ethylene glycol was exposed to the atmosphere for over two years prior to discharge, and 
36 had broken down completely, and therefore no longer existed as ethylene glycol. The DEQ offered no evidence 
37 to the contrary whatsoever, and, in fact, offered evidence that supports the respondent's claim. 

38 The DEQ's own Exhibit #10 states: 

39 

40 
41 

42 
43 

• "Neither compound is likely to exist in large amounts in air." 

• "About half of the compounds that enter the air will break down in 24-
50 hours." 

• "Both compounds break down within several days to a week in water 
and soil." 

44 The respondent offered facts by way of affidavit (Exhibit 17) that is consistent with the DEQ's own 
45 evidence above, such as the specific gravity of the solution before discharge. The DEQ offered absolutely no 
46 evidence to refute these facts, but relented by only arguing that the so-called "toxicity" did not change with the 
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l break down process. The DEQ was then allowed to continue to argue its case as if "ethylene glycol" was deemed 
2 relevant in this case. 

3 The fact is the respondent has proven that no ethylene glycol existed in the subject solution at the time it 
4 was discharged. The respondent has asserted facts by way of affidavit which were not controverted by way of 
5 affidavit or sworn testimony and therefore should be taken as true. 

6 The DEQ's arguments as to the "toxicity" of the ethylene glycol by-products was not supported by any 
7 evidence whatsoever. If anything the DEQ's own evidence indicates that the already generally innocuous 
8 ethylene glycol breaks down into something of far less concern. The DEQ's Exhibit 10, which came from the 
9 EPA, for example, after describing the breakdown process offers no warning that the by-products are harmful in 

I 0 any way. Smely the EPA would do so if this were, in fact, the case. Instead the EPA leaves the reader to assume 
II that this simple organic compound, (see the attaclnnent to Exhibit #31), simply breaks down into the harmless 
12 components that it consists of. The DEQ offers no evidence, only the opinion of obviously biased employees of 
13 the DEQ who admit to lacking expertise in this area, that the by-products have any "toxicity" whatsoever, let 
14 alone that any so-called "toxicity" is unchanged. 

15 Without giving sway to the above, the irrelevant arguments and evidence regarding the non-existent 
16 ethylene glycol are misstated and over stated in favor of the DEQ. 

17 The respondent has proven and asserted by way of affidavit and sworn testimony that the subject 
18 solution was originally 89-90% city tap water. This fact has not been challenged. All of the evidence presented 
19 by the DEQ, such as Exhibits #10 & #11, that deal with the possible harmful effects of ethylene glycol do so in 
20 the context of pure ethylene glycol. No evidence regarding a highly diluted solution was ever presented. 

21 Once again the DEQ's own evidence refutes its case. Exhibit #10, which is information from the EPA, 
22 states: 

23 
24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

32 
33 

34 
35 
36 

37 
38 
39 

40 
41 
42 

• Acute (short-term) exposure of humans to ethylene glycol by ingesting large quantities causes three 
stages of health effects. Central nervous system (CNS) depression, including such symptoms as 
vomiting, drowsiness, coma, respiratory failure, and convulsions, is followed by cardiopulmonary 
effects, and later renal damage. 

• No effects were noted in one study of individuals exposed to low levels of ethylene glycol by 
inhalation for about a month. Rats and mice chronically (long-term) exposed to ethylene glycol in 
their diet exhibited signs of kidney toxicity and liver effects. Ocular irritation and lesions and 
pulmonary inflannnation have been observed in rats, rabbits, and guinea pigs subchronically 
exposed by inhalation. 

• The U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA) has not established a Reference Concentration 
(RfC) for ethylene glycol. 

• The Reference Dose (RID) for ethylene glycol is 2.0 mglkg/d.' EPA estimates that consumption of 
this dose or less, over a lifetime, would not likely result in the occurrence of chronic~ noncancer 
effects. b 

• No information is available on the reproductive or developmental effects of ethylene glycol in 
humans. Several studies of rodents exposed orally, by gavage (experimentally placing the chemical 
in the stomach), or by inhalation showed ethylene glycol to be fetotoxic. 

• No information is available on the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol in humans. Oral exposure 
of rats and mice was not associated with an increased incidence of tumors. EPA has classified 
ethylene glycol as a Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity. 

43 (Emphasis Quoted) 

44 It also states that on a hazard ranking from 1-100, where 100 represents the most toxic, ethylene glycol 
45 ranks #10, or put another way, on a ranking from 1-10 it ranks a I, one being the least toxic. 

46 All of this information refers to pure ethylene glycol, not ethylene glycol diluted with water by 90%, 
47 and broken down by exposure to the air for over two years. Even fresh ethylene glycol made l 0 times weaker by 
48 water dilution might rank al on the 1-100 scale. 
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I When talking about the health effects on humans, the term "ingesting large quantities" is employed as a 
2 qualifier. The word "large" indicates something significantly more than a normal consumption amount at any 
3 one time. The noted health effects are very similar to those of consuming "large" quautities of alcohol, which 
4 makes seuse since ethylene glycol is an alcohol. 

5 Putting this in proper perspective, if a person were to drink three quarts of beer in 20 minutes time the 
6 effect would be considered "toxic". However, if the same beer were cut by 90% water dilution a person would 
7 have to consume 7.5 gallons in the same 20-minute time span in order to consume the same amount of harmful 
8 substance. 

9 This is, of course, humanly impossible. A person would literally drown before ever achieving a small 
10 portion of this consumption. In this context the diluted substance is no more toxic than water. 

11 Other toxic effects were only observed in small animals that were chronically exposed in their diet. 
12 Once again, there is no evidence the subject situation could cause chronic exposure to any animal or human. 
13 There is no evidence that chronic exposure to a 90% diluted solution would cause health effects to any living 
14 creature in any way. 

15 According to the DEQ's Exhibit #10, the EPA has established a "drinking water guideline" for ethylene 
16 glycol of7,000 micrograms in a liter of water for an adult." (7,000 Mg/L) (This is merely a guideline. There is 
17 no regulatory limit.) This is based on a lifetime exposure. 

18 With a calculation of liters converted to gallons and the number of micrograms converted to Mg in a 
19 gallon of water, a calculation of the number of gallons of water that could absorb 55 gallons of pure ethylene 
20 glycol under the EPA guideline can be made. That number is approximately 7.8 million gallons. 

21 As stated in Exhibit 31, the city of Scappoose pulls 700,000 gallons of water per day from a single well 
22 of many in the area without impacting the static water level. This is proof the subject aquifer contains tens of 
23 millions, or hundreds of millions of gallons of water. This also proves that even if pure ethylene glycol were 
24 piped directly to the aquifer, 55 gallons over a 10 to 12 day period would not be found anywhere near the EPA's 
25 lifetime drinking water guideline for a single day. 

26 Exhibit #10 establishes the EPA's position that the consumption of 2 milligrams per kilogram (of all 
27 food and water intake) per day for a lifetime "would not likely result in the occurrence of chronic, noncancer 
28 effects." (Emphasis Supplied) 

29 All of these facts would be very persuasive if, in fact, any pure ethylene glycol were involved in this 
30 case, and if there was any chance that it could ever get to the aquifer as pure ethylene glycol or in any other 
31 form. Since the facts indicate that neither is the case here these facts only illustrate the falsity as to the subject 
32 discharge having any environmental impact whatsoever. The facts show that this event was a zero (0) to 
33 something below zero (0) impact event. 

34 The respondent properly argued at the hearing that the DEQ should not be allowed to use the terms 
35 "toxic" or "toxicity" in application to the subject discharge solution, because the DEQ has not presented and 
36 cannot present any evidence that those terms as they are generally defmed apply in this case. 

37 Respondent repeats the said objection here. 

3 8 The hearings officer concluded in her "Ultimate Findings" that the subject discharge contained "metal 
3 9 leachings". 

40 The Department provided no definite evidence that "metal leachings" either could or would be present 
· 41 in the subject discharge. The Department made not definitive statement regarding a belief that metal leachings 

42 either were or must have been present. The Department only speculated as to some possibilitv based on ethylene 
43 glycol that had run in an engine for a lengthy time, in a sealed system, under 14-16 PSI. 

44 The hearings officer's own language on this issue supports these facts. She states: 

45 "The Department is concerned about possible metal contamination of ground 
46 water from the solution. Ethylene glycol solutions used to cool engines often 
47 contain metals that are leached from the engine****" (Emphasis Supplied) 
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1 Once again, the mere speculation that something is "possible" causes it to treated as fact This is 
2 improper. 

3 Respondent is not suggesting that thls speculation should not be allowed in general arguments in 
4 support of a case, only that it should not show up under "Ultimate Findings of Fact" as if any burden of proof 
5 had been met, let alone the burden of proof on the DEQ. 

6 The Department's own hazardous waste inspector, Ms. Susan Shewezyk, when questioned on cross 
7 regarding her knowledge of ethylene glycol admitted that her knowledge was limited to basically what she had 
8 researched in preparation for the hearing. She admitted to having no knowledge of automobile engines or how 
9 the cooling system worked. She had no knowledge that the cooling system in cars operates under 14-16 PSI 

10 gauge pressure. She also did not know that most research engines, such as the subject engine, operate with an 
11 open, zero (0) gauge pressure cooling system. When asked if it was possible that this pressure difference could 
12 severely retard the so-called "metal leaching" she admitted it could make a difference. She was also asked if her 
13 information made a distinction between aluminum heads and cast iron heads. She did not know. 

14 In addition to all of these controverting questions, she was asked very pointedly about the ability of 
15 such "metal leachings" to "settle ouf'. She answered affirmatively that all such leachings would "settle out". She 
16 also admitted, upon further questioning, that since the subject tank could not be drained to the bottom, because 
17 the drain spout was installed approximately 1.5 inches from the bottom, leaving approximately 1.5 inches of 
18 water behind, it is likely that, if there were any so-called "metal leachings", most, if not all, would have been left 
19 behind and not discharged. 1 The truth is, since there is no evidence that these metals can float, they all would, 
20 in fact, be left behind. 

21 Further, it should be noted that the tank in question is large and very heavy. The tank sat undisturbed for 
22 many months prior to discharge, and the discharge itself resulted in no disturbance of the solution. It was a very 
23 slow discharge through a garden hose. There simply is no mechanism by which any so-called "metal leachings" 
24 could have been taken up in defiance of gravity to be a part of this discharge, despite the serious doubt that any 
25 even existed to be taken up. 

26 The hearings officer was asked prior to this hearing: "Who has the burden of proof in this case?" It was 
27 verified to be the DEQ. The burden of proof does not shift to the respondent on a whim of the hearing officer or 
28 simply because a defense that the DEQ does not want to agree with is presented. The DEQ has the burden of 
29 proof, not the luxury of wild speculation. · 

30 The DEQ put forth this so-called "metal leaching" speculation as a red herring to sensationalize an 
31 otherwise completely innocuous event. 

32 The DEQ itself asserted that "metal leachings" were only a "possibility". Zero evidence that any existed 
33 was presented even though sampling was offered and suggested by the respondent many months earlier. The 
34 DEQ' s own witness admitted that there was little chance such leachings could have ever made it to the ground in 
35 any event. Despite all these facts the hearings officer included this wild speculation in her "Ultimate Findings" 
36 as if it were incontroverted fact. this fact alone demonstrates some sort of bias. 

37 BURDEN OF PROOF & PROOF OF BIAS 

38 The respondent has asserted from the beginning, going all the way back to the fast response letter. 
39 (Exhibit #8), through the informal meeting with the Department, and the request for a hearing, (Exhibit #3), 
40 through the hearing itself, the Rebuttal letter, (Exhibit #31 ), and now this brief, that the subject discharge 
41 < contained NO ethylene glycol, and that NO ethylene glycol could have ever made it to the waters of the state. 
42 The respondent stands on this position as uncontroverted fact, and these are the reasons why: 

43 
44 
45 

I. On or about late January 200 I the respondent received from the Department various Exhibits to be 
used by the Department at the hearing, including Exhibit #10. Exhibit #10 shows that ethylene 
glycol exposed to the atmosphere has a half-life of 24-50 hours, and that the compound can 

1 There was not enough time to produce and study transcripts of the February 27, 2001 hearing. The respondent 
has attached an affidavit as to this line of questions and the witness's responses. (See RESPONDENT'S AFFIDAVIT, 
attached) 
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I 
2 

3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 

13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

25 
26 
27 
28 

experience a total breakdown in several days to a week mixed in water and soil while exposed to 
the atmosphere. 

2. On February 14, 2001 the respondent asserted facts by way of affidavit, (Exhibit #17), that indicate 
that the ethylene glycol had, in fact, completely broken down, consistent with the Exhibit #10 facts 
from the EPA, before the discharge. 

3. In the spring of2000 the respondent offered the Department the opportunity to sample the solution 
from under floor pipes, and also to sample the surrounding wells. This offer was rejected. (See 
RESPONDENT'S AFFIDAVIT, attached) 

The Department has no controverting evidence and has asserted none, by way of affidavit or any 
other means. 

4. The Department has conceded these facts in two ways: 

A. By not arguing that ethylene glycol either could or should have been present, or does not 
"breakdown", but only that its so-called "toxicity" would not decrease with the "breakdown" 
process, while offering no evidence to support such. 

B. By objecting to the admission of test results from an EPA method 8260B analysis, (Exhibit 
# 19), on the grounds that the test did not include ethylene glycol, and that even if such a test 
was done it would not be accurate because of the amount of"time and exposure" involved. 

This indicates that the Department accepts as fact that "time and exposure" to the atmosphere 
"breakdown" ethylene glycol. The time of exposure prior to discharge as asserted hy affidavit 
was approximately two (2) years and four (4) months. Enough time to have 'broken down' the 
ethylene glycol many times over. 

5. The hearings officer claims in her Findings of Fact that the Department testified that ethylene 
glycol "breaks down to a certain extent with time and exposure'', and that it "may be' 
consumed by some bacteria in the soil; or may be ionized, or attached to soil particles, which 
would inhibit additional movement through the soil." 

29 Despite all of these undeniably relevant facts the hearings officer simply ignored them and states: 

30 "The ethylene glycol solution fits the defmition of waste when it was originally mixed 
31 in the tank because of the toxic properties of the ethylene glycol to humans and 
32 animals." (Emphasis Supplied) 

33 She then shifts the burden of proof to the accused and states: 

34 "Huffs arguments that the solution contained little or w ethylene glycol or other 
35 contaminants possibly injurious to health or the environment is not supported by the 
36 weight of evidence offered, including the laboratory tests that were not 
37 contemporaneous with the discharge and did not include testing for ethylene glycol or 
3 8 possible metallic contaminants. Huffs own actions of inquiring about proper disposal 
39 methods reflects his conscientiousness about possible pollutants and the realization 
40 that the solution deseped to be handled with care in order to avoid polluting. Further, 
41 Wabshall's instruction to discharge small amounts of the solution over a period of 
42 time indicates some concern over the solution's content." 

43 It is clear that the burden of proof has been unfairly, improperly, and illegally shifted to the accused 
44 here. The hearings officer refers only to evidence "offered" by the accused, and, at that, only the evidence which 
45 could be distorted to support the DEQ's speculations, while ignoring all said relevant evidence. 

46 Prior to the hearing the respondent inquired to the hearings officer directly as to the burden of proof, 
47 and it was clearly verified that the DEQ must prove its allegations to sustain a violation. The DEQ's own 
48 reaction to the revelation that it could not prove the discharge ever went to groundwater, shifting from a Class l 
49 to a Class 2 violation, verifies that the DEQ itself understands where the burden of proof lies. 
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I Despite these assurances the hearings officer has betrayed the respondent by relying on and exploiting a 
2 test voluntarily conducted at the respondent's own expense which did not test for ethylene glycol. And then 
3 indicating that even if it did the results would be rejected because it was "not contemporaneous with the 
4 discharge". 

5 Of course, had it been known that the respondent was required to invent time travel in order to conduct 
6 "contemporaneous" tests for ethylene glycol and so-called "metal leachings" or else the DEQ's controverted 
7 speculation would become fact, then, certainly, this giant leap for mankind would have been pursued with all 
8 vigor. 

9 This is a little like convicting someone based on his answer to the question, "Have you stopped beating 
l 0 your wife?" 

11 The DEQ and the hearings office want it both ways. They want thinking people to bdieve that their 
12 own evidence from the EPA, (Exhibit #10), regarding the process of breakdown of ethylene glycol only applies 
13 to the period of "time and exposure" after the discharge, and not the two (2) years and four (4) months prior. 
14 This way they can reject any test data which would prove the solution had no ethylene glycol. 

15 The respondent had no need to specifically test for ethylene glycol, as there were already enough facts 
16 in evidence to prove that ethylene glycol was not a factor. It was and is not the respondent's responsibility to 
17 conduct any tests. And the hearings officer errs and demonstrates bias when: 

18 
19 

20 
21 

22 

• she incorrectly points to a voluntarily provided test's 'inadequacy' to disprove the accuser's 
speculation of the presence of ethylene glycol, 

• she then concludes that this 'inadequacy' somehow converts speculation to an ultimate finding of 
fact, and, 

• she does all this while ignoring all other contravening facts and evidence. 

23 This is a clear and complete shifting of the burden of proof to the accused. 

24 It really is just that simple. The tests conducted voluntarily by the respondent fail to prove that ethylene 
25 glycol and metal leachings were not present at the time of the discharge. Therefore it is concluded that they were 
26 present. The test also failed to prove arsenic and mercury were not present. Based on the hearing officer's 
27 method of reasoning, this would prove that they were present. This is a prosecutor's dream and an appeals 
28 court's nightmare. 

29 The test was done entirely voluntarily, to show that no volatile organics, such as may be associated with 
30 oil, fuel, or solvents, was involved in the solution. This was a concern because of an earlier comment from Ms. 
31 Greco indicating that she was poised to argue that because an engine was cooled by the solution these 
32 compounds could be present. The test was not done because it was believed that this wild speculation had to be 
33 proven false, as if the burden of proof rested on the accused. These tests are expensive, and this process is very 
34 costly in lost time and earnings. With the DEQ providing its own evidence supporting the complete breakdown 
35 of ethylene glycol, and the burden of proof to prove otherwise resting on them, it made no sense to test for 
36 ethylene glycol. This fact cannot be used against the accused now. 

37 This case represents a particularly egregious example of bias, because the unfair and illegal application 
3 8 of a burden of proof was and is actually met by the accused. 

39 But, with all this she is still not done. She then claims that the responsible apprl'ach taken by the 
40 respondent and Mr. Wabshall actually controverts all incontrovertible evidence and proof, and proves that the 
41 solution contained ethylene glycol and metal contaminants. 

42 Of course this is absurd. There are people who are uneducated as to the edibility of tomatoes. Cautious 
43 behavior around tomatoes by these individuals hardly proves that tomatoes are, in fact, poisonous. 

44 Perhaps she got her cue from Ms. Cox, who indicated under oath that she was incensed that the 
45 respondent did not commit perjury at trial when asked about the discharge. She felt this justified an overly 
46 aggressive prosecution of this non-case. 

47 You know the deck is stacked when failure to commit perjury and other responsible conduct is used so 
48 unfairly against you. 
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l As far as the so-called 'metal contamination' goes, the issue is the same. The burden of proof is on the 
2 accuser not the accused. And once again, the DEQ's own evidence, in the form of sworn testimony, indicates 
3 that, if there were any metal leachings in the tank, none could have made it to the ground, as they would have 
4 "settled ont" and been trapped at the bottom of the tank. This speculation was not even mentioned until the 
5 hearing. 

6 The accused should never be put in a position of being forced to prove negatives and/or disprove all 
7 kinds of wild speculations from an accuser. The accuser must prove the charges. 

8 The DEQ was offered a sample, and they have the money and the time and the expertise to prove their 
9 . allegations. It is quite simple. Either the Department can prove its allegations or not. If not, the case must be 

l 0 dismissed. 

ll In addition to all this, the hearings officer completely ignores the issue of the effects of the ground and 
12 the 30-35 foot clay layer protecting the groundwater . .lfthe DEQ could prove ethylene glycol actually made it to 
13 the ground, then these effects could not be ignored in the context of the applicable law. She actually ignores her 
14 own fmdings of fact, quoting testimony from the DEQ itself, where she properly points out the multiplicity of 
15 ways the ground and other processes would attack ethylene glycol, as quoted previously. (Page 10, Lines 35-37) 
16 She bases her rulings on a blind and improper assumptions that if ethylene glycol ever existed, then it made it to 
17 the ground, if it made it to the ground, then it also automatically made it to the groundwater, and it made it there 
18 as pure ethylene glycol. Once again, based on all of the evidence submitted, and just plain common sense, this is 
19 not just improbable and unprovable, but absurd. 

20 The hearings office seems to be ou a course to set a new standard in bias, whether it be consciously or 
21 unconsciously. As to the base charge, the new standard appears to be: 

22 
23 
24 

25 
26 

27 

28 
29 

30 
31 

I. Ignore all relevant incontroverted and incontrovertible facts and 
evidence for one side. Even facts supported by the opposing side's own 
evidence can be ignored. 

2. Wild speculation from one side becomes "persuasive" arguments, while 
proof from the other side is ignored. 

3. Shift the burden of proof to the accused. 

4. Responsible conduct by the accused becomes evidence against the 
accused. 

5. Literally rewrite the law, without any authority to do so, if sections l-4 
are not adequate to justify a victory for the desired side. 

32 REVIEW & CONCLUSION 

33 The elements of proof necessary for the DEQ to sustain a violation under the applicable law and the 
34 OAR that define that violation are spelled out on page 3 of the April 11 REBUITAL LETTER, Exhibit #31. 

35 The DEQ has, in fact, proven zero (0) of these elements. 

36 In order to get around this fact the DEQ and the supposedly independent hearings officer engaged in 
37 rather spectacular legal gymnastics. The hearings officer ignored incontrovertible evidence, and shifted the 
38 burden of proof onto the accused, etc. Without diminishing the significance of these errors, in the opinion of the 
39 'respondent there is nothing more illuminating as to the weakness of the DEQ's case than a literal rewriting of the 
40 applicable law, broadening it so as to include everyone as a violator in order to sustain a single $1,200 fine! 

41 Obviously the Appeals Court, which is concerned with precedent, carmot let this ruling stand. 

42 The implications are manifold and downright scary. For example, how can anyone argue that a law that 
43 covers placing wastes or causing wastes to be placed where such "may" or "possibly" could enter the waters of 
44 the state, does not apply to the thousands of people who live on house boats, or on flood plains. These people 
45 literally live on top of the waters of the state, and everything they do in their residence presents a reasonable 
46 possibility of spillage into the waters. 
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The only people I know who live in a houseboat are the well-known newscaster, and popular radio 
personality, Lars Larson and his family. On wonders how people like Mr. Larson would react to fmding out that 
the Environmental Quality Commission and the DEQ are trying to set precedent in the law that would render his 
property worthless, and that of all other home owners, and make them all environmental violators. What should 
the respondent say to such individuals if they were to inquire as to the facts and import of this case? 

The respondent has detailed in part in this brief, without obligation to do so, how the DEQ could have 
conducted a legitimate investigation and scientific analysis that would have allowed them to prove their case 
under the applicable law, if, in fact, their speculations are correct. 

The DEQ has lost its right to introduce new evidence at this time. Therefore, the respondent is offering 
to forego any objection to introducing more evidence in the form of scientific analysis specific to this case, but 
only reserves the right to object to any specific methodology that may produce biased and/or inaccurate results. 

This would lead to the best possible resolution of this matter, one based on the truth, not speculation. 

Once the method of determining the truth can be agreed upon the respondent will agree to stipulate to 
the results if the DEQ agrees to the same. If the DEQ wins its case with real science and real facts, the 
respondent will agree to accept the fme and pay it promptly, and to give up any claim against the DEQ arising 
from this case. 

In order to be reasonable and practical, the respondent will agree to what amounts to a significant 
advantage for the DEQ. 

The DEQ can, for expediency's sake, test using fresh ethylene glycol in a 90/10 dilution, 90% water 
and 10% ethylene glycol, exposed to the atmosphere for merely one month, not the two years and four months of 
the subject solution. 

This is a legitimate offer to clear up this case, and one that could lead to useful information for the DEQ 
to use in similar cases. 

If this $1,200 fme is truly important to the DEQ, and the DEQ truly believes its case to be legitimate, 
then this opportunity will be seized. 

Otherwise, the DEQ has not met its burden of proof in any manner, to any standard, and therefore the 
Environmental Quality Commission should enter an order dismissing this case in its entirety. 

Respectfully submitted this 25th day _:v· . 
/\:-~q.w 

. if 

St. Helens, OR 97051 
Ph & Fax: (503)366-0223 
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STATE OF OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Reggie D. Huff 
Respoudent - Petitioner 

v. 

Department of Environmental Quality 

State of Oregon 

County of Columbia 

} 
) 
} 

SS. 

) 
) 
) 
} 
) 
l 
) 

Case No. WQll-NWR-00-125 

RESPONDENT AFFIDAVIT 

I, Reggie D. Huff, beiug first duly sworn, do depose aud say that: 

1. I am a resident of St. Helens, Oregon. 
2. I am the respondent to a matter iu the Department of Environmental Quality for the state of Oregon titled 

DEQ v. Reggie D. Huff, Case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125. 
3. On Febrnary 27, 2001 I w,1js present at a heariug relating to the above matter held at 2020 SW 4"' St., 

Portlaud, Oregon. 
4. I represented myself aud I was present for the entire hearing on the record. 
5. l cross-examiued Susan Shewazyk at the said heariug, a Department Hazardous Waste Inspector, while she 

was under oath. 
6. I asked Ms. Shewazyk to directly describe her knowledge of iuternal combustion engiues aud the cooliug 

systems thereiu. She auswered that she had no such knowledge. 
7. l asked Ms. Shewazyk if so-called metal leachings that may exist iu ethylene glycol which has been present 

in an operatiug engiue for au extended period of time would "settle out" if left iu an undisturbed location for 
any length of time. She answered iu a clear and affirmative manner to support the fact that metal leachiugs 
would aud do "settle out". 

8. I asked Ms. Shewazyk if a slow discharge of fluid out of a large tank over mauy hours, where the tank 
cannot be draiued to the bottom, would leave settled out metal leachings behiud iu the tank. Once agaiu Ms. 
Shewazyk answered iu the affirmative to support the fact that metal leachiugs would be left behiud in the 
fluid tank. 

9. Sometime iu the spriug of2000 I attended an informal meetiug at the same above office about the same case 
matter. Roger Dilts, Susan Greco, and Ann Cox were present. I offered to auy aud all DEQ representatives 
present the opportunity to acquire samples of a cooling solution discharged iu the spriug of 1999 that was 
kept at our facility on Old Portland Road in Scappoose, Orego 

The above is true as I verily believe. 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
LYNDA M WOODALL 

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
;> COMMISSION NO. 341528 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES DEC28, 2004 

tLfn, Wa-&ct~ 
/} . ?y-0 11· 

My commission expires: ---~-"""-__ 'f __ 
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l CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

2 I hereby certify that on the 25th day of May 2001, I mailed a true copy of the "PETITION FOR REVIEW", the 

3 "EXCEPTIONS To HEARING DECISION AND PROPOSED ORDER & BRrnF", the "RESPONDENT BRIEF", and a 

4 "RESPONDENT AFFIDAVIT", and all of their attachments, in the matter in the STATE OF OREGON 

5 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION, Case No. WQI l-NWR-00-125, Reggie D. Hnffv. DEQ to: 

6 
7 Environmental Quality Commission 
8 C/O Stephanie Hallock, Director, DEQ 
9 811 SW Sixth Avenue 

10 Portland, Oregon 97204 
11 
12 AND 
13 
14 Susan Greco 
15 Environmental Law Specialist 
16 DEQ Enforcement Section 
17 2020 SW 4"' Ave., Suite 400 
18 Portland, Oregon 97201-4959 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

AND 

Kevin Anselm 
Employment Department 
875 Union Street NE 
Salem, Oregon 97311 
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STATE OF OREGON 

BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICER PANEL 

FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

REGGIE D. HUFF 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

HISTORY 

PROPOSED ORDER 
Notice of Assessment of 

Civil Penalty 
No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125 

The Department of Environmental Quality (hereinafter the "Department') issued a Notice of 
Assessment of Civil Penalty No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125 on August 1, 2000 and amended October 30, 
2000 to Respondent for disposing of approximately 500 gallons of waste anti-freeze into a dry well 
that discharged to groundwater in Scappoose, Oregon. Respondent Reggie D. Huff (hereinafter 
"Huft") requested a hearing on August 9, 2000 and November 13, 2000. 

The Department referred the matter to the Central Hearings Panel. The Panel appointed Hearing 
Officer Kevin Anselm to hear the case. The hearing was held February 27, 2001 at the Department 
of Environmental Quality, 2020 SW 4th Street, 4th floor conference room E, Portland, Oregon. 
Respondent Huff appeared and represented himself. Daniel E. Murphy, Water Quality Complaint 
Coordinator for the Department, and Robert Gill, hydrologist, appeared as respondent's witnesses. 
Respondent's wife and daughter observed the hearing. Susan Greco, Environmental Law Specialist, 
represented the Department. The Department called witnesses Lucinda Ann Bidleman, a Department 
Natural Resource Specialist in the area of ground water; Susan Shewczyk, a Department Hazardous 
Waste Inspector; and Anne Cox, a Department Natural Resource Specialist and case investigator. 

On March 8, 2001, the Hea..-ing Officer transmitted a question regarding the Department's 
interpretation of the terms "negligence" and "negligent" to the Department. The Department 
responded on April 4, 2001. Huff postmarked his rebuttal to the Department's response on April 12, 
2001. The hearing record closed upon receipt of Huff's rebuttal on April 13, 200 !. 

ISSUES 

Shall the Department's Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty dated August l, 2000, amended 
October 30, 2000, be affirmed, modified or vacated? 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Respondent Huff operates Aero-Tech, Inc. from a leased building and parking lot located at 51377 
SW Old Portland Rd. in Scappoose, Oregon (hereinafter the "property"). The company leased the 
property in 1996, and operates a research laboratory, conducting research and development for 
improving internal combustion engine processes, including ways to make the processes more 
environmentally friendly (Exhibit 21). In 1999, the research laboratory included a combustion 
engine and an open tank containing fluids that were pumped through the engine for cooling purposes. 
The 2000-ga!Ion capacity tank initially contained about 450-500 gallons of water. In November 
1996, Huff added about 55 gallons of ethylene glycol, commonly known as anti-freeze, to the tank. 
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Ethylene glycol lowers the freezing point of water, so is used as antifreeze in cooling and heating 
systems. It is an odorless liquid, soluble in water, and is relatively non-volatile. Huff added ethylene ' 
glycol to the tank contents to inhibit the freezing of the contents, which may cause problems with the 
combustion engine equipment. Ethylene glycol is toxic if ingested or inhaled in sufficient amounts. 
(Exhibits 10-11) 

In the spring of 1999, Huff thought he might need to quickly move the business and its equipment 
from the property because of problems with the landlord. The tank needed to be empty in order to 
move it. He was concerned about disposing the tank contents of about 500 gallons of ethylene glycql 
solution. Huff said that he called the Department to find out how he was required to dispose of the 
contents, but he does not recall whom he spoke with at the Department. Huff testified that the 
Department representative did not seem concerned about disposal. Because he had concerns about 
the Department's seeming disinterest, Huff then called the City of Scappoose. After a conversation 
with Steve Wabshall, Operations Superintendent, at the City of Scappoose, Huff received permission 
to discharge the ethylene glycol solution into the city's sanitary sewer system. Wabshall 
recommended that Huff make the discharge in small amounts over a week's time. (Exhibit 6) 

Huff discharged the ethylene glycol solution through a hose connected to the tank and into the storm 
drain located in the Huff property parking lot over about 10 days in the spring of 1999. He did not 
test the solution for any chemicals or other substances before draining it, although he did check the 
solution's specific gravity at some point. Huff recalls that the sp;:cific_grayjt)':_a[the solntiruu'@l 
about the same as water. · 

While preparing for a court case against his landlord in December 1999, Huff talked again to the City 
of Scappoose, .and found out that the storm drain in the parking lot was not connected to the sanitary 
sewer system. The property building plumbing, however, is connected to the sanitary sewer. 

Beginning in February 2000, the Department conducted an investigation at the site and found that 
under the grate in the parking lot was a holding cylinder or sump from which fluid contained there 
may flow into a drywell under the parking lot asphalt. From the drywell, fluid may drain or seep into 
the surrounding ground. The relevant area is covered with asphalt, and the specific piping could not 
be seen. There was no outlet or piping in the area that originated at the sump which then moved fluid 
to a ditch or other surface waterway. The Department is familiar with the construction of this type of 
storm system, which allows fluids that enter the cylinder or drywell to seep into the ground. 

The ground in the area is generally well drained. The area soil characteristics of the stream or water
laid (alluvial) deposits include clay or clay mixed with other soil types in layers from the soil surface 

1 0 
_;;to depths ranging between 11 - 30 feet (Exhibits 9 and 23). Clay is generally more impermeable than 

; '"' 0 other soil types, and may direct fluids more horizontally, depending on the integrity of the clay layer. 
~ ~ The land topography slopes gently downhill from the property. Surface water is generally not 
~ ' I u r evident in the immediate area, with the closest surface water location estimated at over 1000 feet 
I ,~"'" downhill and away from the Huff property. There was no evidence presented about soil saturation 
~/ · c~nditions or rainfall during or after the spring of 1999 . 

. On February 4, 2001, Huff took a sample of the solution remaining in a pipe from the tank that 
formerly contained the solution, and had the sample tested for volatile organic compounds. The 
sample was not tested for ethylene glycol. (Exhibits 19-20). 

In addition to residual ethylene glycol, the Department is concerned about possible metal 
contamination of ground water from the solution. Ethylene glycol solutions used to cool engines 
often contain metals that are leached from the engine components during the cooling process. The 
Department testified that the ethylene glycol breaks down to a certain extent with time and exposure, 
but that it does not lose toxicity. Kthylene glycol may be consumed by some bacteria in the soii or 

;- .. - . 
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may be ionized, or attached to soil particles, which would inhibit additional m'ovement through the 
soils. Any metallic contamination is less likely to break down, and would continue to be present in 
the ground or ground water, unless carried away. 

The Department calculated the civil penalty according to the formula outlined on Exhibit 1 to the 
Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty including $1,000 for the base penalty for a Class II 
moderate magnitude violation; +2 for repeated or continuous violations alleging the violation 
occurred on more than one day; and + 2 for respondent's negligent conduct. 

ULTIMATE FINDINGS 

Huff disposed of about 500 gallons of solution containing ethylene glycol and metal leachings from 
internal combustion engine cooling operations into a storm drain sump that was not conn~Cted to a 
sanitary sewer. 

The civil penalty includes factors to increase the penalty for repeated or continuous violations and 
respondent's alleged negligent conduct. 

APPLICABLE LAW 

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 468B.025 Prohibited Activities states in part: 

(1) Except as provided in ORS 468B.050 or 468B.053, no person shall: 
(a) Cause pollution of any waters of the state or place or cause to be placed any wastes in 

a location where such wastes are likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the 
state by any means. 

ORS 468B.005 Deimitions for water pollution control laws states in part: 
As used in the laws relating to water pollution, unless the context requires otherwise: 

**** 
(2) "Industrial waste" means any liquid, gaseous, wdioactive or solid waste substance or a 
combination thereof resulting from any process of industry, manufacturing, trade or business, or 
from the development or recovery of any natural resources. 
(3) "Pollution" or "water pollution" means such alteration of the physical, chemical or biological 
properties of any waters of the state, including change in temperature, taste, color, turbidity, silt 
or odor of the waters, or such discharge of any liquid, gaseous, solid, radioactive or other 
substance into any waters of the state, which will or tends to, either by itself or in connection 
with any other substance, create a public nuisance or which will or tends to render such waters 
harmful, detrimental or injurious to public health, safety or welfare, or to domestic, commercial, 

· industrial, agricultural, recreational or other legitimate beneficial uses or to livestock, wildlife, 
fish or other aquatic life or the habitat thereof. 

**** 
(7) "Wastes" means sewage, industrial wastes, and all other liquid, gaseous, solid, radioactive or 
other substances which will or may cause pollution or tend to cause pollution of any waters of 
the state. 
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(8) "Water" or ''the waters of the state" include lakes, bays, ponds, impounding reservoirs, 
springs, wells, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes, inlets, canals, the Pacific Ocean within 
the territorial limits of the State of Oregon and all other bodies of surface or underground waters, 
natural or artificial, inland or coastal, fresh or salt, public or private (except those private waters 
which do not combine or effect a junction with natural surface or underground waters), which are 
wholly or partially within or bordering the state or within its jurisdiction. [Formerly 449.075 and 
then 468.700] 

OAR 340-012-0030 Deimitions, states in part: 

(11) "Negligence" or "Negligent" means failure to take reasonable care to avoid a foreseeable 
risk of committing an act or omission constituting a violation. · 

OAR 340-012-0045 Civil Penalty Determination Procedure 

(1) When determining the amount of civil penalty to be assessed for any violation, other than 
violations of ORS 468.996, which are determined according to the procedure set forth below in OAR 
340-012-0049(8), the Director.shall apply the following procedures: 

(a) Determine the class and the magnitude of each violation: 

(A) The class of a violation is determined by consulting OAR 340-012-0050 to 340-012-
0073; 

(B) The magnitude of the violation is determined by first consulting the selected magnitude 
categories in OAR 340-012-0090. In the absence of a selected magnitude, the magnitude 
shall be moderate unless: 

(i) If the Department finds that the violation had a significant adverse impact on the 
environment, or posed a significant threat to public health, a ·determination of major 
magnitude shall be made. In making a determination of major magnitude, the Department 
shall consider all available applicable information including such factors as: The degree of 
deviation from the Commission's and Department's statutes, rules, standards, permits or 
orders, concentration, volume, percentage, duration, toxicity, and the extent of the effects of 
the violation. In making this finding, the Department may consider any single factor to be 
conclusive for the purpose of making a major magnitude determination; 

(ii) If the Department finds that the violation had no potential for or actual adverse impact on 
the environment, nor posed any threat to public health, or other environmental receptors, a 
determination of minor magnitude shall be made. In making a determination of minor 
magnitude, the Department shall consider all available applicable information including such 
factors as: The degree of deviation from the Commission's and Department's statutes, rules, 
standards, permits or orders, concentration, volume, percentage, duration, toxicity, and the 
extent of the effects of the violation. In making this finding, the Department may consider 
any single factor to be conclusive for the purpose of making a minor magnitude 
determination. 

(b) Choose the appropriate base penalty (BP) established by the matrices of OAR 340-012-
0042 after determining the class and magnitude of each violation; 
( c) Starting with the base penalty, determine the amount of penalty through application of the 
formula: BP+ [(.! x BP) x (P +,H + 0 + R + C)] +EB, where: 
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(A) "P" is whether the Respondent has any prior significant actions relating to statutes, rules, 
orders and permits pertaining to environmental quality or pollution control. A violation is 
deemed to have become a Prior Significant Action on the date of the issuance of the first 
Formal Enforcement Action in which it is cited. For the purposes of this determination, 
violations that were the subject of any prior significant actions that were issued before the 
effective date of the Division 12 rules as adopted by the Commission in March 1989, shall be . 
classified in accordance with the classifications set forth in the March 1989 rules to ensure 
equitable consideration of all prior significant actions. The values for "P" and the fimi~g 
which supports each are as follows: 

(i) 0 if no prior significant actions or there is insufficient information on which to base a 
finding; · 

(ii) 1 if the prior significant action is one Class Two or two Class Threes; 

(iii) 2 if the prior significant action( s) is one Class One or equivalent; 

(iv) 3 ifthe prior significant actions are two Class One or equivalents; 

(v) 4 ifthe prior significant actions are three Class Ones or equivalents; 

(vi) 5 if the prior significant actions are four Class Ones or equivalents; 

(vii) 6 ifthe prior significant actions are five Class Ones or equivalents; 

(viii) 7 ifthe prior significant actions are six Class Ones or equivalents; 

(ix) 8 ifthe prior significant actions are seven Class Ones or equivalents; 

(x) 9 if the prior violations significant actions are eight Class Ones or equivalents; 

(xi) 10 ifthe prior significant actions are nine Class Ones or equivalents, or if any of the prior 
significant actions were issued for any violation of ORS 468.996; 

(xii) In determining the appropriate value for prior significant actions as listed above, the 
Department shall reduce the appropriate factor by: 

Cn A value of2 ifthe date of issuance of all the prior significant actions re greater than three 
years old; or 

II) A value of 4 if the date of issuance of all the prior significant actions are greater than five 
years old. 

(III) In making the above reductions, no finding shall be less than zero. 

(xiii) Any prior significant action which is greater than ten years old shall not be included in 
the above determination; 

(xiv) A permittee, who would have received a Notice of Permit Violation, but instead 
received a civil penalty or Department Order because of the application of OAR 340-012-
0040(2)( d), (e), (f), or (g) shall not have the violation(s) cited in the former action counted as 
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a prior significant action, if the permittee fully complied with the provisions of anyi 
compliance order contained in the former action. 

(B) "H" is Respondent's history in correcting prior significant actions or talcing reasonable 
efforts to minimize the effects of the violation. In no case shall the combination of the "P" 
factor and the "H" factor be a value less than zero. In such cases where the sum of the "P" 
and "H" values is a negative numeral the finding and determination for the combination of 
these two factors shall be zero. The values for "H" and the finding which supports each are as 
follows: 

(i) -2 if Respondent took all feasible steps to correct the majority of all prior significant 
actions; 

(ii) 0 if there is no prior history or if there is insufficient information on which to base a 
finding. 

(C) "0" is whether the violation was repeated or continuous. The values for "0" and the 
finding which supports each are as follows: 

(i) 0 if the violation existed for one day or less and did not recur on the same day, or ifthere 
is insufficient information on which to base a finding; 

(ii) 2 if the violation existed for more than one day or if the violation recurred on the same 
day. 

(D) "R" is whether the violation resulted from an unavoidable accident, or a negligent, 
intentional or flagrant act of the Respondent. The values for "R" and the finding which 
supports each are as follows: 

(i) 0 if an unavoidable accident, or if there is insufficient information to make a finding; 

(ii) 2 if negligent; 

(iii) 6 if intentional; or 

(iv) 10 if flagrant. 

(E) "C" is the Respondent's cooperativeness and efforts to correct the violation. The values 
for "C" and the finding which supports each are as follows: 

(i) -2 if Respondent was cooperative and took reasonable efforts to correct a violation, took 
reasonable affirmative efforts to minimize the effects of the violation, or took extraordinary 
efforts to ensure the violation would not be repeated; 

(ii) 0 ifthere is insufficient information to make a finding, or if the violation or the effects of 
the violation could not be corrected; 

(iii) 2 if Respondent was uncooperative and did not take reasonable efforts to correct the 
violation or minimize the effects of the violation. 

(F) "EB" is the approximated dollar sum of the economic benefit that the Respondent gained 
through noncompliance. The Department or Commission may assess "EB" whether or not it 
applies the civil penalty formula above to determine the gravity and magnitude-based portion 
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of the civil penalty, provided that the sum penalty does not exceed the maximum allowed for 
the violation by rule or statute. "EB" is to be determined as follows: 

(i) Add to the formula the approximate dollar sum of the economic benefit gained through 
noncompliance, as calculated by determining both avoided costs and the benefits obtained 
through any delayed costs, where applicable; 

(ii) The Department need not calculate nor address the economic benefit component of the 
civil penalty when the benefit obtained is de minimis; 

(iii) In determining the economic benefit component of a civil penalty, the Department may 
use the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency's BEN computer model, as adjusted annually 
to reflect changes in marginal tax rates, inflation rate and discount rate. With respect to 
significant or substantial change in the model, the Department shall use the version of the 
model that the Department finds will most accurately calculate the economic benefit gained 
by Respondent's noncompliance. Upon request of the Respondent, the Department will 
provide Respondent the name of the version of the model used and respond to any reasonable 
request for information about the content or operation of the model. The model's standard 
values for income tax rates, inflation rate and discount rate shall be presumed to apply to all 
Respondents unless a specific Respondent can demonstrate that the standard value does not 
reflect that Respondent's actual circumstance. Upon request of the Respondent, the 
Department will use the model in determining the economic benefit component of a civil 
penalty; 

(iv) As stated above, under no circumstances shall the imposition of the economic benefit 
component of the penalty result in a penalty exceeding the statutory maximum allowed for 
the violation by rule or statute. When a violation has extended over more than one day, 
however, for determining the maximum penalty allowed, the Director may treat the violation 
as extending over at least as many days as necessary to recover the economic benefit of 
noncompliance. When the purpose of treating a violation as extending over more than one 
day is to recover the economic benefit, the Department has the discretion not to impose the 
gravity and magnitude-based portion of the penalty for more than one day. 

(2) In addition to the factors listed in section ( 1) of this rule, the Director may consider any other 
relevant rule of the Commission and shall state the effect the consideration had on the penalty. On 
review, the Commission shall consider the factors contained in section (1) of this rule and any other 
relevant rule of the Commission. 

(3) In determining a civil penalty, the Director may reduce any penalty by any amount the Director 
deems appropriate when the person has voluntarily disclosed the violation to the Department. In 
deciding whether a violation has been voluntarily disclosed, the Director may take into account any 

' conditions the Director deems appropriate, including whether the violation was: 

(a) Discovered through an environmental auditing program or a systematic 
compliance program; 

(b) Voluntarily discovered; 

( c) Promptly disclosed; 

( d) Discovered and disclosed independently of the government or a third party; 

( e) Corrected and remedied; ' 
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(f) Prevented from recurrence; 

(g) Not repeated; 

(h) Not the cause of significant hann to human health or the environment; and 

(i) Disclosed and corrected in a cooperative manner. 

(4) The Department or Commission may reduce any penalty based on the Respondent's inability to 
pay the full penalty amount. If the Respondent seeks to reduce the penalty, the Respondent has the 
responsibility of providing to the Department or Commission documentary evidence concerning 
Respondent's inability to pay the full penalty amount: 

(a) When the Respondent is currently unable to pay the full amount, the first option should be 
to place the Respondent on a payment schedule with interest on the unpaid balance for any 
delayed payments. The Department or Commission may reduce the penalty only after 
determining that the Respondent is unable to meet a long-term payment schedule; 

(b) In determining the Respondent's ability to pay a civil penalty, the Department may use the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's ABEL computer model to determine a Respondent's 
ability to pay the full civil penalty amount. With respect to significant or substantial change 
in the model, the Department shall use the version of the model that the Department finds 
will most accurately calculate the Respondent's ability to pay a civil penalty. Upon request of 
the Respondent, the Department will provide Respondent the name of the version of the 
model used and respond to any reasonable request for information about the content or 
operation of the model; 

( c) In appropriate circumstances, the Department or Commission may impose a penalty that 
may result in a Respondent going out of business. Such circumstances may include 
situations where the violation is intentional or flagrant or situations where the Respondent's 
financial condition poses a serious concern regarding the ability or incentive to remain in 
compliance. 

CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS 

The respondent violated ORS 468B.025(1)(a) by placing a solution containing ethylene 
glycol and metal leaching in a place where it may be carried into the waters of Oregon. 

The basic facts of the case are not in dispute. Huff freely admits that he disposed of about 500 
gallons of fluid that originally contained about ) 0% ethylene glycol, that had been used in his 
internal combustion engine research, in a storm drain over a period of about 10 days in the spring of 
1999. Huff disagrees with the characterization of the fluid as a waste or pollution because he 
believes it was not harmful by the time it was discharged. He further argues that even if the fluid is 
deemed as waste or pollution, the ground absorbed the fluid, and it did not ultimately enter the 
ground, surface or any other waters of the state. 

The ethylene glycol solution clearly fits the definition of waste when it was originally mixed in the 
tank because of the toxic properties of the ethylene glycol to humans and animals. As the solution 
was used in cooling the internal combustion equipment, it is likely to have leached metallic 
compounds from the equipment Huff's argument that the solution contained little or no ethylene 
glycol or other contaminants possibly injurious to health or the environment is not supported by the 
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' weight of evidence offered, including the laboratory tests that were not contemporane~e -
discharge and did not include testing for ethylene glycoLor·pcJS;ible metallic contaminants. Huff's 
own actions of inquiring about proper disposal methods reflects his conscientiousness about possible 
pollutants and the realization that the solution deserved to be handled with care in order to avoid 
polluting. Further, Wabshall' s instruction to discharge small amounts of the solution over a period of 
time indicates some concern over the solution's content. 

Huff also argues that there is no proof that the solution ever entered the waters of the state. Huff is 
correct. However, the law provides that waste may not be placed in a location where such wastes are 
"likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the state by any means" (emphasis added). In this 
case, the Department's testimony about how a dry sump system works is persuasive. Fluid held in 
the sump or drywell can seep into the surrounding ground and into ground water. Rainwater or other 
fluid entering the dry sump system may flush the solution into the ground and existillg groundwater. 
There is no allegation or evidence that Huff purposely placed waste where it could enter into the 
waters of the state. It is clear that Huff conscientiously endeavored to properly dispose of the 
solution by securing permission from the City of Scappoose to drain the tank contents into the 
sanitary sewer. Unfortunately, and unbeknownst to Huff, the parking lot sump was not part of the 
sanitary sewer. Accordingly, Huff violated ORS 468B.025(l)(a) by discharging the ethylene glycol 
solution in a place where it may be carried into the waters of Oregon. 

The remaining question is whether the civil penalty assessed for violating ORS 468B.025(l)(a) is 
appropriate in this case. 

The civil penalty imposed is not appropriate pursuant to OAR 340-012-0045. 

In this case, the civil penalty is not appropriately calculated in respect to the factor for the cause of 
the violation. The Department has the burden to prove each factor value as alleged. The remaining 
factors, including the base penalty factor, are correctly valued. 

The "single or repeated occurrence" (0) variable is correctly valued as +2. Huff agrees that he 
drained the tank in several small amounts over the 10-day period as instructed by the City of 
Scappoose. While it is unfortunate that the penalty is increased because Huff was attempting to 
follow instructions, the variable is correctly valued in this case of an ongoing or repeat violation. 

The "cause of the violation" (R) variable is incorrectly valued as +2. The Department alleges that 
while Huff determined that the waste could be disposed of into a sanitary sewer, he failed to take 
reasonable steps to determine whether the storm drain lead to the sanitary sewer, and was therefore 
negligent. The Department's rule defines negligent or negligence as "failure to take reasonable care 
to avoid a foreseeable risk of committing an act or omission constituting a violation". In this case, 
Huff solicited and received permission to discharge the tank contents into the sanitary sewer. He 
mistakenly thought the storm drain was connected to the sanitary sewer. The Department offered no 
evidence or testimony that Huff failed to take reasonable care to ascertain whether the storm drain 
was connected to the sanitary sewer. Huff thought that all storm drains were connected to the sanitary 
sewer. There is no evidence that persons in a like circumstance would ask about the storm drain, or 

-that there was something different about this storm drain than others in the area that may cause a 
reasonable person to question whether the stonn drain was connected to the sanitary sewer. There is 
not enough information to determine whether Huff was negligent for failing to determine whether the 
stonn drain was attached to the sanitary sewer. Accordingly, the correct value for "Cause of the 
Violation" is 'O'. 
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Applying the correct values to the PeDalty Calculation results in a civil penalty calculation of $1,200 , 
as follows: -

Penalty= BP+ [(.Ix BP) (P+H+o+R+c)] +EB 
= $1,000 +[(.IX $1,000) X (o+o+2+o+O)] + 0 
= $1,000 + [($100) x (2)] + 0 
= $1,000 + $200 + 0 
= $1,200 

PROPOSED ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY PROPOSED that the Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
issued on August 1, 2000 and amended October 30, 2000 be MODIFIED as follows: 

Respondent Huff is assessed a civil penalty of $1,200 for violating ORS 468B.025( 1 )(a). 

Dated this.a·l~y of April, 2001 

For the ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

~~ 
Kevin Anselm 
Hearings Officer 

If you are not satisfied with this decision, you have the right to have the decision reviewed by the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission. To have the decision reviewed, you must file a 
"Petition for Review" within 30 days of the date this order is served on you as provided in 
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-011-0132(1) and (2). The Petition for Review must be 
filed with: 

Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Stephanie Hallock, Director, DEQ 
811 SW SDCTHAVENUE 
Portland, OR 97204. 

Within 30 days of filing the Petition for Review, you must also file exceptions and a brief as in 
provided in OAR 340-011-0132(3). If the petition, exceptions and brief are filed in a timely 
manner, the Commission will set the matter for oral argument and notify you of the time and 
place of the Commission's meeting. The requirements for filing a petition, exceptions and briefs 
are set out in OAR.,340-011-0132. 

Unless you timely and appropriately file a Petition for Review as set forth above, this Proposed 
Order becomes the Final Order of the Environmental Quality Commission 30 days from the date 
of service on you of this Proposed Order. If you wish to appeal the Final Order, you have 60 
days from the date the Proposed Order becomes the Final Order to file a petition for review with 
the Oregon Court of Appeals. See ORS 183.400 et. seq. 
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Hon. Judge Kevin Anselm 
Oregon Employment Department 
·375 Union Street NE 
Salem, OR 97311 

RE: Rebuttal to Transmitted Answer to Question 
Reggie D. Huff and the Department of Environmental Quality 
Civil No. WQ/!-NWR-00-125/060417 

April 11, 2001 

Dear Hon. Judge Anselm: · 

I am in receipt of an answer to your question regarding "Negligence" from the Department of Justice and 
Michael B. Huston on behalf of the DEQ. 

The DEQ has chosen to answer your question in general terms and not in the context of this case. In your 
March 8"', 200 I letter to the DEQ you used the term "in the Huff case" (emphasis quoted] in the context of 
asking your question. Since the term "Negligence", as well as many other key terms, can and do_ have 
multiple interpretations, depending on the context. The general interpretation with no arguments on its 
relevance to this particular case is insufficient. 

The response cites ·a case on Page 2 (DEQ v. Lakea Corporation, HW-NWR-91-130, 1992 WL 90309, 
April 14, 1992) and states that "the level of negligence was a factor in determining the penalty." [Emphasis 
supplied.] 

This aptly illustrates my point that there are varying interpretations of negligence depending on the 
individual facts in a particular case, and these varying interpretations are factored in determining the 
penalty, as they should be. 

The response also states: 

"The agency has specifically interpreted the term in question by an administrative rule, 
and its interpretation essentially summarizes and adopts Oregon negligence law." 

This further illustrates my point, since "Oregon negligence law" requires many factors to be considered, 
such as level of fault, culpability, etc. 

Therefore, I will state that I disagree with the agency's application and definition of the terms "negligence" 
and/or '~negligent" as it applies to this case. 

The only way to properly answer your question as asked is to first define the charge and then apply the 
relevant facts, and thereby demonstrate what interpretation or "level" of negligence should be applied, if 
any. All of the following is directly related to the question of negligence "in the Huff case". 

ARGUMENTS & AUTHORITIES 

We now know that the DEQ ignored the recommendations of two of its own investigators to properly 
investigate the site of the alleged violation, and other relevant facts before assessing a penalty. 

On August l, 2000 the DEQ charged me with a violation of ORS 468.025(l)(a) and charged that I had 
"disposed of approximately 500 gallons of waste antifreeze into a dry well that discharged to 
groundwater." [Emphasis supplied.] This was charged as a Class 1 violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-
0055(l)(b), stating as if to fact that I had "caused pollution of the waters of the state". 

I subsequently conducted my own investigation and presented the results to the DEQ at an informal 
meeting a few weeks later. At this meeting I proved that the DEQ had no evidence that the discharge ever 
_went to groundwater or any other "waters" of the state. I also proved that such a charge could never be 
proven to any standard. 

Since an actual discharge that in fact "enters waters. of the state" is necessary to sustain a. Class I charge 
the DEQ was forced to retreat to charging a Class II violation on October 30, 2000 pursuant to OAR 340-
012-0055(2X c), and thus attempting to hide its error by using the more ambiguous language of that rule as 
a cover. 
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The Class II violation is stated specifically as: 

"Placing wastes such that the wastes are likely to enter public waters by any 
means." [Emphasis added.) 

This is very importapt because the assessment of civil penalties for violations of ORS is done through the 
OAR The Assistant Attorney General himself made arguments that the legislature has given the authority 
to state agencies to adopt rules that reflect its interpretation of the statutes and he argued using case 
authorities that the courts give some deference to the various state agencies. 

Therefore, in order for the DEQ to assess a penalty it must fmd a violation within the language of its own 
rules. According to the DEQ and the Justice Department, any distinction between the statute language and 
that of the OAR should be weighed in favor of the OAR. Right or wrong that appears to be their position. 

All this being said, in order to properly apply any negligence standard we must first understand specifically 
what the charge is. 

The charge is specifically that a Class II violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-0055(2)(c) has occurred. 

There is a clear distinction between the OAR rule and that of the ORS. 

ORS 468B.005(8) defines ''the waters of the state" to include both public and private waters with a clearly 
defined exception. This statute affrrms that there is a distinction between public and private waters in the 
law. A Class I violation under OAR 340-012-0055(l)(d) uses the term "waters of the state", but a Class II 
violation in the same section under (2)(c) clearly applies only to "public" waters. I will illustrate the 
relevance of this later, but now we can focus on the actual language of the actual charge that the DEQ is 
making. 

DEFINITIONS: 

The DEQ must first prove its charge before any defmition of"negligence" can be applied. 

By "definition" the DEQ has not and can not do so. By defmition I mean as defmed in the ORS and/or the 
OAR. 

ORS 468B.005(7) defines "wastes" as: 

"Sewage, industrial wastes, and all other liquid, gases, solids, radioactive or other 
substances which will or may cause pollution or tend to cause pollution of any 
waters of the state." [Emphasis supplied.] 

Therefore, the term "wastes" is directly linked to the defmition of "pollution" which is paraphrased to 
mean: 'the alteration of the water to a degree that it is either physically perceptible and/or factually 
detrimental to the safety and welfare of humans, livestock, and/or wildlife.' 

Accordingly, unless the substance in question alters the water in this marmer it does not meet the definition 
of "wastes" no matter where it comes from. 

Some proportionality and common sense needs to be applied to the "cause pollution of any waters of the 
state" section of the "wastes" defmition. A glass of Alka Seltzer poured into a tide pool containing one 
gallon of water may technically meet the defmition of pollution even though it would do no ecological 
harm. But what if that Slll)le glass is poured in the Columbia River. Now it does not even come close to 
becoming far away from meeting that defmition. Therefore, I should hope that we would never see the 

.DEQ prosecute someone for accidentally dropping a couple of Alica Seltzer in the Columbia· River, even 
though in another context it technically would cause pollution. The DEQ and the legislature would be the 
laughing stock of the civilized world if this was the way these terms were meant to be defmed. 

Therefore, technically, in order for the DEQ to charge that "wastes" were placed where they were likely to 
enter the waters of Oregon, it must first show that ifthe discharge ever got to where they claim it was going 
it would meet the common sense standard of causing pollution. 

This causes serious problems for the DEQ case. The elements of proof necessary are as follows: 
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l" - The DEQ must prove that if the organic, biodegraded and biodegradable, highly 
diluted cooling water, which is the subject of this case, was gradually discharged 
unaltered over a 10-12 day period directly into the waters of Oregon it would meet 
the common sense deimition of"poilution". 

2•• - The DEQ must prove that.it is "likely'', meaning 'reasonably certain or probable or 
foreseeable', (Sierra Club v. Marsh, C.A. l(Me.), 976 F.2d 763, 767, and Crenshaw 
v. Pendleton Mfg. Co., 54 S.E.2d 61, 64, 215 S.C. 66.) that the substance would be 
unaltered and indeed still meet the defmition of "wastes", despite whatever it 
would come into contact with along the way before it reached the "waters". 

3"' - The DEQ must prove that the location and the timing of the discharge provides a 
"likely" clear path for all or most of the substance to actually reach the "waters" in 
whatever condition. 

4th - The DEQ must prove that the "waters" it reached are in fact "public waters1
'. 

5th - The DEQ must prove that reasonable care, based on the average person's 
understanding of modem public waterworks technical nomenclature, was not 
exercised, therefore proving "negligence". 

It is important to note that the DEQ must prove all five elements to sustain its case as charged, which is the 
only context in which negligence can be considered. 

The DEQ has in fact proven zero (0) of these elements 

DISCUSSION OF ELEMENTS OF PROOF 

I. The question is: 

If the subject cooling water was discharged unaltered, gradually, over a 10-12 day 
period, into the underground aquifer, which runs 40-60 feet below the discharge 
point, would this event be like dumping a glass of Alka Seltzer in the small tide pool 
or something more akin to dumping a glass of Alka Seltzer into the Columbia 
River? 

The fact is it is far closer to the latter than the Former. 

The City of Scappoose maintains a well approximately 300 feet south of the subject discharge point. 
(See Well Log #D-159-78; Owner: City of Scappoose). The city states that it pulls up to 700,000 
gallons of water from this well per day. Taking this fact, along with the other operating wells in the 
area, and the fact that the aquifer levels are not negatively impacted by this usage, and by any measure 
you have literally 1 Os of millions of gallons of water passing through this aquifer every day. 

I submit that if samples were taken directly from the aquifer 5 feet away from the discharge area, (if by 
some miracle the discharge got there unchanged), not one would meet the defmition of"pollution". 

2. The rule states that it is a violation to place "wastes" where they are "likely" to enter public waters. It 
does not say that placing wastes where they will become non-wastes before entering pubic waters is a 
violation. Nor does the defmition of "wastes" even imply that wastewater is always wastewater 
forever. Wastes are only "wastes" when they meet the< defmition of "wastes". Otherwise simply 
watering lawns could be a violation. 

We now know there are only two scenarios in which the discharge could have ever reached the waters 
of the state, which are: 

A: It followed the only downward slope leaving the discharge property, made its way due 
east, 1-3 feet below the surface, above the clay layer, over V. mile, to the only available 
wetlands in the area, namely a private wetlands and lake in the middle of a manufactured 
housing development owned by Dave Scharf; 

OR, 
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B: It traveled straight down through 30-35 feet of clay to the huge underground public 
aquifer. 

Testimony from Miss Cox at the hearing revealed that biological and microbial activity takes place 
down to 3 feet below the surface. I believe that it is typically even further than 3 feet because the roots 
of trees can go far deeper and would encourage this bin-activity. Miss Cox also testified that microbes 
would eat the ethylene glycol. After all, it is a simple organic compound (See Enclosme.) The DEQ' s 
own evidence stated that ethylene glycol begins to break down almost immediately in water and soil. 

The DEQ's own evidence and simple logic dictates that it is impossible for the cooling water to pass 
through Scenario A and not be transformed into non-waste before exiting. Mountain spring water is so 
good because it is water that has been filtered through the ground. The ground is the most universally 
effective water filtration system. This is especially so where simple organic compounds are involved. 

Scenario B is simply far closer to the impossible than the probable. Even if it did occur the cooling 
water would be transformed into something more akin to mountain spring water than "wastes". 

Remember, the statute and the rule employ the term "likely", which has a clear meaning in law, 
essentially 'reasonable certainty'. The DEQ has not even proven that its fantastic scenarios are 
possible, let alone probable. Even if the DEQ could prove a 50/50 probability it would not meet 
the statutory requirements and their case must be dismissed. 

3. The discussion of element two illuminates the problems of proving element #3. 

The discharge amount was 450-500 gallons. 500 gallons spread 1/16 of an inch thick over solid glass, 
with evaporation held to zero (0), would only cover 13,670 FT2

• In other words, it would not even 
leave the property. But, this discharge, apportioned out in small amounts over ten to twelve days, went 
into the ground where it would not be able to create a plume that covered even a tiny fraction of that 
area. Therefore, on its own, the discharge was not large enough to even leave the confines of the small 
property it was on. It would take an enormous amount of water coming continually behind it to push 
the discharge over Y, mile away. I do not believe we came anywhere near that amount of water in the 
spring of 1999. However, even if there was enough water to accomplish this, the original discharge 
would be so highly diluted from this activity that even if there was no filtration effect by the time it 
reached its destination the dilution effect would have transformed it into a non-waste. Therefore no 
"wastes" would have entered the "waters of Oregon" and the statute and the rule have not been 
violated in any manner, shape, or form. 

As to traveling straight down through 30-35 feet of clay, this is just ridiculous. You don't have to be a 
scientist to know that fluid will always take the path of least resistance, and porous soil has far less 
resistance than hard clay. Once again we are talking about impossibility rather than probability. The 
DEQ must prove their scenario, which they have not even put forward, is "likely", or it is wasting 
everyone's time and the taxpayers' money. 

The theory that since aquifers are charged by rain water then the subject discharge had to have gone to 
groundwater is based on pure nonsense, and is defeated by simple common sense. Since aquifers can 
run for hundreds of miles, this kind of reasoning would have to assume that all points provide equal 
access to the groundwater. This is simply absurd reasoning. 

4. The DEQ must prove that whatever impossible odds were defied, the waters that would be effected are 
in fact "public waters". The wetlands and lake over Y, mile east of the discharge point are in fact 
"private". This leaves only the clay scenario. 

5. Since no violation has occurred, the DEQ cannot claim "negligence" under any definition. I do not feel 
that I in any way demonstrated "negligence", but rather took extra precautions to ensure that I was 
doing the right thing. However, if, by the opinion of some, my precautions did not extend to their 
preference, a charge of "negligence" still cannot be maintained if no violation has occurred. 
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CONCLUSION: 

The definition of "negligence" has to be taken in context with the facts in this case. The "degree" of 
negligence must be considered, and the degree can only be measured against any actual violation. Since no 
violation has occurred in this case the "degree" of negligence is zero (0). 

In order to illustrate the true meaning of"negligence" a contrasting example is helpful. 

We now know and can prove that the DEQ ignored the recommendations of at least two (2) of its own 
investigators, and decided to charge me with violations that it had no evidence to support. 

I subsequently conducted· my own investigation, which revealed many relevant facts that countered the 
DEQ's charges. Only after I brought these facts to the DEQ, which they could have easily un.covered with a 
minimum of effort, did they recognize they had erred. 

In addition, they became aware that the source of their false and slanderous information had sworn, both on 
tape and in writing, that he would bury my family and my business in frivolous litigation if we did not tum 
over our business to his criminal enterprise. This should have been ample incentive for them to put forth the 
effort to truly confirm or rule out the legitimacy of the information. 

However, rather than drop the case and allow me to try to focus on developing products to help the 
environment, to save face they simply shifted to another charge for which they have no facts to support. 

Furthermore, they really crossed the line when it appears they purposely released false information to the 
media for publication, at a particularly strategic time, within days following my refusal to accept their 
altered accusation. And/or they negligently allowed false information to be released two and one-half (2 Y,) 
months after they knew the charges were false, and after they had already admitted in writing they were 
false. 

The local newspaper did a special little article just about me and these false charges, and other media in 
other areas may have done the same. The DEQ has done nothing to rectify this slander. 

The DEQ has been absolutely "negligent" in this case. 

The DEQ has wasted taxpayer money on a case it should have dropped a long time ago. 

The DEQ has conducted itself in a manner that has opened up to a potential lawsuit for liable. 

The DEQ has acted maliciously and recklessly to stigmatize an innocent citizen as a polluter for the rest of 
his life, and damage the reputation of his legitimately environmentally conscientious business, and its 165 
investors, creating a stigma that can have far reaching consequences today. 

The DEQ has abused it political capital as an agency that protects the environment. The DEQ should be 
held to the same, if not a greater standard of conduct, since its charges can be so much more damaging than 
those of other agencies. 

Therefore, my answer to your question is that "negligence" is best defined by the conduct of the DEQ, not 
myself, and I therefore once again move that the hearing officer dismiss this "case on the basis of lack of 
evidence and/or prosecutorial misconduct. 

Please advise me of any other questions you may have as I will do my best to answer them in a timely 
manner, and in accord with how they are asked. 

~ely for your conscientious approach to this matter. 

~Q.~:/ 
President 

RDH/lgh 
Enclosures 
CC: Susan Greco, DEQ 
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cates the fundamental unit may be repeated n times 
and the resulting chainlike structure is called a poly
mer. For example, if n = 3, the resulting compound is 
propane (see Section 13-8). This simple example is 
meant to introduce the concept of repeating units, 
and it should be kept in mind that the polymers 
occurring in nature, or prepared synthetically, may 
have repetition numbers (n) which may be in the 
thousands or hundreds of thousands. In addition, the 
fundamental unit may itself be quite complex and the 
chain configurations and variations may differ 
greatly. 

Nature has been in the business of making large 
complex molecules for a long time. All living .and 
growing matter is composed of these molecules, some 
being so complex that they are still not completely 
understood. The complexity of nature's molecules 
should come as no surprise since they compose the 
structure oflife itself. The newest frontier of science is 
concerned with determining the structures and inter
actions of the complex molecules of which living 
things are made. Society someday may be forced to 
make some fundamental decisions regarding how far 
it will allow science to go in solving the mysteries of 
life. 

16-1 
COMMON ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 

The number and complexity of the organic com
pounds in nature can, in large part, be attributed to 
the ability of the carbon atom to form single, double, 
and even triple bonds with itself and other elements. 
There are over a million organic compounds, and 
their identification, classification, and structural de
termination has been-and still is- the task of work
ers in the field of organic chemistry. Only a few of the 
more common compounds will be presented here, 
most of which should be familiar to the student be
cause of their usage and occurrence in everyday life. 
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First, consider the following list of classes of 
compounds. A specific example from each class is 
given to show how the complexity of molecules can 
develop, starting with just a simple hydrocarbon. 

l. Alkyl halides 

2. Alcohols 

3. Aldehydes 

4. Acids (organic) 

5. Esters 

H H 
I I 

H-C-C-H 
I I 

H H 
Hydrocarbon (Ethane) 

H H 
tt-1-l-c1 

I I 
H H 

(Ethyl chloride) 

H H 
I I 

H-C-C-H 

~ dH 
(Ethyl alcohol) 

H 
I .o 

H-C-C 
I 'H 

H 
(Acetaldehyde) 

H 
I o 

H-C-( 
I ·(, 11 

H 
(Acetic acid} 

H 
: • ·.\J 

H-C-l 
··0-C

2
H

5 

(Ethyl acetate) 

The colored portions of the formulas indicate the 
organic functional group that characterizes the gen
eral physical and ,chemical properties of these com
pounds. 
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Alkyl Halides 
An alkyl halide is formed by replacing the hydro

gen atom(s) in hydrocarbons with halogens"-Chlo
rine, bromine, fluorine, and iodine. Ethyl chloride, 
the example given in the list, is used as a local anes
thetic and is the product of the reaction of ethane 
with chlorine. 

Ethane Chlorine Ethyl chloride 

The halogen may replace more than one of the hy
drogen atoms; in fact, they may all be replaced as the 
following series shows: 

H Cl 
I I 

H-C-CI H-C-CI 
I I 

H H 
Methyl Dichloroc 

chloride methane 

Cl Cl 
I I 

Cl-C-Cl Cl-C-Cl 
I I 

H Cl 
Chloroform Carbon 

let.rachloride 

The latter two compounds are common as an anes~ 
thetic and a cleaning fluid, respectively. However, the 
toxicity of carbon tetrachloride is a serious hazard, 
and caution should be exercised when using it. 

Alcohols 
Alcohols are organic compounds that contain one 

or more OH groups that have been substituted for 
one, or more hydrogen atoms. Examples of some 
common alcohols are shown in Fig. 16-la. Ethyl 

Figure 1 6-1 a Commercial products that contain a com
mon alcohol. (Photo courtesy James Crouse.) 

alcohol (C2H50H) is probably the most important 
alcohol known. It is made from sugars by the action 
of yeast in the process of fermentation. 

Ethyl alcohol 

or synthetically from ethylene and water 

H H H H 
I I H,SO I I 

H-C=C-H + H 0 -"-'-> H-C--c-H 

Ethylene 

2 I I 
H OH 

Ethyl alcohol 

Ethyl alcohol is a colorless liquid that mixes with 
water in all proportions. It is the least toxic of all 
alcohols and is used in alcoholic beverages. Ethyl 
alcohol is also used as a solvent and in the production 
of many substances including perfumes, dyes, var
nishes, antifreeze, and ethyl ether. 
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Alcohols are characterized by the -OH, or hy
droxyl group; hence they are the organic equivalent to 
the inorganic bases. Many alcohols exist. some with 
one (-OH) group, others with two or more (-OH) 
groups. Ethylene glycol is an example of an alcohol 
with two hydroxyl groups. 

H 
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Ethylene Glycol 

Ethylene glycol-is widely used as an antifreeze in au-
tomobiles. · 

Aldehydes Yo 
Aldehydes are characterized by the -c,H group 

and are formed when alcohols react with oxygen (are 
oxidized). When ethyl alcohol is oxidized, acetalde
hyde is formed. 
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2 H-T-T-H + 0 2 --> 2 H-~·-c, J + 2 H20 

H OH H H 

Ethyl alcnh~il Acetaldehyde 

A more common aldehyde, formaldehyde is pre
pared similarly from methyl alcohol (CH30H). 
Formaldehyde is used as a disinfectant and tissue 
preservative. 

Organic Acids 
The further action of oxygen on aldehydes pro

duces a group of compounds known as organic acids, 
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which are characterized by the molecular arrange

YO 
ment -C called the carboxyl group. There are "-oH 
many of these carboxylic acids. Acetic acid, whose 
dilute natural form is vinegar, is formed by the fol
lowing reaction: 
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H l [ H l I ~o . I ~o 

2 H-c-c, + o,---> 2 H-C-C" 
I H I OH H H 

Acl!'taldehyde Acetic acid 

The simplest carboxyl acid, formic acid, is common in 
insects and is the cause of painful discomfort from 
insect bites. It is prepared by the oxidation of formal
dehyde. 

Esters 
When a carboxylic acid reacts with an alcohol, an 

ester is formed. For example, 
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H-C-C + H-C-C-H t 
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Acetic acid Ethyl alcohol 

H 0 
I // H H 

H-c-c, I I 
I 0-C-C-H 

H I I 
H H 

Ethly acetate 
(an ester) 

+ H20 

An ester is a compound which conforms to the 
general formula 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
Northwest Region 
2020 SW Fourth Ave. 
Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97201-4987 
(503)229-5263 

.. __,.. 
ATI: Ms. Cox 

May 3, 2000 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

EXHIBIT 8 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd. 
Scappoose, OR 97056 
(503)543-8220; Fax: (503)543-8221 

MAY 0 8 2DGO 

We are in receipt of a letter dated April 26, 2000 from Mr. Robert P. Baumgartner. As per our phone conversation of 
4/27/2000 I am responding to the letter to you directly. 

The underlying facts, as presented in the letter, are not in dispute. I did, in fact, dump 450-500 gallons of wastewater 
in the storm drain of our parking lot, divided into 5-6 episodes, over approximately a 10 day period. However, there 
are more facts that may be relevant which I am respectfully submitting at this time. 

First, I actively sought approval from the appropriate authorities. I first called someone at DEQ. I was told that this 
might be a substance that could be handled by the local sewer system. I then contacted Steve Wabschall at the 
Scappoose Water Department, and received approval as noted in the letter. 

The concentration of ethylene glycol was highly diluted originally at 10-11%. The solution was exposed to the 
outside atmosphere for over two years prior to dumping. Although I am not a chemist I understand that ethylene 
glycol is in the family of alcohol and in the exposed state would experience some evaporation as well as a tendency 
to become inert due to oxidation in a relatively short period of time. 

You asked if the water was drinkable, besides not being appealing to look at. While I cannot speak directly to that 
question, my sense is that someone could drink the solution without getting deathly ill. That being said, I will admit 
that I personally would not want to drink it given the choice. 

I must apologize, and I am somewhat embarrassed to admit that I was apparently ignorant as to the definition of a 
sewer. After years of watching TV shows like the "Honeymooners", where Ed Norton spoke of working "down in 
the ~ewer'', and other movies depicting all kinds of goings on in the city's sewer system down under manhole 
covers, I believed I understood what the city sewer system is. Add to this the fact that I have personally witnessed 
storm drains draining into this "sewer system" and you get the makings of an honest mistake. 

ACRO-TECH and I myself are committed to developing products that help the enviromnentc•I pride myself in the 
fact that, on a highly competitive basis, we were awarded a research contract by the EPA in 1992 for one of our 
inn9vations. I have real concerns about MTBE, which you and I discussed. I would never intentionally violate 
_environmental laws, or their reasonable tenets. 

Lastly, the people who filed the complaint against us did not do so out of concern for the environment. In fact, I can 
assure you their intentions where less than honorable. I have enclosed a copy of our latest offering circular. Please 
read pages 9-11. They will give you an overview of their intentions. 

I first learned about our mistake in a meeting I had with Mr. Wabschall and other city employees in early December 
1999. One of the employees spoke of firsthand knowledge that our storm drain was not tied into any drainage 
system, but was, in fact, a "ground trap". 



In light of these facts I have some questions as to whether this is a violation under the statutes referenced in the 
letter. In any event, I would have reservations about the third statute referenced. 

If! have, in fact, violated the DEQ statutes all I can do is throw myself upon your mercy and tell you I am sincerely 
sorry. It was an accident, but I am still responsible, and I promise it will not happen again. 

Even if it is not a violation, I still beg your forgiveness for the mistake. I am generally a thorough person, and it 
won't happen again. 

Your fair review of these facts is most appreciated and respected. 

Please call or write if you have any further questions. 

~bl. -r;(f. 
Reggie D. Huff ~ 
President 

RDH/lgh 
Enclosure 
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DEQ 
2020 SW Fourth Ave. 
Portland, OR 97201 

A TT: Deborah Nesbit 

RE: Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty 
No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125 
Columbia County 

November 13, 2000 

Dear Ms. Nesbit: 

I am officially requesting a contested Case hearing in the above matter. 

l did not violate ORS 468.025(l)(a) by "placing wastes in a location where such wastes are likely to escape 
or be carried into the waters of the state by any means." 

The waste-water discharged likely did not contain ethylene glycol, as it had been exposed to the 
atmosphere for over two years prior to discharge, oxidizing it and rendering the substance inert. In addition, 
much evaporation had occurred, reducing the initial 90% diluted quantity. (The initial dilution was 400-450 
gallons of water to 55 gallons of ethylene glycol.) 

Reasonably and logically considered, the substance did not "render waters of the state detrimentai to 
beneficial uses." 

Records indicate that the waste carrying water was discharged in an area where the static ground water 
level runs between 43 to 61 feet below the surface. In addition, a clay layer has been observed between 3 to 
12 feet. Common sense dictates that this scenario protected the groundwater in numerous ways. Including: 

1. The ground acted as a de-fuser, spreading the water out over a large area, increasing the opportunity 
for the water to be taken up, utilized by plants and other organisms, and/or evaporated. 

2. The clay layer, which lies fairly near the surface, carried what water may have actually made it to the 
clay layer laterally across a large area, greatly increasing the opportunity for the water's to dissipate, 
hydrate, and evaporate away. 

3. The ground is well established to act as a very effective filter. The highly diluted, non-toxic. inert 
waste products within the water were bound up and trapped within the soil. One must suspend 
credulity to imagine that the wastewater could travel through millions of cubic feet of ground and still 
contain the same waste products it contained when it entered the ground. Therefore it is extremely 
unlikelv, and even impossible for the waste products to be ''likely", "escaped", or "carried" into the 
waters of the state. 

I am herein also requesting another informal meeting prio"r to the contested case hearing in accordance with 
your invitation. 

I am also requesting a copy of all public documents contained within this case file, especially those related 
to the investigation of this case. 

Please inform me in writing as to whether you will provide Ann Cox, Daniel Murphy, and Susan Greco at 
the hearing for questioning. --

Ar: -
7?/ 

Reggie D. Huff 
President 

CC: Anrfcox 
Susan Grt!...:o 

~). 

Certified Mail #7099 3220 0005 3984 5833 
' 
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Hazard Summary 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL 
p"-",~ ~ .,i,.Ji>'-"-"~-

107-21-1 

CA.UTION: Unless otherwise noted, the quantitative information on these fact sheets are from "EPA 
Health Effects Notebook for Hazardous Air Pollutants-Draft", EPA-452/D-95-00, PB95-503579, 
December 1994." Please conduct a current literature search and check the appropriate current online 
database for the most recent quantitative information. 

• Acute (short-term) exposure of humans to ethylene glycol by ingesting large quantities causes 
three stages of health effects. Central nervous system (CNS) depression, including such 
symptoms as vomiting, drowsiness, coma, respiratory failure, and convulsions, is followed by 
cardiopnlmonary effects, and later renal damage. 

• No effects were noted in one study of individuals exposed to low levels of ethylene glycol by 
inhalation for about a month. Rats and mice chronically (long-term) exposed to ethylene glycol 
in their diet exhibited signs of kidney toxicity and liver effects. Ocular irritation and lesions 
and pulmonary inflammation have been observed in rats, rabbits, and guinea pigs 
subchronically exposed by inhalation. 

• The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not established a Reference 
Concentration (RfC) for ethylene glycol. 

11t T11e Reference Dose (RID) for et11y-le11e gl~rcol is 2.0 llig/kg/d.a EP;\ estir11ates tl1at 
consumption of this dose or less, over a lifetime, would not likely result in the occurrence of 

chronic, noncancer effects.b 
• No information is available on the reproductive or developmental effects of ethylene glycol in 

humans. Several studies of rodents exposed orally, by gavage (experimentally placing the 
chemical in the stomach), or by inhalation showe~ ethylene glycol to be fetotoxic. 

• No information is available on the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol in humans. Oral 
exposure of rats and mice was not associated with an increased incidence oftumors. EPA has 
classified ethylene glycol as a Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity. 

a Milligrams per kilogram per day is one way to measure the amount of the contaminant that is 
consumed in food. 

b The RfD is not a direct estimator of risk but rather a reference point to gauge the potential effects. 
Exceedance of the RfD does not imply that an adverse health effect would necessarily occur. As the 
amount and frequency of exposures ej(ceeding the RID increase, the probability of adverse health 
effects also increases. Please Note: The main sources of information for this fact sheet are EP A's 



ETHYLENE GLYCOL 
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Integrated Risk Information System (IRJS), which contains information on oral chronic toxicity and 
the RID, and the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol, and EP A's Health Effects Assessment for 
Ethylene Glycol. Other secondary sources include the Hazardous Substances Data Bank (HSDB), a 
database of summaries of peer-reviewed literature, and the Registry of Toxic Effects of Chemical 
Substances (RTECS), a database of toxic effects that are not peer reviewed. 

Environmental/Occupational Exposure 

• Dermal or inhalation exposure to workers may occur during the manufacture or use of the 
chemical. (1) 

• Ethylene glycol may be discharged into wastewater from its production and use. It may also 
enter the environment from its uses in deicing airplane runways and from spills and improper 
disposal of used antifreeze, coolant, and solvents containing ethylene glycol. (1,2) 

Assessing Personal Exposure 

• Urinalysis for oxalic acid, an ethylene glycol metabolite, may be useful in diagnosis of 
poisoning by oral exposure. (3) 

Health Hazard Information 

Acute Effects: 

• Acute (short-term) exposure of humans to ethylene glycol by ingesting large quantities causes 
three stages of health effects. CNS depression, including such symptoms as vomiting, 
drowsiness, coma, respiratory failure, and convulsions, is followed by cardiopuhnonary effects 
and later renal damage. ( 4,5) 

• Acute animal tests, such as the LC50 and LD50 tests in rats, mice, rabbits, and guinea pigs, have 

demonstrated ethylene glycol to have moderate acute toxicity by inhalation or dermal exposure 
and low to moderate acute toxicity by ingestion. (6) 

Chronic Effects (Noncancer): 

• No effects were noted in one study of individuals exposed to low levels of ethylene glycol by 
inhalation for about a month. ( 5) 

• Rats and mice chronically (long-term) exposed to ethylene glycol in their diet exhibited signs 
of kidney toxicity and liver effects. ( 5, 7) 

• Ocular irritation and lesions and puhnonary inflammation have been observed in rats, rabbits, 
and guinea pigs subchronically exposed by inhalation. (5) 

• EPA has not established an RfC for ethylene glycol. (7) 
• The RID for ethylene glycol is 2.0 mg/kg/d based on kidney toxicity in rats. (7) 
• EPA has high confidence in the study on which the RID was based because it was a well

conducted lifetime study by a relevant route and defined a no-observed-adverse-effect level 
(NOAEL) and lowest-observed-adverse-effect level (LOAEL); high confidence in the database 
because it contains another chronic rat study and a monkey study that support the NOAEL and 
LOAEL and it also contains data that indicate that the RID is protective of teratogenic and 
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productive effects; and, consequently, high confidence in the RID. (7) 
P A's Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, for a hazard ranking under Section l 12(g) 
f the Clean Air Act Amendments, has evaluated ethylene glycol for chronic toxicity and has 

\ given it a composite score of 10 (scores range from 1to100, with 100 being the most toxic). 
\ ~ese scores are nonlinear and are the product of two ratings: a rating based on the minimal-
~fect-dose and a rating based on the type of effect. (8) . 

Reproductive/Developmental Effects: 

• No information is available on the reproductive or developmental effects of ethylene glycol in 
humans. 

• Several studies of rodents exposed orally, by gavage (experimentally placing the chemical in 
the stomach), or by inhalation showed ethylene glycol to affect animal fetuses. Fetotoxicity 
manifested as increased preimplantation loss, delayed ossification, and an increased incidence 
of fetal malformations were reported. The inhalation study, however, noted continuous 
grooming of the fur, resulting in a high rate of exposure by ingestion as well. (5,7) 

Cancer Risk: 

• No information is available on the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol in humans. (5) 
• Oral exposure ofrats and mice was not associated with an increased incidence of tumors. (5) 
• EPA has classified ethylene glycol as a Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity. 

(5) 

Physical Properties 

• The chemical formula for ethylene glycol is C2H60 2, and its molecular weight is 62.07 g/moL 

(4) 
• Ethylene glycol occurs as a clear, slightly viscous liquid that is completely miscible with water. 

(1,4,5) 
• Ethylene glycol is odorless. (3) 
• The vapor pressure for ethylene glycol is 0.06 mm Hg at 20 C, and its log octanol/water 

partition coefficient (log K
0
w) is -1.36. (5) 

Uses 

• Ethylene glycol is used as antifreeze in cooling and heating systems, in hydraulic brake fluids, 
as an industrial humectant, as an ingredient of electrolytic condensers, as a solvent in the paint 
and plastics industries, in the formulations of printers' inks, stamp pad inks, and inks for 
ballpoint pens, as a softening agent for cellophane, and in the synthesis of safety explosives, 
plasticizers, synthetic fibers (Terylene, Dacron), and synthetic waxes. ( 4) 

Conversion Factors: 

To convert from ppm to mg!m3: mg!m3 =(ppm) x (molecular weight of the compound)/(24.45). For 

ethylene glycol: I ppm= 2.54 mg!m3. 
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Health Data from Inhalation Exposure 

Concentration Health numbers• Regulatory, advisory numbersb Reference 
(mg/m3) 

11.000,000.0 I 
--
--
--
--
100,000.0 

-- • LC50 (rats) 6 
-- (10,876 
--
-- mg/m3) 

10,000.0 

--
--
--

--

1,000.0 

-- • ACGIH TL V and OSHA PEL (125 6 
-- mg/m3) 
--
--

100.0 

--

I 

• MSHA standard (10 mg/m3) 

I 

6 
--
--

I ~-0.0 ! 

I 
ACGIH TL V--American Conference of Governmental and Industrial Hygienists' threshold limit value 
expressed as a time-weighted average; the concentration of a substance to which most workers can be 
exposed without adverse effects. , 
LC50 (Lethal Concentration50)--A calculated concentration of a chemical in air to which exposure for 

a specific length of time is expected to cause death in 50% of a defined experimental animal 
· population. 
MSHA--Mine Safety and Health Administration. 
OSHA PEL--Occupational Safety and Health Administration's permissible exposure limit expressed 
as a time-weighted average; the concentration of a substance to which most workers can be exposed 
without adverse effect averaged over a normal 8-h workday or a 40-h workweek. 

a Health numbers are toxicological numbers from animal testing or risk assessment values developed 
by EPA. . 

b Regulatory numbers are values that have been incorporated in Government regulations, while 
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advisory numbers are nomegulatory values provided by the Govermnent or other groups as advice. 
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ToxFAQs 

Ethylene Glycol and Propylene Glycol 
CAS# 107-21-1, 57-55-6 

September 1997 

Ethylene Glycol 

C2H602 
Stereo Imaze 
XYZ File 

Propylene Glycol 

C3H302 
Stereo Irnaze 
XYZFile 

NFP A Label l5J;y 

Material Safety Data Sheet 
(University of Utah) 

NFPA Label Kev 

Jyf~teria1 Sa_f~ty_p_atµ_ 511~.et 
(University of Utah) 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

Po.gel of 4 

This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs<) about ethylene glycol 
and propylene glycol. For more information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-800-447-
1544. This fact sheet is one in a series ofsummaries about hazardous substances and their health 
effects. It's important you understand this information because these substances may harm you. 
The effects of exposure to any hazardous substance depend on the dose, the duration, how you are 
exposed, personal traits and habits, and whether other chemicals ar£!_Jlresent 
---.--- - -- ·----·-------· --·-· - - - -- -·--·- --.- --
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HIGHLIGHTS: Ethylene glycol and propylene glycol are clear liquids that are used 
in antifreeze and deicing solutions. Exposure to large amounts of ethylene glycol can 
damage the kidneys, heart, and nervous system. Both compounds can change your 
body chemistry by increasing the amount of acid. Ethylene glycol has been found in at 
least 34, and propylene glycol in at least 5, of the 1,416 National Priorities List sites 
identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

"What are ethylene glycol and propylene glycol? 

Both ethylene glycol and propylene glycol are clear, colorless, slightly syrupy liquids at room 
temperature. Either compound may exist in air in the vapor form, although propylene glycol must be 
heated or briskly shaken to produce a vapor. Ethylene glycol is odorless but has a sweet taste. 
Propylene glycol is practically odorless and tasteless. 

Both compounds are used to make antifreeze and de-icing solutions for cars, airplanes, and boats; to 
make polyester compounds; and as solvents in the paint and plastics industries. Ethylene glycol is 
also an ingredient in photographic developing solutions, hydraulic brake fluids and in inks used in 
stamp pads, ballpoint pens, and print shops. 

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has classified propylene glycol as an additive that is 
"generally recognized as safe" for use in food. It is used to absorb extra water and maintain moisture 
in certain medicines, cosmetics, or food products. It is a solvent for food colors and flavors. 

Propylene glycol is also used to create artificial smoke or fog used in fire-fighting training and in 
theatrical productions. 

What happens to ethylene glycol and propylene glycol when they enter the environment? 

• Neither compound is likely to exist in large amounts in air. 
• About half of the compounds that enter the air will break down in 24-50 hours. 
• Both compounds break down within several days to a week in water and soil. 

How might I be exposed to ethylene glycol and propylene glycol? 

• You can be exposed to ethylene glycol when you use antifreeze, photographic developing 
solutions,, coolants, and brake fluid. 

• You can be exposed to propylene glycol by eating food products, using cosmetics, or taking 
medicine that contains it 

• If you work in an industry that uses ethylene glycol or propylene glycol, you could be exposed 
by breathing or touching these substances. 

How can ethylene glycol and propylene glycol affect my health? 

Animal testing is sometimes necessary to find out how toxic substances might harm people or to treat 
those who have been exposed. Laws today protect the welfare of research animals and scientists must 
follow strict guidelines. 

1 LL // 
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Eating or drinking very large amounts of ethylene glycol can result in death, while large amounts can 
result in nausea, convulsions, slurred speech, disorientation, and heart and kidney problems. In 
addition, ethylene glycol affects the body's chemistry by increasing the amount of acid, resulting in 
metabolic problems. 

Female animals that ate large amounts of ethylene glycol had babies with birth defects, while male 
animals had reduced sperm counts. However, these effects were seen at very high levels and would 
not be expected in people exposed to lower levels at hazardous waste sites. 

Similar to ethylene glycol, propylene glycol increases the amount of acid in the body. However, 
larger amounts of propylene glycol are needed to cause this effect. 

How likely are ethylene and propylene glycol to cause cancer? 

The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), the International Agency for Research 
on Cancer (IARC), and the EPA have not classified ethylene glycol and propylene glycol for 
carcinogenicity. Studies with people who used ethylene glycol did not show carcinogenic effects. 
Animal studies also have not shown these chemicals to be carcinogens. 

Is there a medical test to show whether I've been exposed to ethylene or propylene glycol? 

Tests are available to determine if you have been exposed to ethylene glycol. These tests are only 
used on people who are showing symptoms of ethylene glycol poisoning (but they could be used in 
other situations). The tests are most often used on people who have intentionally consumed, or who 
suspect they have consumed, large amounts of ethylene glycol. 

Propylene glycol is generally considered to be a safe chemical, and is not routinely tested for, unless 
specific exposure, such as to a medicine or cosmetic, can be linked with symptoms. Since both 
chemicals break down very quickly in the body, they are very difficult to detect, even though 
symptoms may be present. 

Has the federal government made recommendations to protect human health? 

The EPA has set a drinking water guideline for ethylene glycol of?,000 micrograms (7,000 µg/L) in 
a liter of water for an adult. 

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has classified propylene glycol as "generally recognized 
as safe," which means that it is acceptable for use in flavorings, drugs, and cosmetics, and as a direct 
food additive. · 

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) recommends a 

maximum level of 127 milligrams of ethylene glycol per cubic meter of air (127 mg!m3) for a 15-
minute exposure. 

Glossary 

Acid: 
A sour substance 
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Carcinogenicity: 
Ability to cause cancer 

CAS: 
Chemical Abstracts Service 

Metabolic: 
Chemical changes in cells that provide energy to the body 

Synthetic: 
Made by humans 

Reference 
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Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). 1996. Toxicological profile for 
ethylene glycol and propylene glycol (update). Atlanta, GA.: U.S. Department ofHealth and Human 
Services, Public Health Service. 

Where can I get more information? 

ATSDR can tell you where to find occupational and environmental health clinics. Their specialists 
can recognize, evaluate, and treat illnesses resulting from exposure to hazardous substances. 

You can also contact your community or state 'health or environmental quality department if you have 
any more questions or concerns. 

For more information, contact: 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
Division ofToxicology 
1600 Clifton Road NE, Mailstop E-29 
Atlanta, GA 30333 
Phone: 1-800-447-1544 
Fax: 404-639-6359 

.. ,U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
Public Health Service 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

Link to ToxFAQs Home Page 

Link to ATSDR Science Corner 

Link to ATSDR Home Page 

ATSDR Information Center I ATSDRIC@cdc.gov I 1-800-447-1544 



AFFIDAVIT OF REGGIE D. HUFF 

State of Oregon 

County of Columbia 

} 
} 
} 
} 

I, Reggie D. Huff, being first duly sworn, do depose and say that: 

1. I am the president of ACRO-TECH, Inc. 

2. In my capacity as president of said ACRO-TECH, Inc. I purchased 55 gallons of ethylene glycol for 
use in our dynamometer cooling system on November 15, 1996, 

3. Within one week of the purchase date of said ethylene glycol I added it to our cooling tank, which 
contained 450 to 500 gallons of Scappoose, Oregon city water. 

4. Our cooling system is an open system, exposed to the atmosphere at both ends, both at the large 
storage tank area, where the bulk of the cooling fluid is stored, and at the staging tank, near the 
dynamometer. The system remained open at all times. 

5. On or about February of 1999 I checked the specific gravity of the said mixture and determined that it 
had returned to the specific gravity of basic water. 

6. On or about March of 1999 I contacted the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and asked to 
talk to someone knowledgeable of the requirements regarding the disposal of an old ethylene glycol 
solution. I was turned over to a man who purported that he was knowledgeable of the requirements to 
dispose the cooling solution. I stated to him the above facts. He relayed to me that this substance 
sounded to him to be of minor consequence, and could be discharged on dry ground. I was not 
sanguine with this answer and inquired further. The said DEQ personnel then recommended I contact 
the City of Scappoose to ask if they would have any concerns about a discharge into their sewer 
system. 

7. On February 4th, 2001 I thoroughly boiled a glass container and its lid and seal, as well as a plastic 
syringe and all of its parts. Immediately upon their being removed from the boiling water and air dried 
I placed the syringe and all of it parts in a plastic bag and sealed it, and I reattached the lid and seal to 
the glass container, "'!d sealed it as well. 

8. On February 4th, 2001, at approximately 8 PM I collected a sample, using the said container and 
syringe, of the said cooling fluid from a cement encased under-floor pipe which had contained the fluid 
since the inception of the system and had been undisturbed since the system had been shut down in the 
winter of 1998. Nothing had been added or taken away from the · contained in the said pipe. 

9. On February 5th, at I :30 PM I turned the sample over to ek Analytical, Inc. for analysis. 

The above is true as I verily believe. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 14th day of Fm 2001. k M ' J 
nc/r, . ,(;oo±-

OFFICIAL SEAL 
LINDA K REICHELT 

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 326535 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUG 25, 2003 

Mycommissionexpires:. ;JS, =-<U03 NotARY PUBLIC FOR ORE~ ---, 



www.ncalabs.com 

February 19, 2001 

Reggie D. Huff 
Aero Tech Inc. 
51377 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Re: Cooling Water Analysis 

Seattle 11720 North Creek Pkwy N, Suite 400, Bothell, WA 98011-8223 
425.420,9200 faJl 425.420.9210 

Spokane East 11115 Montgomery, Suire B, Spokane, 'NA 99206-4776 _ 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 

Portland 9405 SW Nimbus Avenue, Bea·;enon, OR 97008-7132 
503.906.9200 fax 503.906.9210 

Bend 20332 Empire Avenue, Suite F-1, Bend, OR 97701-5711 
541.383.9310 fax 541.382.7538 

North Creek Analytical performed EPA method 82608 for volatile organic compounds on a sample 
provided by you (NCA sample # P180103-01 ). Analysis results showed a 2-butanone (methyl ethyl 
ketone) concentration of2.14 mg/L. 

Please note that the EPA regulatory level for 2-butanone is 200 mg/L, approximately 100 times higher 
than the concentration found in the cooling water sample. No other compounds detected have a 
regulatory limit as defined by the EPA. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 503 906-9239. 

Sincerely, 

Brian L. Cone, CHMM 
Industrial Services Manager 

North Creek Analytical, Inc. 
Environmental Laboratory Network 
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111w North .reek.Pkw-1 N, Suite 400, 6ott1Cn, WA 98011·8223 
425.420,9200 fai1425.420.9210 i 

DCB™ 
SeatUe 

Spokane 

P•ttl•nd 

Bend 

East 11115 ontqomery, ~uit! a. Spokan~. 1WA 99206-4'76 
509.914.9).(K) ,., 509.914.!)m 
9405 SW Nit bu-sAvsnue.:eirtivertun, Of( 97008-7132 
503.900.9200 fax 503.006.9210· j 

wWW.ncalabs.cq111 · '-0332 Empir Avenue, S1,1i~e F-1, Send, OR ~7701-5711 
541,Jro.9310 f;;s,;541.382.7568 I 

' ! 

Aero Tech Inc. 
51377 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, dR 9705.6 

Project: Cooling System 
Project Nurnbor: na 
i'n>ject Manager. Reggie D. Huff 

ltep<>rted: 

©2101101 16:23 
' ' 

Analyto 

VoI;ti~e Organic Compounds per EPA Method· 8 OB 
' North Creek Analytical· Portland 

Reporting 
Limit Units Di1urion Batch 

. ' . i ~ . 
Sampled: 021041 \. Recci);ed: oposio l Under Floor Cooling Pipe Sample (PlB01~3-Yl) W;ater 

Acetone 1 217 I ' 
! ND 

100 
10.0 
10.0 
IQ.0 
10.0 
16.o 
50.0 
100 

50.0 
10.0' 
10,0 
100 

10.Q 
10.0 

'10.0 

U&'l 10 EPA S~60!l' 2106/01 i 021oyo1' :1020165 

Bromobenzene 
Bromochlor9methal'le 
Broinodicbloromethane 
Bromofonn 
Bromomethane 
2-Butilnone.:::. '.2. -1 
. n-Butylbenzep.e 
sec~Butylbenzene 

rert-Biitylh<nzrn< 
r 0 dlsu!fide 
._: "'°n tetra6hloride 

· Chlorobenzene 
Chloroethane 

\• 

Chloroform 
Chloromethal'le 
2-Cblorotoluene. 
4-Chlorotoluene 
l,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 
Dibromochloromethane 
l,2-Dibromoethlllle 
Dibromomethal'le 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzonc .:· 

.. Dichlorodm~oromethane. : 
' ' 

,1,1-bichlorrurtbane 
1,2-Dichloroethai'te ' 
I, I ~Dichlorocthene 
cis-1,2-Dichlorocthcno 
tra~· 1,2-Dichloroethene 
1,2-Dichloropropanc 
1,3-Dichloropropanc 
2,2-Dichloropropan< 

ND 

i .NI/ ' ' 
I NP- ,. 
Ill _ND: 

ND 
! : 2410: I , . 

I i N~, 
.- i .ND. 

I , NI): 

i 
' 
I 
! 
' 

ND 
ND 
ND 
·m)' 
ND lO.o 

'NI) 50.0 
ND 10.0 
ND 10.0 
ND 50.0 
ND 10.0 
ND 10.0 
ND 10.0 
ND 10.0 
ND 10.0 

' NJ)i. 10.0 
·. i ND' ; ·.. '50~6 

Nt):. .10.0 

ND 10.0 
Nri 10.0 

• . ' 
I 'n • •' 

• ' . ' 
... : 

" .. 
• ... ; 

' ' "· 
• 
• .. 

. 
" 

" " 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• '" 

• 
" 

ND 10.0 " • I 
ND 10.0 " • I 
ND 10.0 • I 
Nri 10.0 " • 
ND 10.0 " 

• 

• 
• 

' " 

• 
• 
" 
" 

' 
• 

I ,. 
";. ! It 

I .... ,! . ,,·. 
"i .. 
' 

,,j 

'•. 
.. ! 

.; 
i 

• .. 

ni 

. 
' 

•. 

• ' 
j 

.. 

.. 
'. ' 

• 

• 
" 

• 

.. 
.. 

.. 
• 
" 

I, 1'-Dieblotopropene 

ND 10.0 • • I 
ND 10.0 ,. rt , 

: Notes 

ci• ' 3-Diehloropropene 
1,3-Dichloropropene i . ; ·. . ' i 

: i 
·1· ~ 10.0 • .. ._,_· ..... I:_· ; . 1,. ,,,. ,,! ... 
~" ·i; .;.::.:: :.: :.i I .! 1 

I ~'.~ 
. North,CJ:eek ,\rialytica\ -iPOrtlimd, · '' · 

. ' . . .. · . ' - ! . .· 



02-07-2001 04=43PM FROM 

ncB™ 
www.ncalabs.com 

Aero Tech Inc. 
; 1377 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

'• 

Project: Cooling System 
Project Number: na 
Proj«:t ManagO': Reggie D. Huff 

TO 

Bend 

85035438221 P.05 
• 

11720 North rnek Pkwy N, Su~ 400, Both~ll, WA 90011-8223 
425.420.9200 fax425.420.9210 i 
F.:.st l l 115 )ntgomP-ry, Suite 8, S'pokl!lne, WA 99206-4776 . 
500.924.9200 tax 509.924.9200 : ' 
9405 SW Ni ~w~ Avenue,;Beaverton, OR 91008-7132 
503.006.9200 '" 503.006.9210 ' 
20332 Empir Avenue, Suite F-1. Bend, OR 97701·5711 
541,$$1.s.llO lox$4l.3a2.1588 

Reported:· 
. 0210710 ( 16:23 

i 

.... 

V 014tile Organic Compounds per EPA Method 8 

J l. ~orth Creek Analytic~!~ ;portlan~ · , . 
' 

' 
Dilution · · MothQd ; : Notes Mlyte 

.[ ~ . RePorfing 
: ··Rtsuii · Limit Units 

~ . I ' 
· · d i AMlt2ed ! B:itch 

t • • 1· 

nder Floor Cooling PtpeSa~ple (PlBUt~J.4i) Water 
:hylbemene ! · N!i 
exachlorobutadiene f ND. 
Hexanone 
opropylbcnzene 
·lsopropyltoluene 
Methyl·2·pentanone. 
(ethyl tert-bu.tyl ether 
:ethylene chloride 
aphthalene 
·Propylbenzen.e 
\)'rene 
.! 1.2-TetrachloroethilJ.le 

!,Tctrachloroetbane 
~trachfar.~Cne 
oluene 
2,3-Trichlorobenzene 
2,4,irichlorobenzen~ 
1,i -Trichloroetharie . 
:1,2· Trichlorciethane 
~chloroethene 
nchlOrofluoJ'ornethane 
2,3-Trichloropropane 
2,4-Trimethylben.iene 
3,5-Trintethylbeilze~e · 
inyl chloride 
·Ji:ylenc 
,p-Xylono 

ur: -1-BFB 

; . 

1rr: / ,2-DCA-d4 . 
irr: .DibromOj/i«>romell«t~e 
'"' Toluene-dB 

lorth Creek Alialytfoal • i,Portland 
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i 
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. . . i . 
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' to.~ 
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; 
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; ~· 
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ND 
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ND 
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ND 
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·(.' 
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. :· · I i · 
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. ~ '· • ... . 
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I I !· ·I 

1 .. I I 
I ' I ' 

: l" !·· ,. 

ThB r..ults in this report apply t<i th ••mple; a1a1judjin "'\Cardance with l~•;chairi of 

· C!IUtllliJ aoOOllGllli rn1a llli)'Iiilil rviwn m~I ~rffrvflttrni 11r 1ff~ff~· 
' . . ~ j . . , : . . . 

I 
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02-07-2001 04:42PM FROM TO 

Seattle 

Bea™ 
. . 

www.ncslabs.com 

A¢to Tech Inc. 
51:i77 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Proje<t: Cooling System 
Project Numbtir: na 
Project Ms.n•s•r: Reggie D. Huff 

B•nd 

; ANALtfICAL .REPORT FOR S~MPLES 

Sample ll> 

Under. Floor Cooling J>ipe:sarriple 

'•1 ' 

.... 

' .. 

Labi;1ratory.ID 

i Plli0103-0) 

I 
I 

. · .. ·.·,.· i .· 
.. J' 

I 

i 
I· 
' I 
i 
I 

I 
I 
' 

. J. i ,i 

I·. ! ' . ··,,. 
I. i 

I 

· ... ' 

:.:·,::. 

. · . . 

Mt.tr.ix 

Water 

"• 

85035438221 P.03 
. i 

1172U North reek Pkwy rf, Suite 400, Bothell, WA !HI011-82:23 ¥ 
4%5.420.9'200 fax 42S.420.9210 iw' 

Eil$t 1.1115 ontqomor1, ~uitc 8, Spokane, 'A 99:WS-47h; 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 1 . 
9405 SW Ni bu.$ Avenue.IBeevertnn, OR 9too&·7132 
503.906,9200 lax 503.!lre.9210 1 
20032 Empir A~enue, Su~e F-1, Berni, OR S7701·5711 
541.383.\tllO fRX 541.3$2.l58ll ; . 

! 

Reported: 

021-07/01 16:23 

nate,S0mJ1ltd . 
. ! : • : 

o:UOj\/Ol 20:-00 02/,05/0J 13:30 
' . . . 
' 

i 
I 

'· : . 

·i 
·1· . ., 

. l 
.. ' 
! 

' 

i. 
' ' 

! ., . l' ·;, .... , .. 

J. ·.: l .. ; 
·. i ··.··.'. 

I. 

.. 

·: 

.. I 

·.North Creek Analytical -!Portland rile mu/1< i1f tht. ri,port app/y·U> lh 

· ~mr rlififmflln Tllii 

Brian Ome, Industrial Services Manager k Analvlical.fnc. "'1 of 4 



02-07-2001 04:41PM FROM 

FAX 
. . , . .... '.; ) .. 

;.· I ' i 
! 

To: Reggie Budd l 
' 
' i Company: Acrp Tech 
' i 
I 
I Fax: 503 543-8221 

TO 

Seattle 
Spokane 
Portland 
Bend 

Date: 211101 

'J'.otal Page* 7 

~ 

85035438221 P.01 

I . 
425.420.9200 FAX 420.9210 
509.924.9200 FAX 924.9290 • 

I • 

503.906.9200 FAX 906.921 O • 
541.~83.9310 FAX 382.7588 . 

I . 

I 
i 

j . : 1

1 

• 

I j, ' 

From: Brian 1 ~one 
! : . I .. 
503-906-49239 : I . 

Company: NCJ' - Portland 

bcone@ncalab$.co1n 
I I 

D Urgent • i 

• 03· l Pl~ase Confirm Receipt 

Hello Reggie! : , I 
. , : : , I . 

• Attached is the: volatile otgarucs report. The chemists gave us Ve!) fast ttjmaroun~ time (2 
'.ays)l Three.oonipoundsjw~re detected: • . i . ; I , . ·. · 

, • ~ I : ! ' • ! , • , I 

: i~!::lni(methyl Jthylketone, MEK) j 
1 

' /.. , 

• Methyl tert;-butyl e~he,r (MTBE, octane booster additive tog< solineitha~has~een in the 
news lately) : · . : ' 1 • • 

. . . ! ' . 1 . 

If you want 'us to' nm ~y ~~Cs (tentatively identified compouhds ), et meiknQ~. I will fi#d 
· out how much ~:e and cts~ is involved. . ; . ' • i 

Also, don't wo~ about tjle;account application form; I'll talk to~ a,ry. 
i 

, . ! ·I: .. I 1 · .. " 
: . .. ; I ' . 

. Thanks for asking us to h~lp you! 
I , 

I 
I 

,. 

i ; 

I 
l ' 

i 
I 

I I • 
; , 
' ' i ' : ' l 

' ' i 
: i ' 

, 
·. ! 

i 

. : Confidentiality N1>tice: . , . j 
TbJs m~age"is intended oitly for the use of~be Jn<livi~ual or entity to which it is addressed .and m~)' c:cmt.ain in Jrmation •:l'( is prlvUelied+ eonfldenthd~ fil~~.d: 

'.nipt from dlsc:loiure un;der ~pp1icablt: l.t.iv. If the reader of tbfg m'*'2ge is not the intended recipient, or the mpJoyff •I:' agen;t ra;pdmiblt. ro~ ddi'V{:l!"ing 
J m .. sage to tlle inion<!@ re<ipient, you al-e berebtnotlfied l~•t any dhscmination, di<tribudon, or <opyivg o .thl1 com"1uriicsiion I< ~trlctly probll>i~@«!. If 

! 
' ' I 

! I 1.: 
·1 

you ha.vt received this m~gc;id error, pl~e ~otlfy ~Immediately by tclcpb:one. . '. : · ·. · 

··.•., ·< : !.::., .•.... i.J.=• ···· j' ·.:\.::. 
1!··· '· ····· ..... ;::.·-'•: ./.·,. ... ·· !Nor.ti tr~k-'~~~vtlCAt1 )hJ;·L·:.H-'· ::; , :; ·.':. !~· · . ; 1 ··:: '.;--':. • • , I·· .. . 1 • •·• 1'°", 'l"~f··· .t. I · , ... ~: ·· 1 ,.,. ~ ,., · ''·-'• '! 

i ' · Envir mmentai Labl>raiozy N etwmifrl1 
i , . I 

I : , · I 
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Seilttk 1172<1 North~re1k Pkwy N, $u1W 4CD, Sath~lf. WA S!!Ol 1•8223 
425.420.9200 tax 425.420.9210 

Spokan-c Etist 11115 mtnomorv, S.uite B, Spokane, WA 00?.00·4n& -
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9200 . · 

www.ncalabs.cum 

7 February/2001 

Reggie D. Huff ·• 
Aero Tecti Inc. 

. l 

. ' ' 

51377 SW 10ld Portiani:l Rd 
$capp0ose, OR976s9· 

! 

RE: Co~ling Systeni 

I 
i 

I ' . 
i 
! 

I 
I 
I 
i 
! . 

i 
l 

I 
l 

Portland 9405 SW Ni~hu!\ Avenue, Beaverton, OR 97008.-11.32 
503.900,9200 fax 5Q3,9C6,9ZH) . 

Bend' 20332 Empir 
1
Avenua-, $uil13 F·1, 81Jnd, OR W701·5711 

. 541.383.sato I tax 541.381.7588 : 

I , 

'. 
. i 

. ' 

i. 
J' . . 

. ' 

I . 
' ! 1 i 

Enclosed are the resu~s of an~ly;es for samples received by the laborato~ on 02/05},01 13:30. If 
ye" 'lave any que~tioni conceri?g t~is report, please feel free to. co~~act.me. . ; . 

I 
' I Sincerely, i 

' 
. '\ .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Brian Cone : 
Industrial Services Mapageir 

,. 
', .. . '1 .'" 

! 
' 
i 

I 
i 
! 
I 

Work Orders included ·in: !hi~ report: 

P1B0.103 

I· 

;. 

I 

' ·! 

I• 
I
: ' . . ; 

. . ' . . 
. . . j 

. North Cmsk Analvtical. Inc. 

j I. 
I, 
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'. I. ; ' '. 
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; . 



tt.~ If A_ .Ia 9405 S.\V. Ninlbus Avl!'nuc, Beu.vcnon, OR 97008.-7 lJ2 
30331· Empire A\'er.111e, Suite P-1. Bend; OR iJ7101-57 ~I 

(:i03) 006-9200 
(541) J8J-9JIO 

FAX 
l'AX 3o;-7,IR8 

llO E ~ Nal.mr~tA~llts'. 
liaov!Manl...rilf Uli~lkb)' N1trw.ork 
w-~,,.:111~~ 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY REPORT Work Order#: P100I03 ~ 
NT: \"- .I} .,,-1., - J'(·.e;.i.,·· ·p ""-<'.. INVOICE TO: TURNAROUND REQUEST in Bwiness Do<s* ~ . ~ I 

l!ITTO:-R -=•rp·:1/.l.:··i;J.<..{t ... ,- ,_,·..... . - . ~k&l•""'>nkAn•l>"'' lB 
RESS: :J4.q,ec :r:;;y:~- ~...t.d.i4-.. p. 4~:;,'iJJl [!olGJ[i)[ 4 tGJf.2.Jl 1 JG!) e 
s:r' t~- ;p _e>.,_ "" '1 o s-( · -.. . ._ , 
~E: <;"03-· JQO.~ qJ..JJ FAX: ~ . 
:ECTNAME= •. 

P:O. NUMBER: 

REQUESTED ANALYSES 

STD.· P>:trol"m Hydm • ....boo A~olysei _ 

0Wt3 IG]l I [<11 
~ 
-" 

~ STD. 
.--, -OT_ll_E~R I Pt-ease Specif~· 

------'.~.c:::~Ul>lB~~'----- _. _ ... ____ --~·r·-
PLED BY: £<(",-•IT·•··.".·.. ~ ·-: _ ... · ..... ,.. . § --- ----•·. ·--· - ··•-- .... --1-----

1----1:-------1----- --1--··- -+-----'1 -~·- -1-·-··- --•-·----.,;-.. J1M~M•nF'J 1 r,l7irrJi·jriiMl;&;iii1iiiif.iiii)-;iiZfrfliiin-ei1ti..ji';.·· · 2 
JDENTiflCAtfo"&°C" . -+- DATFJflME -I ~ - ' :;z;:: T~)~ .. .- . 

i..P <:.---'J ~- .1-·o/'17°1 - ~:o• f>,;.;-rx_:f' 

.. : ·----: .-::--· 

MATRIX 

"(W;S,Of 

w 

#OF 

CONT."' COMMENTS. 

N£ 
ID 

- 3: 
0 

· J L, __ J> I I I I I -- J I I l I I r I I - l ci ·: .. ·. ··--··· 
-~~~~------'~--'--li----------~-----'l-~-t-""'--t-----'l----IC----l----+----+----+---+----,1----t----t----t------1-----+-----------~-+--<( 

··~ 

----·------ ------- ' - ----

c- ... r ~---i- I r . r . -1 I . , r I I I I I t I ~ . . -·· - -_ =------------·· . ·-· ~~~--- ··--··. ····-- _: __ ---~- - _: ____ ·---- --""-·---'----~- ·-- . · .. ---- ----· · ........... - ~ 

NQUISHEO n-.-: . 
C> ... . " .Jr 

tTNAM•: !:.. ~d. ·_V);: ~ 
NQ~!SHED D-W:= ... ·- •.. 

ITNAME: 

1ITIONAL R~ARKS: .... - ...._ ·· --· 
·~- ...... 

(lf;l/lJ'I'} ~-· .. ~·~ 

FIR .. : i{J G fl-<. 

FIRf\-t: 

.. ; 
:;::·:::.· --- DATE: C/5/" I 
'T'<·'-'"' ;r..w .. ,;, /: 'Jc l'i<i 

·:·· 
. __ _,_ .. 0Al"£: 

TCME: 

....... -·-··· . . . . ... 

~~ 

RECEIVED8\': ~~/~ 
PR~NTNAt.fE:~ :,. .... \A .Y ~ .... J .. , 

RECEIVED D:Y: · · 

PRiNTNAME: 

'" 
P"IRL\-f: 

fiR:t.1: 

ii Y'IA 

.... 

DATE: 'qfi/J'J 'U 

T!ME: . 1:2;2 (J ~ 
OATF.: 

l1~fE: 

{7g.' CZ I \GE OF 



02-07-2001 04:44PM FROM 

' 

DCB™ 
wwW.nca/abs.com i 

Aero Tech Inc. 
513 77 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

I 
. 

Project: Cooling System 
l'rojt:et Number: na 
Project Manager: Reggie D. Ruff 

Notes and Definitions 

TO 85035438221 P.06 

11720 North trsek Pkwy N. Suite .WO, Bethell, WAS8011-8223 
41,5,420.t,!200 falC' 425.420.9210 ' · -
E~st 11115 ~011taoml!(y, Sui tr: a, Scokanl), WA 99206-4776 · 
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STATE OF OREGON 
BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICER PANEL 

FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

REGGIE D. HUFF 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

HISTORY 

PROPOSED ORDER 
Notice of Assessment of 

Civil Penalty 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 

The Department of Environmental Quality (hereinafter the "Department') issued a Notice of 
Assessment of Civil Penalty No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 on August 1, 2000 and amended October 30, 
2000 to Respondent for disposing of approximately 500 gallons of waste anti-freeze into a dry well 
that discharged to groundwater in Scappoose, Oregon. Respondent Reggie D. Huff (hereinafter 
"Huff') requested a hearing on August 9, 2000 and November 13, 2000. 

The Department referred the matter to the Central Hearings Panel. The Panel appointed Hearing 
Officer Kevin Anselm to hear the case. The hearing was held February 27, 2001 at the Department 
of Environmental Quality, 2020 SW 4th Street, 4th floor conference room E, Portland, Oregon. 
Respondent Huff appeared and represented himself. Daniel E. Murphy, Water Quality Complaint 
Coordinator for the Department, and Robert Gill, hydrologist, appeared as respondent's witnesses. 
Respondent's wife and daughter observed the hearing. Susan Greco, Environmental Law Specialist, 
represented the Department. The Department called witnesses Lucinda Ann Bidleman, a Department 
Natural Resource Specialist in the area of ground water; Susan Shewczyk, a Department Hazardous 
Waste Inspector; and Anne Cox, a Department Natural Resource Specialist and case investigator. 

On March 8, 2001, the Hearing Officer transmitted a question regarding the Department's 
interpretation of the terms "negligence" and "negligent" to the Department. The Department 
responded on April 4, 2001. Huff postmarked his rebuttal to the Department's response on April 12, 
2001. The hearing record closed upon receipt of Huff's rebuttal on April 13, 2001. 

ISSUES 

Shall the Department's Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty dated August 1, 2000, amended 
October 30, 2000, be affirmed, modified or vacated? 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Respondent Huff operates Aero-Tech, Inc. from a leased building and parking lot located at 51377 
SW Old Portland Rd. in Scappoose, Oregon (hereinafter the "property''). The company leased the 
property in 1996, and operates a research laboratory, conducting research and development for 
improving internal combustion engine processes, including ways to make the processes more 
environmentally friendly (Exhibit 21). In 1999, the research laboratory included a combustion 
engine and an open tank containing fluids that were pumped through the engine for cooling purposes. 
The 2000-gallon capacity tank initially contained about 450-500 gallons of water. In November 
1996, Huff added about 55 gallons of ethylene glycol, commonly known as anti-freeze, to the tank. 
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Ethylene glycol lowers the freezing .point of water, so is used as antifreeze in cooling and heating 
systems. It is an odorless liquid, soluble in water, and is relatively non-volatile. Huff added ethylene 
glycol to the tank contents to inhibit the freezing of the contents, which may cause problems with the. 
combustion engine equipment. Ethylene glycol is toxic if ingested or inhaled in sufficient amounts. 
(Exhibits 10 -11) 

In the spring of 1999, Huff thought he might need to quickly move the business and its equipment 
from the property because of problems with the landlord. The tank needed to be empty in order to 
move it. He was concerned about disposing the tank contents of about 500 gallons of ethylene glycol 
solution. Huff said that he called the Department to fmd out how he was required to dispose of the 
contents, but he does not recall whom he spoke with at the Department. Huff testified that the 
Department representative did not seem concerned about disposal. Because he had concerns about 
the Department's seeming disinterest, Huff then called the City of Scappoose. After a conversation 
with Steve Wabshall, Operations Superintendent, at the City of Scappoose, Huff received permission 
to discharge the ethylene glycol solution into the city's sanitary sewer system. Wabshall 
recommended that Huff make the discharge in small amounts over a week's time. (Exhibit 6) 

Huff discharged the ethylene glycol solution through a hose connected to the tank and into the storm 
drain located in the Huff property parking lot over about 10 days in the spring of 1999. He did not 
test the solution for any chemicals or other substances before draining it, although he did check the 
solution's specific gravity at some point. Huff recalls that the specific gravity of the solution was 
about the same as water. 

While preparing for a court case against his landlord in December 1999, Huff talked again to the City 
of Scappoose, and found out that the storm drain in the parking lot was not connected to the sanitary 
sewer system. The property building plumbing, however, is connected to the sanitary sewer. 

Beginning in February 2000, the Department conducted an investigation at the site and found that 
under the grate in the parking lot was a holding cylinder or sump from which fluid contained there 
may flow into a drywell under the parking lot asphalt. From the drywell, fluid may drain or seep into 
the surrounding ground. The relevant area is covered with asphalt, and the specific piping could not 
be seen. There was no outlet or piping in the area that originated at the sump which then moved fluid 
to a ditch or other surface waterway. The Department is familiar with the construction of this type of 
storm system, which allows fluids that enter the cylinder or drywell to seep into the ground. 

The ground in the area is generally well drained. The area soil characteristics of the stream or water
laid (alluvial) deposits include clay or clay mixed with other soil types in layers from the soil surface 
to depths ranging between 11 - 30 feet (Exhibits 9 and 23). Clay is generally more impermeable than 
other soil types, and may direct fluids more horizontally, depending on the integrity of the clay layer. 
The land topography slopes gently downhill from the property. Surface water is generally not 
evident in the inunediate area, with the closest surface water location estimated at over 1000 feet 
downhill and away from the Huff property. There was no evidence presented about soil saturation 
conditions or rainfall during or after the spring of 1999. 

On February 4, 2001, Huff took a sample of the solution remaining in a pipe from the tank that 
formerly contained the solution, and had the sample tested for volatile organic compounds. The 
sample was not tested for ethylene glycol. (Exhibits 19-20). 

In addition to residual ethylene glycol, the Department is concerned about possible metal 
contamination of ground water from the solution. Ethylene glycol solutions used to cool engines 
often contain metals that are leached from the engine components during the cooling process. The 
Department testified that the ethylene glycol breaks down to a certain extent with time and exposure, 
but that it does not lose toxicity. Ethylene glycol may be consumed by some bacteria in the soil, or 
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may be ionized, or attached to soil particles, which would inhibit additional movement through the 
soils. Any metallic contamination is less likely to break down, and would continue to be present in, 
the ground or ground water, unless earned away. 

The Department calculated the civil penalty according to the formula outlined on Exhibit 1 to the 
Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty including $1,000 for the base penalty for a Class II 
moderate magnitude violation; + 2 for repeated or continuous violations alleging the violation 
occurred on more than one day; and +2 for respondent's negligent conduct. 

ULTIMATE FINDINGS 

Huff disposed of about 500 gallons of solution containing ethylene glycol and metal leachings from 
internal combustion engine cooling operations into a storm drain sump that was not connected to a 
sanitary sewer. 

The civil penalty includes factors to increase the penalty for repeated or continuous violations and 
respondent's alleged negligent conduct. 

APPLICABLE LAW 

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 468B.025 Prohibited Activities states in part: 

(1) Except as provided in ORS 468B.050 or 468B.053, no person shall: 

*** 

(a) Cause pollution of any waters of the state or place or cause to be placed any wastes in 
a location where such wastes are likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the 
state by any means. 

ORS 468B.005 Definitions for water pollution control laws states in part: 
As used in the laws relating to water pollution, unless the context requires otherwise: 

* * * * 
(2) "Industrial waste" means any liquid, gaseous, radioactive or solid waste substance or a 
combination thereof resulting from any process of industry, manufacturing, trade or business, or 
from the development or recovery of any natural resources. 
(3) "Pollution" or "water pollution" means such alteration of the physical, chemical or biological 
properties of any waters of the state, including change in temperature, taste, color, turbidity, silt 
or odor of the waters, or such discharge of any liquid, gaseous, solid, radioactive or other 
substance into any waters of the state, which will or tends to, either by itself or in connection 

' with any other substance, create a public nuisance or which will or tends to render such waters 
harmful, detrimental or injurious to public health, safety or welfare, or to domestic, commercial, 
industrial, agricultural, recreational or other legitimate beneficial uses or to livestock, wildlife, 
fish or other aquatic life or the habitat thereof. 

* * * * 
(7) "Wastes" means sewage, industrial wastes, and all other liquid, gaseous, solid, radioactive or 
other substances which will or may cause pollution or tend to cause pollution of any waters of 
the state. 
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(8) "Water" or "the waters of the state" include lakes, bays, ponds, impounding reservoirs, 
springs, wells, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes, inlets, canals, the Pacific Ocean within 
the territorial limits of the State of Oregon and all other bodies of surface or underground waters, 
natural or artificial, inland or coastal, fresh or salt, public or private (except those private waters 
which do not combine or effect a junction with natural surface or underground waters), which are 
wholly or partially within or bordering the state or within its jurisdiction. [Formerly 449.075 and 
then 468.700] 

OAR 340-012-0030 Definitions, states in part: 

(11) "Negligence" or "Negligent" means failure to take reasonable care to avoid a foreseeable 
risk of committing an act or omission constituting a violation. 

OAR 340-012-0045 Civil Penalty Determination Procedure 

(1) When determining the amount of civil penalty to be assessed for any violation, other than 
violations of ORS 468 .996, which are determined according to the procedure set forth below in OAR 
340-012-0049(8), the Director shall apply the following procedures: 

(a) Determine the class and the magnitude of each violation: 

(A) The class of a violation is determined by consulting OAR 340-012-0050 to 340-012-
0073; 

(B) The magnitude of the violation is determined by first consulting the selected magnitude 
categories in OAR 340-012-0090. In the absence of a selected magnitude, the magnitude 
shall be moderate unless: 

(i) If the Department finds that the violation had a significant adverse impact on the 
environment, or posed a significant threat to public health, a determination of major 
magnitude shall be made. In making a determination of major magnitude, the Department 
shall consider all available applicable information including such factors as: The degree of 
deviation from the Commission's and Department's statutes, rules, standards, permits or 
orders, concentration, volume, percentage, duration, toxicity, and the extent of the effects of 
the violation. In making this finding, the Department may consider any single factor to be 
conclusive for the purpose of making a major magnitude determination; 

(ii) If the Department finds that the violation had no potential for or actual adverse impact on 
the environment, nor posed any threat to public health, or other environmental receptors, a 
determination of minor magnitude shall be made. In making a determination of minor 
magnitude, the Department shall consider all available applicable information including such 
factors as: The degree of deviation from the Commission's and Department's statutes, rules, 
standards, permits or orders, concentration, volume, percentage, duration, toxicity, and the 
extent of the effects of the violation. In making this finding, the Department may consider 
any single factor to be conclusive for the purpose of making a minor magnitude 
determination. 

(b) Choose the appropriate base penalty (BP) established by the matrices of OAR 340-012-
0042 after determining the class and magnitude of each violation; 
( c) Starting with the base penalty, determine the amount of penalty through application of the 
formula: BP + [(.1 x BP) x (P + H + 0 + R + C)] +EB, where: 
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• 
(A) "P" is whether the Respondent has any prior significant actions relating to statutes, rules,. 
orders and permits pertaining to environmental quality or pollution control. A violation is 
deemed to have become a Prior Significant Action on the date of the issuance of the first 
Formal Enforcement Action in which it is cited. For the purposes of this determination, 
violations that were the subject of any prior significant actions that were issued before the 
effective date of the Division 12 rules as adopted by the Commission in March 1989, shall be 
classified in accordance with the classifications set forth in the March 1989 rules to ensure 
equitable consideration of all prior significant actions. The values for "P" and the finding 
which supports each are as follows: 

(i) 0 if no prior significant actions or there is insufficient information on which to base a 
finding; 

(ii) 1 if the prior significant action is one Class Two or two Class Threes; 

(iii) 2 if the prior significant action(s) is one Class One or equivalent; 

(iv) 3 ifthe prior significant actions are two Class One or equivalents; 

(v) 4 ifthe prior significant actions are three Class Ones or equivalents; 

(vi) 5 ifthe prior significant actions are four Class Ones or equivalents; 

(vii) 6 ifthe prior significant actions are five Class Ones or equivalents; 

(viii) 7 ifthe prior significant actions are six Class Ones or equivalents; 

(ix) 8 ifthe prior significant actions are seven Class Ones or equivalents; 

(x) 9 ifthe prior violations significant actions are eight Class Ones or equivalents; 

(xi) 10 ifthe prior significant actions are nine Class Ones or equivalents, or if any of the prior 
significant actions were issued for any violation of ORS 468.996; 

(xii) In determining the appropriate value for prior significant actions as listed above, the 
Department shall reduce the appropriate factor by: 

(I) A value of 2 ifthe date of issuance of all the prior significant actions re greater than three 
years old; or 

II) A value of 4 if the date of issuance of all the prior significant actions are greater than five 
years old. · 

(III) In making the above reductions, no finding shall be less than zero. 

(xiii) Any prior significant action which is greater than ten years old shall not be included in 
the above determination; 

(xiv) A permittee, who would have received a Notice of Permit Violation, but instead 
received a civil penalty or Department Order because of the application of OAR 340-012-
0040(2)( d), (e), (f), or (g) shall not have the violation(s) cited in the former action counted as 
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a prior significant action, if the pennittee fully complied with the prov1S1ons of any 
compliance order contained in the former action. 

(B) "H" is Respondent's history in correcting prior significant actions or taking reasonable 
efforts to minimize the effects of the violation. In no case shall the combination of the "P" 
factor and the "H" factor be a value less than zero. In such cases where the sum of the "P" 
and "H" values is a negative numeral the finding and determination for the combination of 
these two factors shall be zero. The values for "H" and the finding which supports each are as 
follows: 

(i) -2 if Respondent took all feasible steps to correct the majority of all prior significant 
actions; 

(ii) 0 if there is no prior history or if there is insufficient information on which to base a 
finding. 

(C) "O" is whether the violation was repeated or continuous. The values for "O" and the 
finding which supports each are as follows: 

(i) 0 if the violation existed for one day or less and did not recur on the same day, or if there 
is insufficient information on which to base a finding; 

(ii) 2 if the violation existed for more than one day or if the violation recurred on the same 
day. 

(D) "R" is whether the violation resulted froni an unavoidable accident, or a negligent, 
intentional or flagrant act of the Respondent. The values for "R" and the finding which 
supports each are as follows: 

(i) 0 if an unavoidable accident, or if there is insufficient information to make a finding; 

(ii) 2 if negligent; 

(iii) 6 if intentional; or 

(iv) 10 if flagrant. 

(E) "C" is the Respondent's cooperativeness and efforts to correct the violation. The values 
for "C" and the finding which supports each are as follows: 

(i) -2 if Respondent was cooperative and took reasonable efforts to correct a violation, took 
reasonable affirmative efforts to minimize the effects of the viofation, or took extraordinary 
efforts to ensure the violation would not be repeated; 

(ii) 0 ifthere is insufficient information to make a finding, or ifthe violation or the effects of 
the violation could not be corrected; 

(iii) 2 if Respondent was uncooperative and did not take reasonable efforts to correct the 
violation or minimize the effects of the violation. 

(F) "EB" is the approximated dollar sum of the economic benefit that the Respondent gained 
through noncompliance. The Department or Commission may assess "EB" whether or not it 
applies the civil penalty formula above to determine the gravity and magnitude-based portion 
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of the civil penajty, provided that the sum penalty does not exceed the maximum allowed for 
the violation by rule or statute. "EB" is to be determined as follows: 

(i) Add to the formula the approximate dollar sum of the economic benefit gained through 
noncompliance, as calculated by determining both avoided costs and the benefits obtained 
through any delayed costs, where applicable; 

(ii) The Department need not calculate nor address the economic benefit component of the 
civil penalty when the benefit obtained is de minimis; 

(iii) In determining the economic benefit component of a civil penalty, the Department may 
use the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency's BEN computer model, as adjusted annually 
to reflect changes in marginal tax rates, inflation rate and discount rate. With respect to 
significant or substantial change in the model, the Department shall use the version of the 
model that the Department finds will most accurate! y calculate the economic benefit gained 
by Respondent's noncompliance. Upon request of the Respondent, the Department will 
provide Respondent the name of the version of the model used and respond to any reasonable 
request for information about the content or operation of the model. The model's standard 
values for income tax rates, inflation rate and discount rate shall be presumed to apply to all 
Respondents unless a specific Respondent can demonstrate that the standard value does not 
reflect that Respondent's actual circumstance. Upon request of the Respondent, the 
Department will use the model in determining the economic benefit component of a civil 
penalty; 

(iv) As stated above, under no circumstances shall the imposition of the economic benefit 
component of the penalty result in a penalty exceeding the statutory maximum allowed for 
the violation by rule or statute. When a violation has extended over more than one day, 
however, for determining the maximum penalty allowed, the Director may treat the violation 
as extending over at least as many days as necessary to recover the economic benefit of 
noncompliance. When the purpose of treating a violation as extending over more than one 
day is to recover the economic benefit, the Department has the discretion not to impose the 
gravity and magnitude-based portion of the penalty for more than one day. 

(2) In addition to the factors listed in section (1) of this rule, the Director may consider any other 
relevant rule of the Commission and shall state the effect the consideration had on the penalty. On 
review, the Commission shall consider the factors contained in section (1) of this rule and any other 
relevant rule of the Commission. 

(3) In determining a civil penalty, the Director may reduce any penalty by any amount the Director 
deems appropriate when the person has voluntarily disclosed the violation to the Department. In 
deciding whether a violation has been voluntarily disclosed, the Director may take into account any 
conditions the Director deems appropriate, including whether the violation was: 

' 
(a) Discovered through an environmental auditing program or a systematic 
compliance program; 

(b) Voluntarily discovered; 

( c) Promptly disclosed; 

( d) Discovered and disclosed independently of the government or a third party; 

( e) Corrected and remedied; 
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( f) Prevented from recurrence; 

(g) Not repeated; 

(h) Not the cause of significant harm to human health or the environment; and 

(i) Disclosed and corrected in a cooperative manner. 

( 4) The Department or Commission may reduce any penalty based on the Respondent's inability to 
pay the full penalty amount. If the Respondent seeks to reduce the penalty, the Respondent has the 
responsibility of providing to the Department or Commission documentary evidence concerning 
Respondent's inability to pay the full penalty amount: 

(a) When the Respondent is currently unable to pay the full amount, the first option should be 
to place the Respondent on a payment schedule with interest on the unpaid balance for any 
delayed payments. The Department or Commission may reduce the penalty only after 
determining that the Respondent is unable to meet a long-term payment schedule; 

(b) In determining the Respondent's ability to pay a civil penalty, the Department may use the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's ABEL computer model to determine a Respondent's 
ability to pay the full civil penalty amount. With respect to significant or substantial change 
in the model, the Department shall use the version of the model that the Department finds 
will most accurately calculate the Respondent's ability to pay a civil penalty. Upon request of 
the Respondent, the Department will provide Respondent the name of the version of the 
model used and respond to any reasonable request for information about the content or 
operation of the model; 

( c) In appropriate circumstances, the Department or Commission may impose a penalty that 
may result in a Respondent going out of business. Such circumstances may include 
situations where the violation is intentional or flagrant or situations where the Respondent's 
financial condition poses a serious concern regarding the ability or incentive to remain in 
compliance. 

CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS 

The respondent violated ORS 468B.025(J)(a) by placing a solution containing ethylene 
glycol and metal leaching in a place where it may be carried into the waters of Oregon. 

The basic facts of the case are not in dispute. Huff freely admits that he disposed of about 500 
gallons of fluid that originally contained about 10% ethylene glycol, that had been used in his 
internal combustion engine research, in a storm drain over a period of about 10 days in the spring of 
1999. Huff disagrees with the characterization of the fluid as a waste or pollution because he 
believes it was not harmful by the time it was discharged. He further argues that even if the fluid is 
deemed as waste or pollution, the ground absorbed the fluid, and it did not ultimately enter the 
ground, surface or any other waters of the state. 

The ethylene glycol solution clearly fits the definition of waste when it was originally mixed in the 
tank because of the toxic properties of the ethylene glycol to humans and animals. As the solution 
was used in cooling the internal combustion equipment, it is likely to have leached metallic 
compounds from the equipment. Huffs argument that the solution contained little or no ethylene 
glycol or other contaminants possibly injurious to health or the environment is not supported by the 
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weight of evidence offered, including the laboratory tests that were not contemporaneous "{ith the 
discharge and did not include testing for ethylene glycol or possible metallic contaminants. Huff's 
own actions of inquiring about proper disposal methods reflects his conscientiousness about possible 
pollutants and the realization that the solution deserved to be handled with care in order to avoid 
polluting. Further, Wabshall's instruction to discharge small amounts of the solution over a period of 
time indicates some concern over the solution's content. 

Huff also argues that there is no proof that the solution ever entered the waters of the state. Huff is 
correct. However, the law provides that waste may not be placed in a location where such wastes are 
"likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the state by any means" (emphasis added). In this 
case, the Department's testimony about how a dry sump system works is persuasive. Fluid held in 
the sump or drywell can seep into the surrounding ground and into ground water. Rainwater or other 
fluid entering the dry sump system may flush the solution into the ground and existing groundwater. 
There is no allegation or evidence that Huff purposely placed waste where it could enter into the 
waters of the state. It is clear that Huff conscientiously endeavored to properly dispose of the 
solution by securing permission from the City of Scappoose to drain the tank contents into the 
sanitary sewer. Unfortunately, and unbeknownst to Huff, the parking lot sump was not part of the 
sanitary sewer. Accordingly, Huff violated ORS 468B.025(l)(a) by discharging the ethylene glycol 
solution in a place where it may be carried into the waters of Oregon. 

The remaining question is whether the civil penalty assessed for violating ORS 468B.025(l)(a) is 
appropriate in this case. 

The civil penalty imposed is not appropriate pursuant to OAR 340-012-0045. 

In this case, the civil penalty is not appropriately calculated in respect to the factor for the cause of 
the violation. The Department has the burden to prove each factor value as alleged. The remaining 
factors, including the base penalty factor, are correctly valued. 

The "single or repeated occurrence" (0) variable is correctly valued as +2. Huff agrees that he 
drained the tank in several small amounts over the 10-day period as instructed by the City of 
Scappoose. While it is unfortunate that the penalty is increased because Huff was attempting to 
follow instructions, the variable is correctly valued in this case of an ongoing or repeat violation. 

The "cause of the violation" (R) variable is incorrectly valued as +2. The Department alleges that 
while Huff determined that the waste could be disposed of into a sanitary sewer, he failed to take 
reasonable steps to determine whether the storm drain lead to the sanitary sewer, and was therefore 
negligent. The Department's rule defines negligent or negligence as "failure to take reasonable care 
to avoid a foreseeable risk of committing an act or omission constituting a violation". In this case, 
Huff solicited and received permission to discharge the tank contents into the sanitary sewer. He 
mistakenly thought the storm drain was connected to the sanitary sewer. The Department offered no 
evidence or testimony that Huff failed to take reasonable care to ascertain whether the storm drain 
was connected to the sanitary sewer. Huff thought that all storm drains were 'connected to the sanitary 
sewer. There is no evidence that persons in a like circumstance would ask about the storm drain, or 
that there was something different about this storm drain than others in the area that may cause a 
reasonable person to question whether the storm drain was connected to the sanitary sewer. There is 
not enough information to determine whether Huff was negligent for failing to determine whether the 
storm drain was attached to the sanitary sewer. Accordingly, the correct value for "Cause of the 
Violation" is 'O'. 
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Applying the correct values to the Penalty Calculation results in a civil penalty calculation of $1,200 
' as follows: 

Penalty= BP+ [(. l x BP) (P+H+O+R+C)] +EB 
= $1,000 + [(.! x $1,000) x (0+0+2+0+0)] + 0 
= $1,000 + [($100) x (2)] + 0 
= $1,000 + $200 + 0 
= $1,200 

PROPOSED ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY PROPOSED that the Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
issued on August 1, 2000 and amended October 30, 2000 be MODIFIED as follows: 

Respondent Huff is assessed a civil penalty of $1,200 for violating ORS 468B.025(1 )(a). 

·th 
Dated this ~'1 Ciay of April, 2001 

For the ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

~~~ 
Kevin Anselm 
Hearings Officer 

If you are not satisfied with this decision, you have the right to have the decision reviewed by the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission. To have the decision reviewed, you must file a 
"Petition for Review" within 30 days of the date this order is served on you as provided in 
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-011-0132(1) and (2). The Petition for Review must be 
filed with: 

Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Stephanie Hallock, Director, DEQ 
811 SW SIXTH AVENUE 
Portland, OR 97204. 

Within 30 days of filing the Petition for Review, you must also file exceptions and a brief as in 
provided in OAR 340-011-0132(3). If the petition, exceptions and brief are filed in a timely 
manner, the Commission will set the matter for oral argument and notify you of the time and 
place of the Commission's meeting. The requirements for filing a petition, exceptions and briefs 
are set out in OAR 340-011-0132. 

Unless you timely and appropriately file a Petition for Review as set forth above, this Proposed 
Order becomes the Final Order of the Environmental Quality Commission 3 0 days from the date 
of service on you of this Proposed Order. ff you wish to appeal the Final Order, you have 60 
days from the date the Proposed Order becomes the Final Order to file a petition for review with 
the Oregon Court of Appeals. See ORS 183.400 et. seq. 

REGGIE D. HUFF - PROPOSED ORDER 
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State of Oregon 
Before the Hearing Officer Panel 

For the Environmental Quality Commission 

In the Matter of: 

Reggie D. Huff 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

EXHIBIT LIST 

Description Number 

Notice of Hearing, Amended Notice of Hearing and Changed Notice of Hearing 1 

Notice of Contested Case Rights and Procedures lA 

Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty 2 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 dated August 1, 2000 

Huff Request for hearing dated August 9, 2000 3 

Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty 4 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 dated October 30, 2000 

Huff Request for hearing dated November 13, 2000 5 

Wabschall letter dated December 10, 1999 6 

Notice ofNoncompliance dated April 26, 2000 7 

Huff letter dated May 3, 2000 8 

Area Map and Well Logs 9 

EPA-Hazard Summary- Ethylene Glycol 10 
ToxF AQs - Propylene Glycol 

Condensed Chemical Dictionary- Ethylene Glycol definitions 11 

Conversion Factors 12 

Crow Water Systems letter and attachments with fax date August 23, 2000 13 

Cox e-mail dated February 25, 2000 14 

HUFF - EXHIBIT LIST 
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Complaint log dated August 16, 2000 15 

Murphy's note dated April 10, 2000 16 

Huff affidavit signed February 14, 2001 17 

The Chronicle news release dated October 28, 2000 18 

NCA test results dated February 19, 2001 19 

NCA letter dated February 22, 2001 20 

AcroTech Brochure 21 

Pictures of grate and recent construction in area of AcroTech parking lot 22 

Columbia County Dept of Land Development letter dated August 17, 2000 23 
with tax map 

Greco letter and Mutual Agreement and Order Copy dated September 18, 2000 24 

Center for Hazardous Materials Research letter dated January 7, 1994 25 

Transmittal of Question dated March 8, 200i 26 

Huff letter dated March 15, 2001 27 

Letter to Huff from Hearing Officer dated March 21, 2001 28 

Fax from Susan Greco dated March 29, 2001 29 

Department Response to Transmitted Question dated April 4, 2001 30 

Huff Rebuttal to Transmitted Question dated April 11, 2001 31 

Exhibit Disposition 

Exhibits 1- lA Offered and received by hearings officer with no objection 

Exhibits 2 - 6 Stipulated as part of the record prior to the hearing. 

Exhibits 7, 9-12, 20 Offered by the Department and received by hearing officer with no 
objection 

HUFF - EXHIBIT LIST 
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Exhibit 8 

Exhibits 13-18, 21, 
23-24 

Exhibits 19 and 22 

Exhibit25 

Exhibits 26-31 

Offered by the Department and Respondent, and received by 
hearing officer. 

Offered by the Respondent and received by the hearing officer 
with no objection. 

Offered by Respondent and received by the hearing officer over 
the Department's relevancy objections. 

Offered by Respondent and not received by the hearing officer 
sustaining the Department's relevancy objection. · 

Documents relating to the transmittal and answer of the question to 
the agency. 

HUFF - EXHIBIT LIST 
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RefNo: G60417 
• Case Type: DEQ 

Date Mailed: 02/21101 
Mailed By: LMV 

Agency Case No: WQ lNWROO 125 
Issned By SALEM 

STATE OF OREGON 
Before the Hearing Officer Panel 

For the 
DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

875 Union Street NE 
Salem, Oregon 97311 ............. 

REGGIE D. HUFF 
51377 SW OLD PORTLAND RD 
SCAPPOOSE OR 97056 4018 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
811SW6THAVE 
PORTLAND OR 97204 1334 

SUSAN GRECO 
DEQ ENFORCEMENT SECTION 
2020 SW 4TH A VE STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 972014959 

THE HEARING SCHEDULED FOR: 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: 
DATE: 
TIME: 

PLACE OF HEARlNG: 

ANSELM 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2001 
9:30AMPT 
DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
2020 SW 4TH 
4TH FLOOR - CONFERENCE ROOM C 
PORTLAND OR 

HAS BEEN CHANGED TO: 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: 
DATE: 
TIME: 

PLACE OF HEARING: 

ANSELM 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2001 
8:30AMPT 
DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
2020SW4TH 
4TH FLOOR - CONFERENCE ROOME 
PORTLAND 

If you have questions prior your hearing, call: 1-888-577-2422. 
If you are calling from the Salem area, please use: 947-1515. 

BE PROMPT AT TIME OF HEARING. INQUIRE IN LOCATION'S LOBBY AREA REGARDING HEARING ROOM. If you 
need directions, call: 1-800-311-3394. 

s:\merges\gap \template\gapchg.dot rev 9 /21/00 



RefNo: G60417 
Agency Case No: WQ1NWR00125 
Case Type: DEQ 

STATE OF OREGON 
Before the Hearing Officer Panel 

For the 

Date Mailed: 02/06/0 I 
Mailed By: LMV 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
875 Union Street NE 

REGGIE D. HUFF 
51377 SW OLD PORTLAND RD 
SCAPPOOSE OR 97056 4018 

HEARING DATE AND TIME 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2001 
9:30AMPT 

Salem, Oregon 97311 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
811 SW 6TH A VE 
PORTLAND OR 97204 1334 

SUSAN GRECO 
DEQ ENFORCEMENT SECTION 
2020 SW 4TH A VE STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97201 4959 

HEARING PLACE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
2020SW4TH 
4TH FLOOR - CONFERENCE ROOM C 
PORTLAND OREGON 

ANSELM 

If you have questions prior to your hearing, call toll-free: 1-800-311-3394. 
If you are calling from the Salem area, please use: 947-1515. 

BE PROMPT AT TIME OF HEARING. INQUIRE IN LOCATION'S LOBBY AREA REGARDING HEARING ROOM. If you need 
directions, call the above number. 

The issne(s) to be considered are: 

SHALL THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTY DATED 
AUGUST 1, 2000 AND AMENDED ON OCTOBER 30, 2000, BE AFFIRMED, MODIFIED ORV ACATED? 

s:\merges\gap\template\gapnot.dot rev. 7 /24/00 



RefNo: G60417 
Agency Case No: WQ1NWR00125 
Case Type: DEQ 

STATE OF OREGON 
Before the B:earing Officer Panel 

For the 

Date Mailed: 12/22/00 
Mailed By: LMV 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
875 Union Street NE 

REGGIE D. HUFF 
51377 SW OLD PORTLAND RD 
SCAPPOOSE OR 97056 4018 

HEARING DATE AND TIME 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2001 
9:30AMPT 

Salem, Oregon 97311 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
811SW6THAVE 
PORTLAND OR 97204 1334 

SUSAN GRECO 
DEQ ENFORCEMENT SECTION 
2020 SW 4TH A VE STE 400 
PORTLAND OR 97201 4959 

HEARING PLACE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
2020 SW 4TH 
4TH FLOOR - CONFERENCE ROOME 
PORTLAND OREGON 

ANSELM 

If you have questions prior to your hearing, call toll-free: 1-800-311-3394. 
If you are calling from the Salem area, please use: 947-1515. 

BE PROMPT AT TIME OF HEARING. INQUIRE IN LOCATION'S LOBBY AREA REGARDING HEARING ROOM If you need 
directions, call the above number. 

The issue(s) to be considered are: 

SHALL THE DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT OF CML PENALTY DATED AUGUST 
1, 2000, BE AFFIRMED, MODIFIED, OR VACATED? 

s:\merges\gap\template\gapnot.dot rev. 7/24/00 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY HEARINGS 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION FOR PREPARING FOR YOUR HEARING 

NOTICE OF CONTESTED CASE RIGHTS AND PROCEDURES 

Under ORS 183.413(2), you must be informed of the following: 

1. Law that a1mlies. The hearing is a contested case and it will be conducted under ORS Chapter 
183 and Oregon Administrative Rules of the Department ofEnvironmental Quality, Chapters 137 
and340. 

2. Rights to an attorney. You may represent yourself at the hearing, or be represented by an 
attorney or an authorized representative, such as a partner, officer, or an employee. If you are a 
company, corporation, organization or association, you must be represented by an attorney or an 
authorized representative. Prior to appearing on your behalf; an authorized representative must 
provide a written statement of authorization. If you choose to represent yourself; but decide 
during the hearing that an attorney is necessary, you may request a recess. About half of the 
parties are not represented by an attorney. DEQ will be represented by an Assistant Attorney 
General or an Environmental Law Specialist. 

3. Hearings officer. The person presiding at the hearing is known as the hearings officer. The 
hearings officer is an employee of the Central Hearing Officer Panel under contract with the 
Environmental Quality Commission. The hearings officer is not an employee, officer or 
representative of the agency. 

4. AP.Pearance at hearing. If you withdraw your request for a hearing, notify either DEQ or the 
hearing officer that you will not appear at the hearing, or fail to appear at the hearing, a final 
defuult order will be issued. This order will be issued only upon a prima facie case based on 
DEQ's :file. No hearing will be conducted. 

5. Address change or change of representative. It is your responsibility to notify DEQ and the 
hearings officer of any change in your address or a withdrawal or change of your representative. 

6. Interpreters. If you have a disability or do not speak English, the hearings officer will arrange 
for an interpreter. DEQ will pay for the interpreter if (1) you require the interpreter due to a 
disability or (2) you file with the hearings officer a written statement under oath that you are 
unable to speak English and you are unable to obtain an interpieter yourself You must provide 
notice of your need for an interpreter at least 14 days before the hearing. 

7. Witnesses. All witnesses will be under oath or affirmation to tell the truth. All parties and the 
hearings officer will have the opportunity to ask questions of all witnesses. DEQ or the hearings 
officer will issue subpoenas for witnesses on your behalf if you show that their testimony is 
relevant to the case and is reasonably needed to establish your position. You are not required to 



issue subpoenas for appearance of your own witnesses. If you are represented by an attorney, 
your attorney may issue subpoenas. Payment of witness fees and mileage is your responsibility. 

8. Order of evidence. A hearing is similar to a court trial but less fonnal The purpose of the 
hearing is to determine the facts and whether DEQ' s action is appropriate. h most cases, DEQ 
will offer its evidence first in support of its action. You will then have an opportunity to present 
evidence to oppose DEQ' s evidence. Finally, DEQ and you will have an opportunity to rebut any 
evidence. 

9. Burden of presenting evidence. The party who proposes a fact or position has th\J burden of 
proving that fact or position. You should be prepared to present evidence at the hearing which 
will support your position. You may present physical, oral or written evidence, as well as your 
own testimony. 

10. Admissible evidence. Only relevant evidence of a type relied upon by reasonably prudent 
persons in the conduct of their serious affairs will be considered. Hearsay evidence is not 
automatically excluded. Rather, the fact that it is hearsay generally affects how much the 
Commission will rely on it in reaching a decision. 

There are four kinds of evidence: 

a. Knowledge ofDEQ and the hearings officer. DEQ or the hearings officer may take 
"official notice" of conclusions developed as a result of its knowledge in its specialized 
field. This includes notice of general, technical or scientific facts. You will be informed 
should DEQ or the hearings officer take "official notice" of any fact and you will be given 
an opportunity to contest any such facts. 

b. Testimony of witnesses. Testimony of witnesses, including you, who have knowledge of 
fucts may be received in evidence. 

c. Writings. Written documents including letters, maps, diagrams and other written materials 
may be received in evidence. 

d. Experiments, demonstrations and similar means used to prove a fuct. The results of 
experiments and demonstrations may be received in evidence if they are reliable. 

11. Objections to evidence. Objections to the consideration of evidence must be made at the time 
the evidence is offered. Objections are generally made on one of the following grounds: 

a. The evidence is unreliable; 

b. The evidence is irrelevant or immaterial and has no tendency to prove or disprove any 
issue involved in the case; 

c. The evidence is unduly repetitious and duplicates evidence already received. 



12. Continuances. There are normally no continuances granted at the end of the hearing for you 
to present additional testimony or other evidence. Please make sure you have all your evidence 
ready for the hearing. However, if you can show that the record should remain open for 
additional evidence, the hearings officer may grant you additional time to submit such evidence. 

13. Record. A record will be made of the entire proceeding to preserve the testimony and other 
evidence for appeal. This will be done by tape recorder. This tape and any exhibits received in 
the record will be the whole record of the hearing and the only evidence considered by the 
hearings officer. A copy of the tape is available upon payment of a minimal amount, as 
established by DEQ. A transcript of the record will not normally be prepared, unless there is an 
appeal to the Court of Appeals. 

14. Proposed and Final Order. The hearing officer has the authority to issue a proposed order 
based on the evidence at the hearing. The proposed order will become the final order of the 
Environmental Quality Commission if you do not petition the Commission for review within 30 
days of service of the order. The date of service is the date the order is mailed to you, not the 
date that you receiVe it. The Department must receive your petition seeking review within 30 
days. See OAR 340-011-0132. 

15. &Peal. Jfyou are not satisfied with the decision of the Commission, you have 60 days from 
the date of service of the order, to appeal thls decision to the Court of Appeals. See ORS 
183 .480 et seq. 



regon 
John A Kitzhaber, MD., Governor 

Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW Sixth'Avenue 

Portland, OR 97204-1390 
(503) 229-5696 

TDD (503) 229-6993 

CERTIFIED MAlL 7099 3220 0004 8966 5239 

Mr. Reggie D. Huff 
51377 SW Old Portland Road 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Dear Mr. Huff: 

August 1, 2000 

Re: Notice of Assessment of 
Civil Penalty 

No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
Columbia County 

At some time during the Spring of 1999, you disposed of 400-500 gallons of waste 
antifreeze solution down a dry well at 51377 SW Old Portland Road in Scappoose. The solution 
contained approximately 10% ethylene glycol. The dry well was part of a system built to manage 
storm water from the parking lot and was designed to inject storm water into groundwater. 

Many communities and individuals in Oregon use groundwater for drinking or other 
domestic, industrial or agricultural uses. Contamination of these sources threatens the health of 
these people and impacts their welfare when they must secure other sources of water. Because 
groundwater ultimately discharges to the surface, wastes disposed into the subsurface also 
threaten the environment, including endangered species. For these reasons, the use of 
underground disposal wells for disposal of wastes is strictly regulated and requires a permit from 
the Department. You violated Oregon water quality law because you did not have a permit for 
the discharge. Furthermore, you likely could not have obtained a permit for the disposal because 
the Department does not issue such permits where a more protective means of disposal is 
available. 

You are liable for a civil penalty assessment because you violated Oregon environmental 
law. In the enclosed Notice, I have assessed a civil penalty of $4,200. In determining the amount 
of the penalty, I used the procedures set forth in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-012-
0045. The Department's findings and civil penalty determination are attached to the Notice as 
Exhibit No. 1. 

DEQ-1 



Reggie D. Huff 
Case No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
Page 2 

Appeal procedures are outlined in Section N of the Notice. If you fail to either pay or 
appeal the penalty within twenty (20) days, a Default Order will be entered against you. 

If you wish to discuss this matter, or if you believe there are mitigating factors that the 
Department might not have considered in assessing the civil penalty, you may request an 
informal discussion by attaching your request to your appeal. Your request to discuss this matter 
with the Department will not waive your right to a contested case hearing. 

I look forward to your cooperation in complying with Oregon environmental law in the 
future. However, if any additional violations occur, you may be assessed additional civil 
penalties. Copies of referenced rules are enclosed. Also enclosed is a copy of the Department's 
internal management directive regarding civil penalty mitigation for Supplemental 
Environmental Projects (SEPs). If you are interested in having a portion of the civil penalty fund 
an SEP, you should review the enclosed SEP directive. Exceptional pollution prevention could 
also result in partial penalty mitigation. 

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Roger Dilts with the 
Department's Enforcement Section in Portland at (503) 229-5692 or toll-free at 1-800-452-4011, 
enforcement extension 5692. 

~~.&-
Langdon Marsh 
Director 

e:\winword\huff\cvrltr 
Enclosures 
cc: Anne Cox, Northwest Region, DEQ 

Barbara Priest, HQ, DEQ 
Water Quality Division, DEQ 
Oregon Department of Justice 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Columbia County District Attorney 
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2 

3 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OFTHESTATEOFOREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
4 REGGIED. HUFF, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT 
OF CIVJLPENALTY 

Respondent. 5 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 

COLUMBIA COUNTY 
6 

7 I. AUTHORITY 

8 This Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty (Notice) is issued to Respondent Reggie D. 

9 Huff (Huff) by the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) pursuant to Oregon Revised 

10 Statutes (ORS) 468.090 through 468.140, ORS Chapter 183 and Oregon Administrative Rules 

11 (OAR) Chapter 340, Divisions 11 and 12. 

12 . IL VIOLATIONS 

13 Respondent violated ORS 468B.025(l)(a) by causing pollution of any waters of the state. 

14 Specifically, during the Spring of 1999, Reggie D. Huff disposed of approximately 500 gallons of 

15 waste antifreeze into a dry well that discharged to groundwater, waters of the state, in Scappoose, 

16 Oregon. The waste, containing approximately 10% ethylene glycol, is a substance that will render 

17 waters of the state detrimental to beneficial uses. This is a Class 1 violation pursuant to OAR 340-

18 012-0055(l)(b). 

19 III. ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTIES 

20 The Department imposes a civil penalty of $4,200 for the violation in Section II, above. 

21 The findings and determination of Respondent's civil penalty, pursuant to OAR 340-012-

22 0045, are attached and incorporated as Exhibit No. 1. 

23 IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR CONTESTED CASE HEARING 

24 Respondent has the right to have a formal contested case hearing before the Environmental 

25 Quality Connnission (Commission) or its hearings officer regarding the matters set out above, at 

26 which time Respondent may be represented by an attorney and subpoena and cross-examine 

27 witnesses. The request for hearing must be made in writing, must be received by the 

Page I - NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTY 

WQ/l-NWR-00-125 e:\winword\huft\cp.doc 
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CERTffiCATE OF MA1LING 

l hereby certify that l served _R_e_g_g_i_e_D_H_u_f_f _________________ _ 

Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty CRs~ No. ·wo/I-NWR-00 125 

· Reggie D Huff 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd 

Scappoose OR 97056 

by mailing a true copy of the above by placing it in a sealed envelope, with postage 

prepaid, at the U.S. Post·Office in Portland, Oregon, on August 4, 2000 

Dep~iitrhent of Environmental Quality 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Roger Dilts - Enforcement Section 
811 SW Sixth Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204-1390 

August 9, 2000 

RE: Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty 
No. WQ/-NWR-00-125 Columbia County 

Dear Mr. Dilts: 

!BJEteEivreD 
IIll AUG 1 0 2000 IJj/ 
STATEWIDE ENFORC.EMENT SECTION 

OEPARTI-AENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTV 

Please accept this letter as an official notice of my intent to appeal the above case No. WQ/-NWR-00-125. 

I am als/!JW'Jg an informal meeting at your earliest convenience. 

;<;efctfully;/ 

/~~~ I? ~#;(if 
Reggie;l5Alllff · U 

Certified Mail #7099 3220 0005 3984 5864 

RECEIVED 

OCT 02 2000 

BllPLOYMENT HEAIRINGS 



1 Department's Rules Coordinator within twenty (20) days from the date of service of this 

2 Notice, and must be accompanied by a written "Answer" to the charges contained in this 

3 Notice. 

4 In the written Answer, Respondent must admit or deny each allegation of fact contained in 

5 this Notice, and must affirmatively allege any and all affirmative claims or defenses to the 

6 assessment of this civil penalty that Respondent may have and the reasoning in support thereof. 

7 Except for good cause shown: 

1. Factual matters not controverted will be presumed admitted; 8 

9 2. Failure to raise a claim or defense will be presumed to be a waiver of such claim or 

10 defense; 

11 3. New matters alleged in the Answer will be presumed to be denied unless admitted 

12 in subsequent pleading or stipulation by the Department or Commission:' 

13 Send the request for hearing and Answer to: DEQ Rules Coordinator, Office of the 

14 Director, 811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204. Following receipt of a request for 

15 hearing and an Answer, the Department will notify Respondent of the date, time and place of the 

16 hearing. 

17 Failure to file a timely request for hearing and Answer will result in the entry of a Default 

18 Order for the relief sought in this Notice. 

19 Failure to appear at a scheduled hearing or meet a required deadline will result in a 

20 dismissal of the request for hearing and also an entry of a Default Order. 

21 The Department's case file at the time this Notice was issued may serve as the record for 

22 purposes of entering the Default Otder. 

23 V. OPPORTUNITY FOR INFORMAL DISCUSSION 

24 In addition to filing a request for a contested case hearing, Respondent may also request an 

25 informal discussion with the Department by attaching a written request to the hearing request and 

26 Answer. 

27 
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1 VI. PAYMENTOFCIVILPENALTY 

2 The civil penalty is due and payable ten (10) days after an Order imposing the civil penalty 

3 becomes final by operation of law or on appeal. Respondent may pay the penalty before that time. 

4 Respondent's check or money order in the amount of $4,200 should be made payable to "State 

5 Treasurer, State of Oregon" and sent to the Business Office, Department of Environmental 

6 Quality, 811 S. W. Sixth A venue, Portland, Oregon 97204. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

9(1/~ 
Date 
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EXHIBITl 
WQ/l-NWR-00-125 

FINDINGS AND DETERMINATION OF RESPONDENT'S CNIL PENALTY 
PURSUANT TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RUlE (OAR) 340-012-0045 

VIOLATION: Causing pollution of waters of the state 

CLASSIFICATION: This is a Class 1 violation pursuant to OAR 340-0l2-0055(b). 

MAGNITUDE: The magnitude of the violation is moderate pursuant to OAR 340-012-
0045(l)(a)(B), because there is no selected magnitude for the violation. 

CNlL PENALTY FORMULA: The formula for determining the amount of penalty of each violation 
ts: 

BP+ [(0.1 x BP) x (P + H + 0 + R + C)] +EB 

"BP" is the base penalty which is $3 ,000 for a Class 1 moderate magnitude violation in the matrix listed in 
OAR 340-012-0042(1). 

"P" is Respondent's prior significant action(s) and receives a value of 0. 

"H" is the past history of Respondent in taking all feasible steps or procedures necessary to correct any 
prior significant action(s) and receives a value of 0. 

"O" is whether or not the violation was a single occurrence or was repeated or continuous during the 
period of the violation and receives a value of 2, because the violation was repeated over ten days. 

"R" is the cause of the violation and receives a value of 2, because the violation resulted from the 
Respondent's negligence. Respondent determined that the waste could be disposed of into a sanitary 
sewer, but failed to take reasonable steps to determine whether the storm drain in which he disposed 
of the wastes led to a sanitary sewer. 

"C" is Respondent's cooperativeness in correcting the violation and receives a value of 0, because the 
violation could not be corrected. 

"EB" is the approximate dollar sum of the economic benefit that the Respondent gained through 
noncompliance, and receives a value of 0, because Respondent did not delay or avoid any costs in 
committing the violation. 

PENALTY CALCULATION: 

Penalty =BP + [(0.1 xBP) x (P +H+ 0 +R + C)] +EB 
= $3,000 + [(0.1 x $3,000) x (0 + 0 + 2 + 2 + O)] + $0 
= $3,000 + [$300 x 4] + $0 
= $3,000 + $1,200 + $0 
=$4,200 

e:\winword\huff\exhibitl -Page I -
REGGIE D. HUFF 
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regon 
John A. Kitzhaber, MD., Governor 

Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 

Portland, OR 97204-1390 
(503) 229-5696 

TDD (503) 229-6993 

Mr. Reggie D. Huff 
51377 S.W. Old Portland Road 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Dear Mr. Huff: 

October 30, 2000 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
7099 3220 0004 8966 6052 

Re: Amended Notice of Assessment 
of Civil Penalty 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
Columbia County 

On August 1, 2000, the Department of Environmental Quality (the Department) issued you a 
Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty for your disposal of 400-500 gallons of waste antifreeze 
solution down a dry well at 51377 S .W. Old Portland Road in Scappoose. The Department 
alleged that this conduct was a Class I violation because you caused pollution of waters of the 
state. 

The Department's subsequent review of the evidence shows that the dry well is designed to allow 
storm water to percolate through the subsurface soils to groundwater and that the groundwater is 
deep in that area. Because it appears that your conduct would be better described as the Class Il 
violation of placing the wastes in a location where such wastes are likely to escape or be carried 
into the waters of the state by any means, the Department has issued the attached Amended 
Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty. 

The Amended Notice assesses a civil penalty of $1,400. In detennining the amount of the 
penalty, I used the procedures set forth in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-012-0045. 
The Department's findings and civil penalty determination are attached to the Amended Notice as 
Amended Exhibit l. 

Because you have already submitted a written answer and because we have already discussed the 
facts and mitigating information, no action is required of you at this time. However, you may 

· amend your answer in response to the Amended Notice if you wish within twenty (20) days of 
the date of the Amended Notice. Also pursuant to your request, we will ask that a date and time 

DEQ-1 



Reggie D. Hu1f 
Case No. WQ/1-NWR-00-125 
Page 2 

be set for a contested case hearing. The Hearing Officer will contact both of us to determine a 
mutually convenient time. 

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Susan Greco with the Department's 
Enforcement Section in Portland at 229-5152 or toll-free at 1-800-452-4011, enforcement 
extension 5152. 

Sincerely, 

6:~~1&--
Interim Director 

Enclosures 
cc: Anne Cox, Northwest Region, DEQ 

WQ Division, DEQ 
Department of Justice 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Columbia County District Attorney 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMlSSION 

OFTHESTATEOFOREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
4 REGGIED. HUFF, 

5 

6 
Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

7 I.AUTHORITY 

AMENDED NOTICE 
OF ASSESSMENT 
OF CIVIL PENALTY 
No. WQII-NWR-00-125 
COLUMBIA COUNTY 

8 This Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty (Notice) is issued to Respondent, 

9 Reggie Huff, by the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) pursuant to Oregon 

10 Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.090 through 468.140, ORS Chapter 183, and Oregon Administrative 

11 Rules (OAR) Chapter 340, Divisions 11 and 12. This Amended Notice supersedes the Notice of 

12 Assessment of Civil Penalty issued by the Department on August 1, 2000. 

13 II. VIOLATION 

14 Respondent violated ORS 468B.025(1)(a) by placing wastes in a location where such 

15 wastes are likely to escape or be carried into the waters of the state by any means. Specifically, 

16 during the spring of 1999, Respondent disposed of approximately 500 gallons of waste antifreeze 

17 into a dry well that discharged to groundwater, waters of the State, in Scappoose, Oregon. The 

18 waste, containing ethylene glycol, is a substance that will render waters of the state detrimental to 

19 beneficial uses. This is a Class 1I violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-0055(2)(c). 

20 III. ASSESSMENT OF CNIL PENALTIES 

21 The Department imposes a civil penalty of $1,400 for the violation in Section II, above. 

22 The findings and determination of Respondent's civil penalty, pursuant to OAR 340-012-0045, are 

23 attached and incorporated as Amended Exhibit No. 1. 

24 N. OPPORTUNITY FOR CONTESTED CASE HEARING 

25 Respondent has the right to have a formal contested case hearing before the Environmental 

26 Quality Commission (Commission) or its hearings officer regarding the matters set out above, at 

27 which time Respondent may be represented by an attorney and subpoena and cross-examine 

Page I - AMENDED NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT OF CNIL PENALTY 
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1 witnesses. The request for hearing must be made in writing, must be received by the 

2 Department within twenty (20) days from the date of service of this Notice, and must be 

3 accompanied by a written "Answer" to the charges contained in this Notice. 

4 fu the written Answer, Respondent shall admit or deny each allegation of fact contained in 

5 this Notice, and shall affirmatively allege any and all affirmative claims or defenses to the 

6 assessment of this civil penalty that Respondent may have and the reasoning in support thereof. 

7 Except for good cause shown: 

8 

9 

l. 

2. 

10 defense; 

11 3. 

Factual matters not controverted shall be presumed admitted; 

Failure to raise a claim or defense shall be presumed to be a waiver of such claim or 

New matters alleged in the Answer shall be presumed to be denied unless admitted 

12 in subsequent pleading or stipulation by the Department or Commission. 

13 Send the request for hearing and Answer to: Deborah Nesbit, Northwest Region Office, 

14 2020 S.W. Fourth A venue, Portland, Oregon 97201. Following receipt of a request for hearing 

15 and an Answer, Respondent will be notified of the date, time and place of the hearing. 

16 Failure to file a timely request for hearing and Answer may result in the entry of a Default 

17 Order for the relief sought in this Notice. 

18 Failure to appear at a scheduled hearing or meet a required deadline may result in a 

19 dismissal of the request for hearing and also an entry of a Default Order. 

20 The Department's case file at the time this Notice was issued may serve as the record for 

21 purposes of entering the Default Order. 

22 V. OPPORTUNITY FOR lNRORMAL DISCUSSION 

23 fu addition to filing a request for a contested case hearing, Respondent may also request an 

24 informal discussion with the Department by attaching a written request to the hearing request and 

25 Answer. 

26 II I I 

27 I II I 
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1 VI. PAYMENTOFCNILPENALTY 

2 The civil penalty is due and payable ten (10) days after an Order imposing the civil penalty 

3 becomes final by operation of law or on appeal. Respondent may pay the penalty before that time. 

4 Respondent's check or money order in the amount of $1,400 should be made payable to "State 

5 Treasurer, State of Oregon" and sent to the Business Office, Department of Environmental 

6 Quality, 811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204. 

Lyilia Ta !or, Interim Director 

Page 3 - AMENDED NOTICE OF ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTY 
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AMENDED EXHIBIT 1 
• 

FINDINGS AND DETERMINATION OF RESPONDENT'S CIVIL PENALTY 
PURSUANT TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULE (OAR) 340-012-0045 

VIOLATION: 

CLASSIFICATION: 

MAGNITUDE: 

Placing wastes such that the wastes are likely to enter public waters 
by any means. 

This is a Class II violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-0055(2)(c). 

The magnitude of the violation is moderate pursuant to OAR 340-012-
0045(1 )(a)(B), because there is no selected magnitude for this 
violation. 

CIVIL PENAL TY FORMULA: The formula for determining the amount of penalty of each 
violation is: 
BP + [(0.1 x BP) x (P + H + 0 + R + C)] + EB 

"BP" is the base penalty, which is $1000 for a Class II moderate magnitude violation in the 
matrix listed in OAR 340-012-0042. 

"P" is Respondent's prior significant action(s) and receives a value of 0. 

"H" is the past history of Respondent in taking all feasible steps or procedures necessary to 
correct any prior significant action(s) and receives a value of 0. 

"O" is whether or not the violation was a single occurrence or was repeated or continuous 
during the period of the violation and receives a value of 2 because the violation was 
repeated over approximately ten days. 

"R" is the cause of the violation and receives a value of 2 because the violation resulted from 
the Respondent's negligence. Respondent determined that the waste could be disposed 
of into a sanitary sewer, but failed to take reasonable steps to determine whether the storm 
drain in which he disposed of the wastes led to a sanitary sewer. 

"C" is Respondent's cooperativeness in correcting the violation and receives a value of 0 
because the violation could not be corrected. 

"EB" is the approximate dollar sum of the economic benefit that the Respondent gained through 
noncompliance according to OAR 340-012-0045(1 )(c)(F), and receives a value of O 
because Respom:lent did not delay or avoid any costs in committing the violation. 

PENAL TY CALCULATION: 
Penalty = BP + [(0.1 x BP) x (P + H + 0 + R + C)] + EB 

= $1000 + [(0.1 x $1000) x (0 + 0 + 2 + 2 +OJ + ($0) 
= $1000 + [($100 x 4] + $0 
= $1000 + $400 + $0 
= $1400 

-Page 1 • 
CASE NAME : Reggie D. Huff 
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DEQ 
2020 SW Fourth Ave. 
Portland, OR 9720 I 

ATT: Deborah Nesbit 

RE: Amended Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty 
No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125 
Columbia County 

November 13, 2000 

Dear Ms. Nesbit: 

I am officially requesting a contested case hearing in the above matter. 

pECIEilV!E~~ n NOV 11 2000 V 
STATE\IV!Dt:: ENFORCEMENT SECT!ON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OUAUTY 

I did not violate ORS 468.025(l)(a) by "placing wastes in a location where such wastes are likely to escape 
or be carried into the waters of the state by any means." 

The waste-water discharged likely did not contain ethylene glycol, as it had been exposed to the 
atmosphere for over two years prior to discharge, oxidizing it and rendering the substance inert. In addition, 
much evaporation had occurred, reducing the initial 90% diluted quantity. (The initial dilution was 400-450 
gallons of water to 55 gallons of ethylene glycol.) 

Reasonably and logically considered, the substance did not "render waters of the state detrimental to 
beneficial uses." 

Records indicate that the waste carrying water was discharged in an area where the static ground water 
level runs between 43 to 61 feet below the surface. In addition, a clay layer has been observed between 3 to 
12 feet. Common sense dictates that this scenario protected the groundwater in numerous ways. Including: 

1. The ground acted as a de-fuser, spreading the water out over a large area, increasing the opportunity 
for the water to be taken up, utilized by plants and other organisms, and/or evaporated. 

2. The clay layer, which lies fairly near the surface, carried what water may have actually made it to the 
clay layer laterally across a large area, greatly increasing the opportunity for the waters to dissipate, 
hydrate, and evaporate away. · 

3. The ground is well established to act as a very effective filter. The highly diluted, non-toxic, inert 
waste products within the water were bound up and trapped within the soil. One must suspend 
credulity to imagine that the wastewater could travel through millions of cubic feet of ground and still 
contain the same waste products it contained when it entered the ground. Therefore it is extremely 
unlikely, and even impossible for the waste products to be "likely", "escaped", or "carried" into the 
waters of the state. 

I am herein also requesting another informal meeting prior to the contested case hearing in accordance with 
your invitation. 

I am also requesting a copy of all public documents contained within this case file, especially those related 
to the investigation of this case. 

Please inform me in writing as to whether you will provide Ann Cox, Daniel Murphy, and Susan Greco at 
the hearing for questioning. 

on e will be most appreciated. 

Si ely, . ~ ~ 

~~£J,X~& 
Reggie D. Huff 
President 

CC: AnrfCox 
Susan Greco 

Certified Mail #7099 3220 0005 3984 5833'"'"·;,n.~ a~; 
. \ ·;,j 



December 10, 1999 

To whom it may concern: 

CITY OF SCAPPOOSE 
33568 E. COLUMBIA AVE. 

P.O. DRAWER "P" 
SCAPPOOSE. OREGON 97056 

(503) 543-7146 
FAX: (503) 543-2955 

I had a conversation with Reggie D. Huff in the Spring of 1999 regarding the discharge of500 
gallons of 10% antifreeze solution into the Cities sanitary sewer system. I approved this 
discharge, but recoinmend that it be done in small amounts over a weeks time. Any questions 
regarding this matter, please contact Steve Wabschall at (503) 543-7183. 

Regards, 

Steve Wabschall 
Operations Superintendent 

;I <J-OEFENDANT'S 
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Our goal Is to provida courteous, efficient service wnh team leadership and community Involvement, in order 
to enhanc• the l/vabllily and wall being of our c/l/zons. 



EXHIBIT 7 

Dregon 
John A. Kitzhaber, \vl.0., Governor 

April 26, 2000 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Northwest Region 

2020 SW Fourth Avenue 
Suite 400 

Portland, OR 97201-4987 
(503) 229-5263 Voice 
TIY (503) 229-5471 

Reggie D. Huff 
51377 Old Portland Road 
Sacppoose, Oregon 97056 

Dear Mr. Huff: 

Re: WQ- Columbia County 
51377 Old Portland Road .• Improper disposal of wastewater 
WQ-NWR-00-44 
NOTICE OF NONCOrv!PLIANCE 

As documented in a December 1999 court transcript, you admitted that in the spring of 1999, 
you dumped about 450 gallons of wastewater from an engine cooling system into a storm drain 
in the parking lot of property at 51377 Old Portland Road, Scappoose. · Other testimony in 
court indicates the city had instructed you to dispose of the material in small quantities to 
sanitary sewer. The associated building on the property is in fact connected to sanitary sewer. 

The Department finds the following violations have occurred as a result of this incident: 

Oregon ReYised Statute (ORS) 468B.025 Except as provided in ORS 468B.050 or 468B.053, 
no person shall ... cause to be placed any wastes in a location where such wastes are likely to 
escape or be carried into the waters of the state by any means. The definition of «waters of the 
state includes wells and groundwater, as well as surface waters. This is a Class II violation 
of Oregon's Water Quality laws and regulations. 

Oregon AdministratiYe Rule (OAR) 340-0045-0015-Without first obtaining a permit, no 
person shall discharge wastes from an industrial or commercial establishment to waters of the 
state. This is a Class I violation. 

Oregon AdministratiYe Rule (OAR) 340-044-0015(1) After the effective date of these rules, 
no person shall construct, place in operation, or operate any waste disposal well 
without first obtaining a WPCF (Water Pollution Control Facilities) permit 
from the Department unless the waste disposal well is exempt by section (2) of 
this rule. This is a Class I violation. 



These are serious violations of Oregon environmental law. Therefore, we are referring this 
violation to the Department's Enforcement Section with a rec0mmendation to initiate a formal 
enforcement action. A formal enforcement action may include a civil penalty assessment for 
each day of violation. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Anne Cox at (503) 229-6653. 

- _,. 

cc: DEQ/Enforcement 

Sincerely, 

Robert P. Baumgartner 
Water Qua!iry Manager 
Northwest Region 

DEQ/HQ/WQ/Barbara Priest 
Steve Wabschall, Operatjon Superintendent, City of Scappoose 
Hal Wilson, Land Development Services, County Courthouse, St. Helens 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Northwest Region 
2020 SW Fourth Ave. 
Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97201-4987 
(503)229-5263 

-~ATT: Ms. Cox 

May 3, 2000 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

EXHIBIT 8 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd. 
Scappoose, OR 97056 
(503)543-8220; Fax: (503)543-8221 

MAY 0 8 2000 

We are in receipt of a letter dated April 26, 2000 from Mr. Robert P. Baumgartner. As per our phone conversation of 
4/27 /2000 I am responding to the letter to you directly. 

The underlying facts, as presented in the letter, are not in dispute. I did, in fact, dump 450-500 gallons of wastewater 
in the storm drain of our parking lot, divided into 5-6 episodes, over approximately a I 0 day period However, there 
are more facts that may be relevant which I am respectfully submitting at this time. 

First, I actively sought approval from the appropriate authorities. I first called someone at DEQ. I was told that this 
might be a substance that could be handled by the local sewer system. I then contacted Steve Wabschall at the 
Scappoose Water Department, and received approval as noted in the letter. 

The concentration of ethylene glycol was highly diluted originally at 10-11%. The solution was exposed to the 
outside atmosphere for over two years prior to dumping. Although I am not a chemist I understand that ethylene 
glycol is in the family of alcohol and in the exposed state would experience some evaporation as well as a tendency 
to become inert due to oxidation in a relatively short period of time. 

You asked if the water was drinkable, besides not being appealing to look at. While I cannot speak directly to that 
question, my sense is that someone could drink the solution without getting deathly ill. That being said, I will admit 
that I personally would not want to drink it given _t!J.e choice. 

I must apologize, and I am somewhat embarrassed to admit that I was apparently ignorant as to the definition of a 
sewer. After years of watching TV shows like the "Honeymooners", where Ed Norton spoke of working "down in 
the sewer", and other movies depicting all kinds of goings on in the city's sewer system down under manhole 
covers, I believed I understood what the city sewer system is. Add to this the fact that I have personally witnessed 
storm drains draining into this "sewer system" and you get the makings of an honest mistake. 

ACRO-TECH and I myself are committed to developing products that help the environment. I pride myself in the 
fact that, on a highly competitive basis, we were awarded a research contract by the EPA in 1992 for one of our 
innovations. I have real concerns about MTBE, which you and I discussed. I would never intentionally violate 
_environmental laws, or their reasonable tenets. 

Lastly, the people who filed the complaint against us did not do so out of concern for the environment. In fact, I can 
assure you their intentions where less than honorable. I have enclosed a copy of our latest offering circular. Please 
read pages 9-11. They will give you an overview of their intentions. 

I first learned about our mistake in a meeting I had with Mr. Wabschall and other city employees in early December 
1999. One of the employees spoke of firsthand knowledge that our storm drain was not tied into any drainage 
system, but was, ill fact, a "ground trap". 



In ligi11t of these facts I have some questions as to whether this is a violation under the statutes referenced in the 
letter. Jn any event, I would have reservations about the third statute referenced. 

If I have, in fact, violated the DEQ statutes all I can do is throw myself upon your mercy and tell you I am sincerely 
sorry. It was an accident, but I am still responsible, and I promise it will not happen again. 

Even if it is not a violation, I still beg your forgiveness for the mistake. I am generally a thorough person, and it 
won't happen again. 

Your fair review of these facts is most appreciated and respected. 

Please call or write if you have any further questions. 

#~~·~ 
Reggie D. Huff ~ 
President 

RDH/lgh 
Enclosure 
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Well Records within Quarter-Quarter of Section, "Zones" 1- 9. 

Zone 1: 
COLU2944 (Well !): Clay to 28', then 5' boulders, 13' clay, and WB sand. 

x-COLU504!0l(Well 2): [Mon. well] No clay to 148'. 
COLU 3105: Clay to 35', then 43 ft. sandy clay. 

Zone 2: 
No wi:lls specifically located in zone. 

Zone 3: 
COLU3109 (Well 4): No clay. 

Zone 4: 
COLU726 (Well 7): Silt-clay, silt to 18'; Water found at 10' . 
COLU849 (Well 8): Clay-gravel to 12'; Water found at 12'. 
COLU3!02: Clay to 25'; Water found at 45'. 

Zone 5: 
-¥COLU50690 (Well 5): Silty clay to 12'. 

Zone 6: 
COLU3110 (Well 17): "Soil" to 14'. 

Zone 7: 
COLU3087 & COLU3084: Clay to 25'. 
COLU3107: Clay to 19'. 

Zone 8: , 
COLU3082: Si!'iy clay & clay to 26'. 

Zone 9: 
COLU3 l 06: Clay(?) to 25'. 

Zone 1 + 9 (Nl/2-SWl/4): 
.,., COLU!OO: Clay to 22'. 

COLU3090: Claf to 30'. 
COLU3092: Clay to 11'. 

Zone 8 + 9 (Sl/2-SWl/4): 
COLU3086: Clay to 20'. 

I 
COLU3095: Cla)" to 20'. 
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TopoZone - Map View Page 1 of2 

Find Super Products. 

Map target is 45.7337°N, 122.8762°W - TM Zone 10, N 5064 49, E 509632 
Exact center of display is UTM Zone 10, N 5063871, E 509 24 · 
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(1) 0 

Name 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well ~ Deepening 0 . Re~_ond!Uonitlg 0 Abandon D 

I:!' abandonment, describe materlal and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: _ (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 
Dug 

D Driven D 
iZ( Jetted 0 
O Bored D 

Domestic: ~dUEtrJal D Municipal O 

Irrigation 0 Test Well D Other 0 

Welded~ 
Gage .... r.~."t!. .. 

-····-··········" Diam. from ........................ ft, to ........... _ ...... _ ft. Gage ·····-·················. 

.................. " Diam. ffom ... :, ___ ·ft. to ···············-·-·- tt. Gage ······················-

.• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? 0 Y~ ~-
Type of perlorator used 

Size of. perforations In, by in. 

. , perforations from .................................. :ft. to .... ...: .. ., ..................... ft. 

...... pertorations from ...................... -··---.ft. to ············--······-····-- ft. 

················-·············· petiorations from ·····················-···-···· ft. to ············-·····--······- ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Yes 

Manufacturer's Name 

':'ype ··-··················--·-····-··············-·····-···-·-··--····- Model No. -······-·····-···-·-·····--··--· 

Diam. ·········--··· Slot size ·····-·······- Set ::from -······-···········-- ft. to ·-··················-· ft. 

Diam. ··---·-···· Slot size ·····-········· Set :from ...... ·············-· ft. to ·····-··--··-·· .ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt watet:'._ level 1s 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes ~ U yes, by whom7 

~: ~~~~~•-•l_._/m~ln--~w-i-th~~~~'-'-~dr.awdown~~af~te-r~~~~h-rn_, 

Bailer test 1, Q gal./min, with / 0 it. drawdown a!ter ( hrs. 

Artesian .flow g.p.m. 

•. erature of wate5[J-1 Depth artesian flow encountered ··········-.. ··- !t. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
Well seal-Material used .,. .. ~"ir. ... .'~~- .. ---·--
Well sealed :from ~and sutiace to ..................... _.6.P.-.. ··-·-~·······.. . .. .tl. 

Diameter o! well bore to bottom o:f seal ~ ...... /.. .. £ .......... -.... in, 

Diameter· o! well bore below seal ........... -./.?. ........ In. 

Number o! sacks of cement used in well seal . ···--·····--·H. ..... ············-···- sacks 

::.~ .. =:: .. ~:r~~~:::::~~~:::::=:~-·-·····-~·-·························---~·-·····. 
:;;~:··~···~;~·~:··~~-~-~-~:~~·;··-~:~·-~-~~··~~~~::.~~==~ 
Did any strata contain unusable water? "O Yes il{No 

Type of water7 . . depth of strata 

Method of sealing strata off 

Was weU gravel packed? O Yes ~o _Size of gravel: ...... ... 

Gravel placed from ·········-ft. to ···········-·ft. 

~ W.M, 

Bea.ring and distance from section or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found ?!fC 
Static level !t. below land surface. Date 

Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing 

ft. Depth of completed well 
---~----

Depth drilled .s7:J 1/'"i? it. 

F.ormatlon: Describe color, texture, grain size and st.ructure of m:aterlals; 
and show thickness and nature o! each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each. change of formation. Report each change ti
posltlon o! Static Water Level and lndleate principal w:a.ter-bearlng- strat:i 

MATE.RIAL"" From To SWL 

I~ A - -d 0 ;;i_ 

I 4'fl .?- 1Ji' 
.,,, ,,. ,Al1 " - P/ , /',,/"', ~y -~ :" 

I ' "1 ..,<!_'<.4; Jf T-z If -
' 

., ,,,, fY,dr_ff,. _. /.a - , /L/ t O'<l p 
. ,., 

' ' 

...- # 

- --

---
-

Work started Lj ._.,. J J-i 19 7 J Completed 

Date well drilling machine .moved off of well 

"27_ 
19 7 7 

Drilling Machine Opera.~r's ~erti!ica.tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

d above are true to my 

[Signed) Date .'±::::.?.::?:~ .19_7} 

Drilling ____________ n __ ?:::::= ___ , __ 

Water Well Contractor's· Certitfcation: 

'I'hi%,:f~e~~ drilled under my jurisdiction and ·this report is 

;::0-~~=;;;J_-~~d-le.~----·--------------------(Pe.rson, !inn or corporation) {Type or pr:!nt) 

Address K''J,-&1.:0:J.fu~-----~----------------------'-----------
[Slgned) ~.d./JfJ!.<fM: ________________________________________________ _ 

(Water Well Contractor) _ 

7 7 Contractor's License No. !/. .. l/J... Date .. l:/.. .. = .. /. .. ~------···-··-·r 19...... _ 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP*(5656-11P 



1:
0 WORK: 

ew construction D R~ir 
Convcrdon D Deepening 

(3) DRILJ.ING METHOD 
liJ1'.owy Air D lWW)' Mud 
O Hollow Stern Auger D Other 

(4) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 

0 Recondition 

D Abondoomonl 

Y~ No/' ~ D [g' Depth of oomple"" wen.___,/----'<f-_o'-__ fL Special Standarcb 

0 

c: Land rurlacc 

Mon"J"cnt 
..0.:....1t. 

TO 

_/_1t. 

Seal 

be 
TO 

~ft. 

Filter 
pack 

J3l:n. 
0 TO 

I '"Ill 11. 

(5) WELL TEST: 
0Pump 0Bailcr 1ii:J Air D Flowlna Art<•iao 

Pcrmoability _______ Yiekl :Yb .J- GPM 

C.Onductivity PH ______ _ 

Tcmperai:ure of water jCi ~ Depth artesi.t.n flow found ___ ,. 
Wu water analy1i1 done? QYe:sLJ No 
Bywhom7 ___________________ _ 

Dcplh of !ltral..a lo be .Wyzed. Prom----~- lO ______ ,ft. 

Rom<,U:~------------------

- II /__.__ / 

-~ 

(6) LOCATION OF 

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
!"> ;:l Pl below hod mface. 

A11cJian Prcsrure __ ltV1q. in. 

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
Depth which fi f d .. W#.tr Wai lrrt O\E 

From To Est. Flow Rae SWL 

/(h { 'i!o I :>-4, a,.~ 

(l/O ' /l.(J' I ..-;;., + 

Ground eleva~· "'-------

M.mrial Prom To SWL 

- - "j nAAJf_) it/I 0 -th I 
( /hf,J,;; Ii 

-r ,,,.._,,r ~ ~~VII' I ~iii '7(, I i..:i ' 
C'n bb/~J - ,,, l'L 

C"...r,,,._,~J ......... - , c~c/,/,( 1/).. I fL/d' \ 
_,.,., ;;.,-; J 
<' 11-'V ,,/ A - 4 ;~/ .f_ 

,.-,.hbfe.<T ./. f, IL 

, , r/- fc./o' llild' 

DIC;f m;; n.Ja. n -.. •. - . - - -
M/\D 1 1n'l7 

VVAI ER RES JURCES JEPT. 
~ OR EGO 

' 



TAX LOT 
1000 

APPROXIMATE 
WELL LOCATION 

TAX LOT: 1000 

O'l!NERS: 
GEORGE 8. HAYFMEN 
MIKE D. HAYFMEN 
P.O. BOX 1087 
SCAPPOOSE, OR 97056 

TOWNSHIP /RANGE;. 
S.W. 1/4 SEC. 13, T.3N.,R.2W., W.M. 

i 
I 

RECEIVED 
N 

I 
MAR 3 1 1997 

WATER RESOURCES DEPT. 
SALEM, OREGON 

DESIGNED BY: PB CHECKED BY: RW 

DRAWN BY: PAS SCALE: N.T.S 

.,. 
centta"yweat 

P.02 

DATE: 

! l/9S 

FlGURE: 

FILE: +<l751001 \01 \592_085.DWC 

PROPERTY MAP 
08SERVATON WELL SITE 

SCAPPOOSE , OREGON E:NG!NEE:RINO CORF'DRATION 

TOTft. P.02 



( 
/ 

0 New construction 

D Conversion 

0 Alteration (Repair/Recondition) 

D Deepening ~bandonment 

(3) DRILLING METHOD 
D Rotary Air D Rotary Mud D C•ble 

D Hollow StemAuger ijh Other ----------

14\ BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 
Yes No 

Special Standanls 0 0 Depth of comple~ wcll_L/_@~~--ft' 

Seal 
ft. 

ro 

ft. 

~.,.,, __ Wittcr~tight cover 

Surface flush vault 

~1..,.E---1:1--Locnngcap 

Casing 

~ diameter 

material ;0_ 
""'lded Threaded Glued 

D f'9 D 
Liner 

dlarneter 

material 

""'!ded ThreadOO Glued 

D D D 

Amount 

Grout weight 

Borehole diameter 

in. 

in, 

in, 

·we· ' , ~. 4 lo c./ r/ Is-' LLL l.u. f; 

(6) LOCATION OF 

3. ATD.CH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall Include 
approximate tcale and north IUTOW. 

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
____ Fl. below land 11n:rfacc. 

~ian Pres~---- lb/sq. in. 

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
Depth at which water was fint foond 

. .<{__ 

Da~----------
Date _________ _ 

•u Mow ~ " 

(9) WELL LOG: Ground elevation 

From Tu SWL 

r 
I 

~nto~ p~ at least 3 ft. thick 

Filter 
pack 

ft. 

TO 

ft. 

(5) WELL TEST: 

Screen 

material 

interval(s): 
From __ ,._ 

From ___ 

Slot size 

Filter pack: 

Material 

Size 

To 

To 

in. 

in. 

0 Pump 0 Bailer 0 Air 0 Flowing Artesian 
Permeabitity ________ Yield _______ GPM 

Conductivity PH --------
Thrnperature of water °F/C Depth artesian flow found ____ ft. 

Was water analysis done? 0 Yes D No 
Bywhom7 ______________________ ~ 

Depth of strata to be analyzed. From~---- ft. to ________ lt, 

Date started Completed / 

(unbonded) Monitor VkU Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction 
standards, Materials used and infonnation reported above are true to the best 

know!edB. be;!!Lef,~fld MWCNumber /~'J 
Signed ~4'~ i.:Ueate ,-0-/t./yk:, 

(bonded) Monitor \liell Constructor Certification: 
I accept responsibility for the coruilroction. alteration, or abandonment 

work ~om:ied on thii: well during the construction date& reported above. AJI 
work perfonned d ' ' ' e l5 in compliance with Oregon well construction 

standards. · best of my knowl~::: _f_~~l/ 

Sii~~~~~~~~kD•~ /0-1431? ~ COPY-CUSTOMER 



TAX LOT 
1000 

APPROXIMATE 
WELL LOCATION 

TAX LOT: 1000 

OWNERS: 
GEORGE 8. HAYFMEN 
MIKE D. HAYFMEN 
P.O. BOX 1087 
SCAPPOOSE, OR 9 7056 

P.02 

TOWNSHIP /RANGJi:: 

I 
I 

l 
DESIGNED BY: PB CHECKED BY: RW 

DRAWN BY: P"8 SCALE: N.T.S 

FILE: -«l751001 \01 \59LOBS.DWG 

S.W. 1/4- SEC. 13, T.3N.,R.2W., W.M. 

RECEIVED 
MAR 3 1 1997 

WATER RESOURCES DEPT. 
SALEM, OREGON 

PROPER1Y MAP 
OBSERVATON WELL SITE 

SCAPPOOSE , OREGON 

DATE: 

~ 11/95 

centwyweat FlGURE: 
ENGINEE:RING CORPORATION 

TOTFL P.02 



NOTICE TO WATER 'WELL CofACTOR 
1 

vi...- ~ 
~~ ~~~;~a;o~~::~! ~o Y' ; WATER WELL RW'~C E 1 V E D 

!!led with the . ' •tit. u STATE OF OREb~J"' State Well No . .. 3t./...~_2 'V.: /_J_~ .. C C,. 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGOl'f~97a1P' (Please type or print) JUN 3Q1976 °;$ ~ : 

within 30 days from the date "?-.. \(1c._ State Permit No.44f:.;¢.:t!. (;± __________ . 
of weu completion. ·..1 V_; <no not write abovWATtR) RESOURCES DE Pt. 

(1) OW,NER: 
Name 

Address E OP t; e Box 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well}Q Deepening 0 Reconditioning D Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12 .. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
~ Driven D 

(4) PR_OPOSED USE (chec_k): 

D Jetted D .. -·-
0 Bored O. 

Domestic D fua~trial O .Munlcipal O 

Irrigation D ~'.r_~st Wen D pthe:i 0 

CASING INSTALLED: Thre•ded o __ welded tz 
.......... 6 ....... Diam. from --··-··--Q ........ ft_. Jp ····--·.1.6.Q .. tt .. Gag~ ·:.-··!:-~.50----
·····-········-·H Dla.m. from ···--·········-····-··.ft. to. ·------ .£~. , Ga.ge. ·-;-··-···········-··: 

··············-·~-Diam. from ·-···········-··· .. -· ft. t? ..... ---- ft. Gage ................ -. 

I PERFORATIONS: Perlorated? D Yes eFNo. 

Type ot: perforator used 

Size of perforations Jn. by m. 
............ - ........ -·-···· perlorations £rom ._ .............. ____ ,, ___ ft. to .......... _____ ft. 

·-----·-·----· perforations :from _ ............. ___ , ....... _ ft. to ____ ,, ....................... ft. 

. --···-·--------··-- per:!oratlons from ....................... - .... ft. to : ... _ ......................... ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well sl!reen insta]Jed'l D Yes [X No 

~anufacturer's Name 

·.t'ype -----·-.. ·--··-·-·---· .. ---------- Mode1 }l" o. 

Diam .......... _.,_ Slot size ................ Set from ·-···--··-·-- ft. to -"·-····-·--·- ft. 
Dtam ................. Slot size ............... Set fiom ......................... :ft. to .... - ................... :H .. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amourtt water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O.Yes 6'No I:f yes, by whom? 

l 

" 
Bailer test . gal./min. with ft. drawdown aiter 

g.p.m. 

hrn. 

h,.., 

..,erature of water Depth artesian il?w encountered -----·-··--· ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

" Well seal-Material used ....................... -.C.em.ent .... _______ ............ . 
Well sealed from land surface to -··--....... ...,...: .. __ la .............. _ ................ _.,_ ft. 

Diameter o.f well bore to bdttom of seal ............. - ...... 9 ........ in. 

DJameter of well bore below seal .... .,.£ ........ _ .. in. 

Number of sacks ot: cement used in well seal -··--·-··-........ ,3. ........... _ .. ,_ sacks 

Numl:ier ~£ sacks 0£ bentonite ~ed in well seal ·--·-·--···-·-·---•---........... sacks 

Brand name of bentonite ................................................. --............ - .................... _, ___ _ 

Number ct pounds of bentonite per 100 gallons 
of water ............................................... _____________ _,_ _______ lbs./lUO gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? ~es D No Plugs ........ _. Size: location .... - ... -ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Yes ilb.i'!o 

.'ype of water? depth of strata 

Method of sealing strata off 

Was well eave1 packed? D Yes ~o Size o! gravel: .... 

Grn.vel placed from ._ ........... - ............. ft. to -------...... _. ft. 

County Col nmhj a Driller's well number 

NE ~~ SW~~ Section 13 T. 3N R. 2W W.M. 

Bear~~- and distance :!rom sectlop or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first :found 70 it. 

Statlc level 84 ft. below land surf.ace. Date 6- 23-76 
Artesian pressure .lbs. per sq,uare inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Dia~eter of well below casing ""': .. 6 ................ .. 
Depth drilled 240 ft. Depth of completed well 240 .ft, 

Formt1.t1on: DeiCrlbe color, textur~, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature. of each stratum ·and- ilqU.ue.i- pene.trat.:. .. 
with at least one entry for each change ot: formation. Report eo:cll cha.nu~ 
position of Static Wa:ter Level a:nd indicate prlnclpat wo:te-r-bea:rlng strd 

' 
MATERIAL :From To swl 

'T'n~ .O:o i 1 (\ ., 
- ·ri;v - ---

" "~ 
Sand¥ BJ:::OJ.[1] ,.., .... ., t; 70 -
~1110 r-1 --~~ 7A 1 ., t; 

-(""f,....,.,::: .,_ ~ 

___ ,_ 
l ., t; 17<" 

u1,,,,.,...,t- "--::,,+- -- .. ~.-- --· . ~-··-
""'f'ry•c_c~ ··, n-::. .... ., "l 

- " n-. 1 +- ]nA 'l".lh 

- ~. ' ......... , .... = -~- ~ ? ?t; .., '>(\ DA 

,...., -- - 1--o,...,l+- . wat: ''>., n ~•n 

-··· 
- ..- -

-·-- -

work started 6-22 19 7 6 cOIBP1eted . 6-23 
6-23-

19 J6_ 
19 76 Date well drilUng machine moved of.t of well 

direct supervision. 
bove are true to my 

[Signed] '. .. >· .. --"'-"""' 
(Drilling Ma 

'.C'.~~d.J~,ate ...... §:::.?..2.:;- 197.9 .. . 
Drilling Machine Operator's Licens .......... !2.~.;l, ........ ------......... -

Wa.ter Well Contractor's Certification: 

This well was drilled under my jurlsdlction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belle!. 

Name ..... s .. & ... M ... .D:i;:iJ,-l.i.Ncr-.. -&---Supnl"-r-J:·nG-............... . 
(°Person, !inn or conmradbn) .t"' '{Type or print) 

Address .. _ ..... 3)l,9:1.s • .E..,,~~--~_t__,_Canhy.., . .Or.e. ....... _ 

[Signed]jZ/~;r.{'ifa'~·---·-.. -·-.. -.. .. 

Contractor's License No ........ 4.9.7 Date ........ .6.~.25 ............... , 19 . .':Z.6 
(USE ADDITXONAL SllEETS IF NECESSARY) 

---



~ {V)LL;f 
STATE OF OREGON 50077 

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 
(as required by OAR 690-240-035) 

(!) 01;VNER/PROJECT: Hole Numti.,1 p-- \ 
N'me ~~~J-.eol (){~'ck 
Add"" "-i't>--Z Se; \,.!--!~\'\- ZltJlA-mJl \d ~ 
Citv SCA-1?:00 a~ 1e ('ll- Ziti 

(2) TYPE OF WORK 

5<J'.Now 0 Deepening 0 Alteration (repair/recondition))\! Abandonment 

(3) CONSTRUCTION: 

CJ Rotary Air OHandAuger 0 Hollow Stem Auger 

~otary Mud 0CableToot 0 Push Probe 00ther 

(4) TYPE OF HOLE: 

Uncased Temporary 0 Cased Permanent ' 

Uncased Permanent 0 Slope Stability OOther 

(5) USE OF HOLE: 

fuk;J;~azSc 
(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 

Special Construction approval 0 Yes 0 No Depth of Completed Hole __ ft. 

_) 

-..__/ 

HOLE SEAL 
Diameter From To Material From 

t..\ I f\-.. 
' 

Backfill placed from --· ft. to ft. ---
Filter Pack placed from 

(7) CASING/SCREEN: 

Diameter From 

Casing: 

• I" 

s creen: 

s lot size 

) (8 
D 

WELLTESTI 
Pump 0Bailer 

p ermeability 

onductivity ' 

ft to ft. 

To Gauge Sled 

D 
D 

I'>.- D 
' D 

D 
D 

0 Air 

Yield 

' PH 

To Sades or pound!; 

Material 

Size of pack 

Plastk Welded Threaded 

D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 

.. 
0 Flowing Artesian 

GPM 

empcrature of water l\ \.. / ll.- °F/C 

c 
1i 

w 
B 

De 

-De.pth artesian flow found ___ ft. 

~ water analysis do~e? eJ Yes 0 No 

y whom? 

pth of strata analyzed. From ft. to ft. 

Remarks: 

\'\vj ~Ji--, ;:\;:j?-fi ~ 

'NELL I : 
~ . ' 

(9) LOCATION OF HOLE by legal description: 

CounlyCJi{ t:-mel'cl.-7Latitude Longitude 

Township 11:~ ct[9r S Range r; E or@)vM. 

Section \~-- l'JW 114 t-)6 1/4 

Tax Lot NO N''e'i.ot Block Subdivision 

Street A~::fcs of Well (or nearest address) 3'-~(1 Qb £.£, \-h-. 2,h 
3,c.t, G\ W n;~ C< r', - <"\=</ . \.)'{'. 

v Mti;t;~a';fi;;.~,Cb'' ' ·;,.... I Map wit ocat on de tiffed must-be ettachedf1'.,..)c 

(IO) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 

1/1?1']~ __!]__ __ ft. below land surf Hee. Date 

Artesian pressure lb. per square inch. Date 

(11) SUBSURFACE LOG: 

Ground Elevation 

--

Material Descrintion Frnrn To SWL 
K·rnvl 1,·1 (Y\0\~ ·-\-'tJ \Jl'./c,I II' \L_ I 

lYVr.' i ~ . r'l• """'"" N_l._,--11\ 1.1· 

';OJ_\ *1-, J,.,, <-o' \ . .h.._ ~T• - I I 

l1Y71Ali':Oll '"' lor.r...<m, r r,t-.\'.i\ ·x 
• ..,,,, __ h·,.r..!-. ,<.._ 1~14--f1.-...-. LP n \2' :Zs .S r 

\{P,vPi 
,_ 

, " , y,' /_j 
. . 

~; J (VY/t -~ Q ·- 'I 
·,...n "'' H'A,J/1~ • ~ !'> p' [,hi ,/. , 

Date Started \L 10 /".! \<:: Date Completed 1/1~ i'.H 

(12) ABANDONMENT LOG: 

Material Description From To Sacks or Pounds 

rx.;vh~ c• i. ; \(\!\ ~ fll 25,'S iJ ,-"'.L( W 
"""i'd>C~ 'C""""~: c\.0u \;. \"bi:''L 
>.!ro_;hyt, . I . -

·-

Date started 111oi~1.. Date Completed 

-j 
~ 11?.., (9.l,e 

Professional Certification 
(to be signed by a licensed water supply or monitoring well constructor, or registered 
geologist or civil engineer). 

I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work 
performed on during the construction dates reported above. All work petformed 
during I.his time is in compliance with Oregon geotcchnical hole construction 
standards. This report ls true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

License or Registration Number I DU 1""3. 
' 

13~ f:'-6.,r~ Signed Date Z/13/qr;c, 
(', I 

Affiliation\ A A'S~ i ){ 1 v l t n-. ~· 
" 

) 
. 

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY-CONSTRUCTOR THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER 
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PROPOSED 
EQUIPMENT ,1 \\ I .- ~ PAD 

~ 
SE HIGH SCHOOL WAY 

sCAPPoosr:: 
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\~- ~ 

1 

,_, 

SCALE: 1" ""'20' 

EXJSTING 
SHOP 

PROPOSED 
LEASE AREA 

EXISTING 
GREENHOUSE 

~ ,,_, 

" ~-, \,. ,, 
·. ~-~~j;:_~ 

0 100 200 

APPROXIMATE SCALE 
(FEET) 

LEGEND 

•oo 
~ 

INCCl.TES APPROXlu.A.T( l.OCAT\ON OF' 
f:XPt.ORAiDRY BORING ,I.NO PROPOSED T0'1'1'£R 

SITE PLAN 

SCAPPOOSE SITE 
SCAPPOOSE. OREGON 

~·~--~~:-''-'~ 
~.=. . 

--~ 

PROjECT NO. 691.31.1 FIGURE NO. 1 

} 
j 



STATE OF OREGON 
GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 

(u ~ulrcd by OAR 690-240-035) c.o\v 

Address , 'T ... \. ~ \...\ \r~\J< S..o~\ 1. \!l-\ 1 

City ·"'-V'J?ffDj:.L " tateOO Zip ' 

(2) TYPE OF"iro&K 
~ew O Deepening 0 Alteration (rep.irl=ondition) O Abandonment 

(3) CONSTRUCTION: 
O'.itotary Air 0 Hand Auger ~allow Stem Auger 

0Rotary Mud O Cable Tool 0 Push Probe 0 Other 
.(4) TYPE OF HOLE: 

~ncased Temporary 0 Cased Permanent 

0Uncased Pmnaneut 0 Slnpe Stability 0 Other 
(5) USE OF HOLE: -----'-'CZ"'~~(_,__( -t'i<e<,0µ,,._.r~CA~~----

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: r 

Special Construction awroval D Yes ~o Dep~ of Completed Hote.~fL 

HOLE SEAL 

' 

Backfill placed from __ fl to__ ft. Material _____ _ 

Filter Pack placed from ft lo fl Size of pack 

(7) CASING/SCREEN: 
Dtam!!ter From To Gauge Stttl Plutk W!ilded """' 

Casing• 0 0 D 
0 0 D 

- 0 D D 
~ 0 0 D D 

Sc=n : / 0 0 D 0 
/ 0 0 0 D 

Slot size / 
I / 

( 8) WELLTES'Jl 

0 Pump 0Bailer D Afr AArtesion 
p enneability Yield 1 GPM 

c onductivit)'. PH / 

Temperature of water 0 Depth artesian flow found ___ ft. 

-Was water analysis done? 0 YLJ No 

Bywhom7 ____ 7"',,,"---------------
Dopth of strata analy~ From ______ ft to ______ ft. 

Remocks:._,~/"'-------------------
/ 

RECEIVED 
MAY 2 6 ZOOO 

... ----' ·---~ ---
(9) LOCATION Of HOLE by legal descrlptlo~LEM, OREGON 
County Q{)\JJ mb 10. Latitude Longitude __ ~-
Township !' l\l {Fi.~ S Range Q [.( J E or(§ WM. 

Sect;on \ 5 .J'W.() 114 ()1.1..) l/4 

Tax Lot \ ['.:) \ Lot Block Subdivision 

Str~tAf1"''.'.QfWell (ocneamt address(ffifQv 8f_. ffirrrq---;h-
't,~\ ~· 

Map with location ldenttfled must be attached 

(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL; 
/lOI'--<-- fl below land •urlacc. Date'(- ~¢--c:P 

'ArteSian presnrrc lb. per square inch. n .. t,. 
~{l~l)~S~U~B~S~U~RF~~~C~E~L~OG"""=,-=:.:.:..:::.;_;;.;;.:::.:..::::::::.__ 

Grotmd Elevation --------

Material Descrlntion From To SWL 

' 

Date Started <../ • ).17J0 0 

(12) ABANDONllIBNT LOG: 

Material ~criotion From To f"'SacVs or Pounds 

2? 
// 

Date Completed ii./_ ., r- ,._ 

Professional Certification 
(to be signed by a licensed water supply or monitoring well constructor, or Oregon 
registered geologist or civil engineer). 

J accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work 
perfonned during the construction dates reported above. All work performed 
during this time is in compliance with Oregon's geotechnical hole construction 
standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

License or Registration Number ) 001'~ 

Signed ~ /, (,J.1: m_f)j'l) Date rlJ4ftf.) 
Affiliation ---------------------

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT FIRST COPY -CONSTRUCTOR SECOND COPY - CUSTOMER 

I ( 
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.,;!;-;;'!;;?;;:)i'· COLU 51429 
~\\i~';(;_)i'ATE OF OREGON t 

,-j:.'1j<:OTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 
' i (as required by OAR 690-240-0JS) 

"1" ,, 
!) OWNER/PROJECT: Hole Number ul' 

N "'" '5 c. ~ £':?c) o~ ·.:._ ~:i ~(~~ ---- ·~e:~ 
ddrns:r :,:;1= ~-· 

,;;>~ \l,·...,c:i ~ -,:,c,~i.,_ ~'"'1 
c:,<:;__ ity 'SC e t;)('">t:c:::?- Slate Zi12Ci]O~ 

I A 
c 
(2) TYPE OF WORK 
GJNow O Deepening 0 Alteration (repair/recondition) 0 Abandonment 

(3) CONSTRUCTION: 
ORotary Air 0 Hand Auger [Y:lHollow Stem Auger 

QRotary Mud QCableTool 0 Push Probe:: QOtha 

(4) TYPE OF HOLE: 
ffiUncased Tcmporaiy 0 Cased Permanent 

0 Uncased Permanent 0 Slope Stability OOlher 

(5) USE OF HOLE: 
C']·cu-;---· 

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 
Special Con~tructiun approval 0 Yes [II No Depth of Completed Hole z_ l_ ft. 

HOLE SEAL 

0111.meter From To M:ilerial From To 
8" 'Z.<-. C' . NuJ.' C.\\ ~rs z_-,_ C• 

~rpou11d5 

Backfill placed from Z.. 1-. fl. LO __{;,>__ f\, MateriafJ::i'2..t->o:r C ~ ~e::. 
Filter Pack placed from fL lo ft. 'Size of pack 

7) CASING/SCREEN: 
Dhunder From 

c asing· 

s creen: 

s lot size 

) WELL TEST: (8 

0 Pump 0Bailer 

p ermeability 

onductivity 

empcrnture of water ' 

To 

A 

c 
] 

w 
B 

De 

as watfr analysis done? Rztl 
y whom? 

pth of strata ann!y1.ed. ~rom 

Remarks: 

Gauge Steel Plastic Welded Threadtd 

D D 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

\ 

~ 
0 0 0 

\ 0 0 0 - 0 0 D 
D 0 0 0 

0Air 0 Flowing Artesian 

Yield GPM -----
PH .. 

C • .-Beplh artesian flow found f\, 
o'I'._....- --

ft. lo ft, 

RECEIVED 
Nnv n .., onn'n 

(9) LOCATION OF HOLE by legal descrip\iqK 

County Ccx.» "'"'~I A. Latitude . 1J~~SOURCES DE 
Townshir. 3 (~ or S Range 2- . ~ Q~ w- ' Section_B_ 't::_ l/4 ~ L !/4 

Tax Lot0()i0 \ Loi Block Subdivision -----
Street Address of Well (or nearest address) 

.;--...:._ ,...._ ..... - ·;:::____ 

Map with location Identified must be attached 

(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 

~~ Date 

Arte. n press lb. per square inch.· Date 

(11) SUBSURFACE LOG: 

Ground Elevation 

Material Descrio\ion From To SWL 
~r::-..... ~r.:: ... ('_ [/ "'-.J '2'..· ·:- \ (l-·,y·,-__,, ·- .. <...::- -c.L 

fo i 11L<>-0 
, 

Date Started Date Completed (0 117/00 

(12) ABANDONMENT LOG: 

Material Desc.Tiption From To Sacks }ir Pounds 
·..p._,~ (."._ \\ ..... ?-:.-;::. . <'..L_ C:> 11 

, --,.---

Date started 10/ / 7 /tX) Dale Complt::!e<l rO 17/l•u 

Professional Certification 
(to be signed by a licensed waler !iUpp!y or monitoring wel! constructnr, or Oregon 
registered geologi.~l or civil engineer). 

I accept responsibility ror !he construction, al1eralion. or abandonment work 
perfonned during the construction dates reported above. All work performed 
during this time is in compliance with Oregon's geotechaical hole construction 
standards. This report is lruc to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

License or Registration Number /O'i;,01,, 

s;gooy,yd ~~ o,,, /0 /z_:,, J,,, 
,--

Affilialion S?"::l~~1_.;rL' ~~. ·:n-,£ }',. 

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITIED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

ORIGINAL- WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT FIRST COPY -CONSTRUCTOR SECOND COPY - CUSTOMER 

PT. 
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NoncE TQ WATEa WELL cVJTHACToR - II,;! ii; r 1,: n V r: D 
ofth!sreportarelo e 6""'1A 1111 f.2.r I f"l~j-/;z_ -j 

Tu! origµiJll and first c PY WATER WELL REroJC.rrl1... i!..JJ ·11:. M I:. f -
;' nledwlthlhe ~ , ~" STATE OF OREGON NOV~ l978tateWellNo.,..«'CY .... Q.\ .................. Y.C{~ 

STATE..tNGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97310 p (Please type or print) -
-within 30 days from the date · "'7.-. '·' "-rr.n nESOURCE6ta.t- Pe;nnit No 

. of well completion. .,. / (Do not write above thls·unej .... t, 1' • '-' D C..i- l ~ · --····-·····-····-----·- -

'.:.'.I EM ('<:;to:r:rn\1 -

(l(OWN:i<R: (10) LOCATION OF wELL: 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well@' Deepening 0 R.ecoti;q.J.tioning D Abandon D 
If abandonment, describe material and procedure fn Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

Ro.tary 0 .Driven D Domestic ~ Industrial O. _?-4;.un!~.~l D 
Cable !;I" Jetted D ->~-..i~~· 
Dugc___JD2.___cB~or~e~dl_~D:i__ __ ~I~r~rl~g~a~U~o~n~.JDCJ_~T~es"".:.t~w~.~e~ll~-~O""'_JQ~-~ .. i;"··~==l·D~. 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o Weld~_:!i-k 

___ .6...: .. _." Dlrun. from ... - .... fl.-........ it. to .... ,. __ 9.J_ ft. Gage -~~fl..._ ... .,,__ 
........ - ........ " Dlam. from ._ .. ,_ .............. ,. ft, to ... _.J ........ --.-~,.J"t. Uage :..;.. _____ .,.....:,. . ._:.._.: 

............. - ... " Diam. from ....................... ft. to ···-... ~.: ..... -·-·- :!t. Q;P..E~ . .. ,.,..,.w,.,~,.,.'""""""· 

I PERFOR~TIONS: Perforated? D Yes l{ No. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations In. by - in ... 

................... --·-··--· perforations from ·------···-·~·-·;:;;:_, ft_ to ----·-·····--··--.. ··-·-· :ft.. 

-· .. ---··-·-· .............. perforations from ·---------.:ft. to .. :,_ .............. ,_ ..... -~ft. 

.......... _ .. _, ............... per;forations from_, ____ : ....... ;, ___ .... ·ft. ·t~· .................. -~ ... ·----~fl.· 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes .. Jl( No 

-'lllufacturer's Name 

.i'Pe ··--······-·····-·---·---····-···-··-·::;;::...-. ."---····--·-·- Model No. -· .. ----·-----··-·-·---

Jia:rn. ·-·---·····--· Slot siie.:.: ..... _ ........ Set irom ---··----··-····-- ft. to ........................ ft. 

Dirun ................. Slot size ... . Set from ............. : .. __ :ft. to ··--·-·--··--- ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level is 
lowered below static. level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes i;J No !t yes, by whom? 

gal./min. with ft. drawdown after hn;. 

Bailer test L:l gal./min, with < £S it. drawdown after I hn;. 

esian flow "'·""·m• 
,.<perature of. watei:. J"""'/ "'Depth artesian flow encountered ___ ·---·- ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used .. L?.Edil.A/..L/.::£... .... - .. -·-··--····-.. -..... '! .... -..... _ ... _ 
Well sealed from land surface to -······----···-····-··------·--J-Q .......... ------·--······---- ft. 

Diameter of well bore to botto~ ·of seal ......... 1.0 .... _ ........ in. 

Diameter of well bore below seal .......... tC:. ......... fn. 

Number ol sacks of cement used fn well seal ------~--- sacks 

Number o! sacks of bentonite used in well seal ··-··-·-.. £-·--··-·--~sacks 
Brand-name ol bentonite ..... .Ld/.T,.J!Ea./.l(fi:T..IP.LY.':...!Z:.~----·----------····----··· 
Number o!. pounds of bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water --····----·-·····-··--·----·-·-£(! __ ({. ..................... - ... -... - ... ·----- lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? 12!(:Yes D No Plugs ··--····-· Sl.z:e: location ............ ft, 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Yes I)' No 

-pe of water? depth of strata 

-:~od of sealing strata off 

w:e.~ gravel packed? D Yes )K:No She of gravel: _ 

..-.1aced from ·---------.......... :tt. to ------···-·-·--···-· ft. 

County CqLu;i'1 /?Zff Driller's well number 

W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision comer .:k 11/· CdJlA/~....'f 

-----------------------·.c.;4 
:E:·· 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Compl~:!'d well. ~ 

~D~e~p=l~h~a=t'--'w=h=l=ch~w="="=r_w=•='='="='='='=o=un=d~--------J6'~~9~--='~t ... -::-;iii 
:ft.·t~I~w l;nd surface. Date 'l- "f-,7?_ -.· _: 

:,... t,1ll 
Stat~t;: level .:CZ 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 96 

Diameter of well below casing 

ft. Depth or completed well 

.. _J{__~":_

D "· 
F'ormatfoti: De.Scribe color, texture, grain siz:e and structure o! materials: 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aqulfer penetrated, 
w·ith at least one entry' for each change of :formation. Report each chlrncre ln 
position of '?.~:zttc'..~ater Level and indicate principal water-bea.rlni:r strata.,-

MATERIAL From To SWL 

~-~ . . ~ / 
,.... • '1 • I -- ' } ,,, 
,-, ;.,( / - •• ,,, ~ ,I .. ; --- .. - )/ L'Y , 

... ..r-j ... (/ ~ ,,.~- ·-·" C'T 7 5" 
~" -- ' 

, 
- ·~ // - r \/ -<r'7A \., 7'7 VL' 

.< ~ ·~ ",. /.....,"';."'IL/ 
, <l'" 'o S?l 

~- . . . . .s , -

""' c. , 

·.,. 

• ...l.. 

"·. 
Work started y· - Ls' 19 ,ZL Completed 

Date Well drilling machine moved oft of well 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certi!ica.tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and iniormation reported above are true to my 
best knowle~belief. 

[Signed]~~--- .Jt::-.,.r:/ -:'.'.~te ...... .2':::a .. ,'.19.Zh' 
. <nru1tng M~;-o~·:-

Drilling Machine Operator's License No .... £f.?.. ______ ........ --.·--··-· 
Water Well Contractor's Cer't.ilication: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdii:tion and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Nmne jSt;t/..££?.IEB..~ .. L'.,.:.m.L..~1.v...t5!L.Rl.?lrt.i.f!t¥.I& 
. (Person, llnn or co~~!!!'~~n) . . (Type or print) ?1F' b/ / 

Address /:', .. C?.,..,8.e)l. ..... 9:£ . .C.Bf.t:<"-.C..fit:J..:<. U/..8;..... .-· 

[Signed]~ .. - ~-- ~· ./ •.. '. .......................... . ~~~Wen c c or) 

Contractor's License No,S-L.£ Date· ···-········-···-~Jt.:::"./.,,6._ .. 1 197.t::.. 

. .. , 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



~ =· NL-101= NOTICE TO WATER WELL __ co ACTOR rfJ fi:" . -
~~ ~~;!1:~~~~da!:~; c , . _ _ w ATE~ .WE~L RFiP@i (; f J V f 0 . D.. 7 , -1 . ,· 

filed with the ,fs.tY yy 3 n STATE OF OREGON NQI/ n State Well No.·~ .... .\ ........... 11.. 
STATE ENGWJEER, SALEM, 0 GON 97 (Please type m: print) ,-~ 1976 

within :m days from the ti.ate · ·-'', j, -_c- n State Pennft No. ·-······-··--···-·------
of_ well completion. 3 ~_A":?i (Do llot wrfte abOve tll!S Jute.J • , fl [ S 0 UR CE S DE PJ 

~v t .,,i L'~l • 
c. ~ ... c~:;coM 

(1) OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 

Name ~~,,.,,; ,Q., ~~c.'Z. County f"':'ty"c&1i6!..(.62 Driller's well number 

Address ,;z-;c. i d'al< z.z. ,;::ca,e,,<'.:t<2~~ A/£" V1 Al E ;'( Section l~ T.3°,;v' R. :z.~ W.M. 

re:; 
Bearing an~ r distance from section 0, subdivision corner 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
~ 

New Well W" Deepening 0 Reconditioning D Abandon 0 
It abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
(3} TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): ... .. 

Zq Depth at which water was first found ft. -·- . 
Rotary D Drjven D Domestic k{" Industrial D Municipal D Static level ~7 !t. below land surface, Date 'l.-.2,!_-Cable ~ .Jetted D . 
Dug D Bored D Irrigation D Tlist 'we~l D o.~h~r 0 Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date • CASING INSTALLED: Welded,.tf 

.r/ 
Threaded O (12) WELL LOG: casi.ng ........ ;;;;.. ............ 

--·····{(._ ___ ~ Diam. :{rom ........ 0.. ....... -- ft. to ....... ?/.. ........ ft. 
Diameter of well below 

Gage ,_2..£.Z2. ... 
Depth drilled 7'/2'-6 ft. Depth of completed well 7.t:.'/2-. ft. 

······-·····-···" DJatn. from ··-···· .. ·····-·--·-.t.t. to ····-.. ·-·-:-··- ft. Gage ,. .... ':'"-····-···-· 
nescrlbe color, textu'.re·, grain .si:z:e and structure of rnaterlals; Formation: 

··········-··--"-Diam. ;from ·---····-···-·- :ft. to ····-------- !t. Gage ···············-··- and show thickness ond nature of each stratum and aqu!ier penetrated, • with at least one entry for .each change of formation. Report each. cha.n17e i'll; 

PERFORATIONS: PeJ;forated? QYM J;t"No. posit:lon oj Static Water Level and indicate princfpaL water-bearing strata 

Type of perforator used MATERIAL From To SWL . . ' 

Size of perforations, in. by Jn. -r..P ----JJ - J 

········-·-···---·-· ft. -- j/ - ,_,,.,, 
/ ,~, 

····-····-················· perforations from ·······-···········-··-·- ft. to -
····-·-·-·-··---- perforations from ··-········-··········-··-· ft. to ··-·----- it. -·· / - - / . _,. -·.,i,t:;"/ ,/7/,1 ?n 

~' 

_ , , _ - _,,,, ./ ,._ '-· >A/ ?'h 7f<' '-r-:;; ............... ·-···-··--·· perforations from ·············-··-·-- fl to ··-····-------- ft. -- "' - .i: - .. - ,1~ .. 7V <;i'L ,.,.., 71 
(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes ~!'fo - ~;.,,,.._~· ' • . .t"". ,,.. ,...,., ~ ~L. ,~· I('•] <7l 
Manufacturer's Name ···-···-···-- .. 

rt/U¥4E'<'- ,,,,,..,,.-.e. ... WNP G ·' 'ii\ q~,,, $'7 
-rype ··-··-····-"-···-·---··-··---····----·-Model No. ·····---·-·---·-·--· ,, _ ... _...__ -- . 
Diam.·-·····-······ Slot size ·······-·-···· Set from ··-···-··--··-··-- ft. to -·..,...·------ it. . 
DI run ............... . Slot size ................ Set !rom ··········-···-·--· ft. to -··-- .. ........ _ .. ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amouut water level "' lowered below static level 

Was n pump test made? OYM §;No If yes, by whom? 
' . ... 

~d gal./min. with it. drawdown after hn;. .. - ,, " 

" - " " .... _ 

Baller test / 
' 

{ gal./mln. with ;!,o ft. draw down ofter / hrn. 

esian flow g.p.m. 

?erature of water ,c--.,. ._Depth artesian tlow encountered ·····-··-······- ft. Work started 
' 

"ff-1'1 19 :Z::.::- Co~pleted '7--61- ".7, 
-

9-.z/-(9) CONSTRUCTION: Date well drilling machine moved oH. o:! well 19 

" Well seal-Material used -~A'.)'."<P//T....E.: ........................ ______ Drilling Machine Operator's Certification: 

Well sealed from land surlace to, -··-·--· .. ·········-··~·---A~-·-·-"······-··-- ft. 
This well was constructed under mY direct .supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
Dlameter ot well bore to bottom of seal ......... /,.2:::! .... _ .•.• __ in.! bestknow~.. . · 
Diameter of well bore below seal ···--··"'--·- Jn. [Signed]~.. ·--~~ate ..... 'l:-i.!.f(, ,19Q. 
Number of sacks of cement used in well .seal ····---·-··-·------ .sacks 

(Drilling Mach rator} 

Number. of sacks of bentonite ~ed in well seal ·····----~------ saclcs 
Drilling Machine Operator's License No .... £.rt.:/. ....................... ~ 

Brand name of benton1te .. ,l#,:;r..G~,4W'4 . .!. .......... _______ 
l.Vater Well Contractor's Certification: 

Number of powids of be.ntonite per 100 gallons 

o! water -··-.. ·····-····-·······"-·---~ac ................ -... ······---·--- lbs./100 gals. 
'l'his well was drilled under my jurlsdicLion and this report is 

true to the best of mjt- knowledge and belief. 
Was a drive shoe used? Ji(Yes 0No Plugs ··-···-·- S:lze: location ..... - ... - ... ft. 

Name J?..<J.1/..,E"p.~.c.../'.v.""1,.<'!?..Y,...;~~-.R/Z/.£L/LV,C:. 
Dld any strata contain unusable water? O Yes .>'(No (P.,l:llon, finn or eoi:poraUon) (T.Y~e or print) 

Type of water? depth of strata Address .. /',,..12 •. fi..eX. ... ~TS.: .. C&.5.7.:'.t..liE.A'bC./r/.l<l:a' 
'Iethod of seallng strata off 

[Signed) --~~----~~·········--~~-~~ 
Was well gravel packed? DY~ a'No Size ot gravel: .. ..... ,. __ 

, 

Gravel placed from ··---····-··----- ft. to ··--·----·--- ~- Contractor's Lic~nse No~~ Date .··-···--··-·--·~":"~/ •.. , 19,.2'< 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTICE ~O WA~ER ~E~L ~ON~ACTOR 
The original and first co 

of this report are to be 
filed with the ' 

;TATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREdON 97310 
within 30 days from the date·~ 

,of well completion, ' 

(2) LOCATION OF WELL: 

Driller's well number 

(J'h •. 

Connty cJ 
~~ Section / 'g T. 3 W R. . /W W.M. 

~earing and distance from section or subdivision corner 

(3) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
a., Well,)& Deepening D Reconditioning D 
fM'andonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

Abandon D 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): (5) TYPE OF WELL: 
Domestic D Industrial D Municipal 

I:rrigation 9( Test Well o· .Other 
D 
D 

Rotary 

Cable 
Dug 

D 

-} 
Driven D 
Jetted 0 
Bored O 

(6) CASING INSTALLED: Threaded D WeldedJ!l ~ 

.......... CA. ..... " Diam. from ............ CL. ft. to ........ \5.:.2_ ft. G•ge ,_,,/.(. ....... . 

~·-·-·-.. ·-··" Diam. from .... - ...... ..:. .. _ ..... ft. to .. _ .............. -- ft, Gage ·-··-................ , 

_ ... _ ........ ..:. .. " Diam. from ................. - .... ft. to --··-·---·-··-ft. Gage __ 

(7) PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes ~No 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations in. by In . 

............. ,_ ................ perforations from .................. _,_,,,.,-- ft. to ._ ............................. ft, 

·-·--.................. - .. - perforations from .. ,, .. _ .. _, ................. _ :ft. to ................................ ft. 

~ .... :::~:::::::::::::: :::::::~~:: ::: ~::::::~::::~:::::::::=: ~~: :: ::::::::::::~::::::::::~:::: ::: 
................................ perforations :from ..... - ... - ............. : .. : ... :l'.t. to ........................... _,,. ft. 

(8) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes ,8(No 

Manufacturer's Name. ................................ - .. - ..................... _ .................... - .................... - ... -

• ··:::~::::::~:::··~~~-:~:··.-~·:::.-.-. ............... ~.:~··;::-~: .. ~-~-~-~~_:_ 0~t~·~:-:~:::::::::::=::_. f; 
Diam, ................ Slot slze .. _ ............ Set irom .................. - .... ft. to ... - ......... ,,, __ ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used in seal .... ~;;;t{;;.,.'j,':ZiJ ... ,.-· .. ·p-~·-·:·=··iJ ........ .. 
Depth of seal ...... / . .J>. ......... , ....... .,_,. ft. Was a pac~ used? ~J:t .......... . 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ........ /../ ........ _ .... in. 

Were _an-y: loose strata cemented off? D Yes ~No Depth .......... _ ............. - .. 

Was a drive shoe used?~ Yes D No 

Was well gravel packed? D Yes l( No Size of grRvel: ........ - ............. ____ .. 

Gravel placed from ................................ ft. to ........... ::.-................ it. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Yes No 

.,..,ype of water? depth of strata 

. ethod of seallng strata off 

(11) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level Is 
lowered below stalk level 

Wil.s a pump test made? 0 Yes gh'No I£ yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./m1n. with rt. drawdown after hrs. 

Bailer test gal./rnin. wit drawdown after hrs. 

Artesian flow g,p.m, Date 

Temperature of water Wag a chemical analysis made? 0 Yes No 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing .............................. . 

Depth drilled CJ it. Depth of c.ompleted well ft. 

Formation: De.scribe by coLo;, ch.a.ntcter, .slze of materiat and structure, and 
show thicltness of aquifers and the k.ind and natuTe of the material ht each. 
stratum penetTated, wlth. at least One entry fo1' each change of formation. 

MATERIAL FROM 

,u f/- " I'> J-.Y 0 
. .rr;,W_/} fl II,,,,___,_.,. ~ 

fl " // ~""n-111.J ,n',. .. d '/ 
_/..J., _,., _/A ..I--- - I , f • 

" - «./" .- F /) <l I -
-:! ':::1--;-/J,,.f /). ,I'_ I/ (I .. ~ A A I q,~ 

.. 

. 

Work started<%ba / /' J 19 J 2 Complet~l-1 .... j' j 
Date well drilling machi"ne moved off of wel 

TO 

:..' 

'7 
::J I 

Cl 'i 
i 

&:, () i 

1907 
19 7 

(13) PUMP: 

;y::·;z;;.:~: .. :=~~~:::::::::::-~:;·:·:;6"::::::::::::::: 
Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best o! my knowledge and belief. 

NAME .$,}.{,/I-&-~;;-pJ;~;---13!1--i,gz:-·;i~ti""'""'''''" 
Address ./3.a..X ... )J. .. zP. ... 1. ...... <]/.L ... ).k .. .J:J'Jd ... tf:t!k.'. . 

Drilling Machine Operator'/ License·No ..... J.!J.:f!t ........................ . 
it. below l•nd •urface [Signed] .~~-·;fJf;-;;,~~7 ............................ -

lbs. per square inch Date CoI?-tractot~s ~icense.~oc2. ..... ~./ ... Date 9.Z7.~.2 ..... 1 19 ....... . 

(10) WATER LEVELS: 

Static level 

Arteslan pressure 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS !F NECESSARY) 



nc.v~¥,. -·-
,--

STATE OF OREGON 
JUL 3 0 1997 Lllaoo"S 

WATER SUPPLY WELL REPORT 
(u ~by ORS 537.765) 

WATER RESOURCES O&:PT. "<:'1.,7 a 
f I ,.,;?,Al-EM, ORE.GON (START CARD)# CJ' o ( ( 

Instruction~ for comtiletlnv: this report art! on the last n·aue o th s fo 

(1) OWNER: Well Numbe' (9) LOCATION OFbWELL by legal description: 

N•me 'ii/'.-;d£,.,. /f. J~.L !!'. T!'.n~ s.~ Coun<y r;;, LH1 !S' Luitude Loogiiude 

Addnou ;?,-1~ t £, (... "'- ~ Town>hip ®" S Range · ,;;J E 0(3;) WM 

Zif\'1o% s.ction ( 3 N E 114 N,£, 114 City ';;.JOI s_ Stote cik 
(2) TYPE OF WORK Tu Lot 00 fo "{ Lot Block Subdivi&ion 

fiaNew Well O Deepening 0 Alten1.tion (repa.ir/reconditioo) 0 Aba.ndooment St=tAddrnu of Well (ornu=l>ddrnn) 5 !83'cr '5 ,·(;., (., "'-'- ${, 
(3) DRILL METHOD: "'"'o:n a.o'i>.._, <"12_ 
f'GRot.ory Afr ORouryMud oc.bie 0Auge< (10) STATIC WATER.LEVEL: 

00the' 11 It. below land surface, D•te 1-19-9 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artesian pressure lb. per square ,inch. D•te 

(B:i;;ieMsa,ic 0Community 0 Industrial ~Irrigatioo (11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

0Tbennal 0Injection OLi•Cltock 00ther 
I I ' (5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth at which water w.u first found 

. Special Connructioo approval 0 Yes 2SJ No Depth of Completed Well ~ft. ' 

llipIOOves us~ 0Yei 'ija'No Type Amount From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 
HOLE SEAL I I <.~ So 1l 

"""""'" ''""' To Maw-lal From To S.dc.1 OI" JKlUnck 

tCJ 1~ I'~ lz..~.~1 6 1 '~I IS 

(U) WELLLOG: 
How w•s tt.:a1 P.laced: Method DA OB oc OD DE Ground. Elevation 

~OU=. ~l't>d 
B•cldill p!Aced from __f:)_ ft. to ___121!.. ft. M•tenat'K"<!..4..11., ±:c Materhl. . From To SWL 
Gnvel placed from ft. to ft. Size o( gravel '?--J t"h. "" ""-
(6) CASING/LlNER: .. .J ••.• ,""--f-·'--·"~ 1- § ' "" I I 

. ""' .. /?/_" 
. ... // DIA.....,. From To G•uae Sled Plas:tk Wcldoi Thnaded 

I'. ~, I' t ..... ~ D :kl D I • 
,_ .... __ ~ I/!_- ..,I Ir. -.:: ... Casing· 

D D D 0 ·- ... - . ... .Lt.• .L ~ -- ..... l c;... ,,. 
D D 0 0 

.n I . L'l-- ""- - I-· . ..,. I 
0 D D 0 

/f .__ (",,.... .. ~·.,_ z .. I ...., C... .. _I ,., C\ 
Liner. D 0 0 D 

0 0 0 0 
Final Io6.tion of shoe(s) ,.s::: 
(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 

0 PerforatiOJU MethOO 

oscreens Typ< ______ M11terial 
Slot TclVpl~ 

·--1 
To ,,,. 

1··-~1 ·-·· t'- Ca.dni Llnr:r 

I 

D D 
0 D 
o" D 
D D 

' 0 D 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time Is 1 hour Date started J-(@-<l"i Compl<=I 7-l"i-"',. 
F1owing. (unbonded) W111ter Well Construdor CertltkaUon: 

0Pwnr 0 Bailer J!ij Afr 0Artt"Sian I certi~ that the work I pcrfonned on the constructioo, Alteration, or .abandonment 

YJ~l/mln Draw down Dr\11 item al '11m• 
of lhi1 we iJ. in compliance with Oregoo water supply well construction 11.and•rds. 

I I 
"'-IS 

I 

Material! used and infonnation reported above are true to the best of my knowledge 
1 hr. and belief. 

WWCNumber 

Signed Dato 
Temper'alure of water 't4 Depth Artesian Flow Found (bond~) Water Well Constructor CertJricalion: 

Was a waler analysis done? 0 Yes By whom I accept rersibilitl for the ccnstruction, .altel"l!ltion, or abandooment work 

Did any strata contain water not suitable for intended use? O Tooliule performed on · well uring the coostruction dal.tf rep;>rted above. All work 
perfonned during this time is in i::ompliance with Oregon w111cr mpply well 

0Sal!y 0Muddy 00dor 0Colo"'d oooe, corutruction i.tandards. Thii report is true to the best of my knowledge 1nd belief. 

Depth of strata: 

1 

.... ~ _/WWCNumber f<..,79 
Si~ .. . ·- • Dato :J-..ZO ·"\I 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY-CONSTRUCTOR THIW COPY.CUSTCMER 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CQ'NTRACTOR . \ 
The original and first copy:c·'this report 

a.re to b.e filed with e. W A'fr:R WELL REPOl!-T"" ""'" ? ll 
. ' li-7t-R=···r 

WATER RESOURCES D 11.RTMENT.~" STATE OF OREGON !,! ~ c.t:i:r ~ ~-;i ir 

SALEM, OREGON" . .!l731C. . -· . 
'·within 30- days from the date .c/./'"-{3ffb 

{Please type or print) 

of well completion. ~ v- (Do not write ii.hove this line) 

(1) OWNER: 
'·r:~,.} "· Name 

. Address <Jfl'' '1 + ~ ) 

(Z) TYPE OF WORK ·z check)!/ -
..., 7/. 

New Well g/ Deepening 0 Recondltloning 0 Abandon 0 

Ii abandonment, describe material and procedure Jn Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
Rotary jg-/ Driven 0 . 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

Cable D .Tettej:l D. 
Dug 0 .. Bored D 

Domestic ~dustria; 'O Municipal D 

Irrlgatlon 0 Test Well 0 Other 0 

·~ASlNG INSTALLED: Threaded o 
........ fL .. " Dfam. from ........... Q. .. _ ft. to .... .6.3 ...... ft. 

.... - ... - ....... '.:Diam. from ··---·-·-···-····-· ft. to ·--··-···--···-- :Ct. Gage ·-··-········-·-···-· 

.................. " Diani. from .............. :.·-···- ft. to _, ..... ::;;·-·-··- !t. Gage ·············-·-···-

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? 0 Yes rµ--t{o. 
Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations _1n. by in. 

························-··-- perforations from .. , .. ; ............. -·-····-· ft. to -·--·······---······-····· ft. 

··-··-··· .............. ____ perforations from ···---.. -----·--··- ft. to ................................ ft_ 

........... ; .... ·--·· perforations from --····--··-····~-·~""-··-1t. to.-..:.... ................. _ ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yes 

lll[anu!acturer's Name 
···········-·····--------~--------····---···· 

pe ·-·······---··--··--···-··-··--·---:·---·--"--·-=--- Model No. ---...................... --. 

1iarn. ·-·-·········· Slot size ... ., ......... _ Set !rom ···············---··- it. to ····--·-······-·- ft. 
Diam ......... _ ...... Slot size ................ Set from .................... ,_ ft. to ........... : ............ ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amoul1t water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes efio I:f yes, by whom? 

Yield; gal./min. with ft. drawdown,' atte[, l:In; .. 

Lf-{}gal.jmln. with / {) ft. drawdown aftei; / hnl. 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

~ature of water Depth artesian flow encountered .... _____ ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION:. · · 
Well. senl..:_Materlal used .......................... ~.'.§:(.?? S!.1.J..::t ................. ~ ..... : ... _..-.. 
Well sealed from land surface to ................... : ..... : .... 3.?.:" ................. _ .. , .... _ ........ fL 

Diameter of well bore to bottom o! seal ........ .__,_f ____ in. 

Diameter of well bore below Seal ...... _ .. ,.,_..fz. ........ in. 
1 

Number of sli.cks of cement used In Well seal ...... - .... ~ .... $............ sacks 

How_ .. ~~~ .. ::.=~~~-~~-~-~~-.~~~~~~-~--~::~~~::=~~±:~~·r:~d.~~=~·::::~~:=~-
·············-·'--'--'-'-''-'-'··· .. ·······-···-·~--=--·~··"-"····;:;:,., -----..'...-· -· -·--'· 

~=~··:··~~~:~--:::··~=~·;···~ ~ ~o - PTu:!fs. ···=··:-~ Si~e: locatio~·- :.~~.~-· .. ~~-· 
Dld any strata contain unu·sa:b1e water? Q Yes ~ 

•e of water? . gepth of strata. 

"thod of sealing strata ot.f 

Was well gravel packed? O Ye.s_ ~ Size Of graye_l: .... ~. 

Gravel placed from ................. -ft. to ............ ___ ........... ft. 

I :1-c:::P Rr<'.;(JLIR\F'<· r.;rr 

Sf \I r'/E \\ ';:ctlon / 3 T. 3 )j" R . W.M . 

(10) LOCATlM .. OF. WELL: 
County Co lt1m h ;Q/ Driller's wen number 

Bearing and distance from sectlon or su~d,J.'.'(L!:=lo~n~c~o~rn~e~r~---~---

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at wh1ch water was flrsl: found . -'Lo ft. 

·Static leVel ft. below land surface. Date .</ -13-70'.· 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(!2) WELL LOG: 
Depth drille'd 6 .:=:-

Diameter of well below caslng ......... 6 ............ .. 
ft. Depth of completed well 6_ S:: ft . 

For.matlon: Describe color, textur"e", grain size and structure of matedals;·
and show thlckness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated) 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report ea.th change hi 
position o( Static \Vater Level and indkate principal water-bearlnr: strataJ 

MATERIAL 

-·...,,,,.,.,-/)'] 

i {{.,,,,,,~ ;:,; J t,, ,"'S:l IJ rJ 
<..., LI c;;:r.., ,;,,, I 

c::: cd 161?, !. 

Work started LJ- 12 w28 Comploted 

Date ·well drilling 'machine moved o.!1 of well 

Drilling Machine Opera.tor's Certi!icatlon: 

From 

/} 

..;< 
,;i.g 
50 

To 

.::J , 

tt:g 
.,-o 
~.> 

L./-/3 
<Jf-13 

SWL 

This well wa.s constructed under my direct superv1s1on. 
Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowl~d b)Jlief. ~ 

[Sign~d] .~;;t-~:k\,-~te .... f.:::2.0.., .19J%. 
' (Drllli)'('g- Machine oeerator) ~ _ 

Drilling Ma~hine <?perator'.s. _License No. ··············-··--? .. 'f.. ........ ~----.. 
Water 1ven Contractor's CertitiCation: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

:::0_~7.«J:~~~-~-°!-!~~~1~;-~:~<:lgxrf/7Ji'i"••••·····h 
Address f(f~--~---~lj,························-··! ............. Q!:.CJ..... . 

[Signed] ~i;~~;:;f.=····-·····---y · 
Contractor's License No. 2-__(/__7 ___ Date .............. 1:/..~ __ i?:!)__ 19.Z. . _ 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF N·ECESSARY) 

.. ---~-~· ~-·--



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CtNTRACTOR 
The origin,al and flrst p'y , 

o! this report are too e ~l\i .tJ 
filed with the \ . ¥~'3 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, O~EGON 9'1310 
0
· 'Z, 

within 30 days from the \ate -?.._ ~ / 
of well completion. .., 7 

fRJ!kf;E~VED - ® 
WATER WELL REi.JUWr -z , , ) 1.-, d 

STATE OF OREGON NOV i; 1976 State Well No.-_LY.fd-1,,,~,/._1..,.;.Ci. 
{Ple~se type or Pi,;~;Y.TER JlESQLJRCES ~i;rmit No. ··-·--·--··-----....:._·---~---

(~not wrtte above this 1me?.,., 1 E~ 1 oni:-G N 
'- ~··-- .. .,_ 0 

(1) OWNER: 
,, .,../ 

"-• .__ .... p (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
' h"~J?sc,..y' Driller's well number Name <:7,9121. u, County CM , ..; cl/ 19 -

Address /t"/, / n~ 7'8', ~=? aa 9'?.-:i~ ·.r;-E ~~ ~l~:;)'4. section l_3 T, 3,V R. ..f'.M/ W.M. 

Bearing and d1stance fr?l_!l section or subdivision comer 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): -. - " 

New Well~ Deepening D Recondi~lonf?.g D .... .f\-bandon D 
If abandonment, describe materi~l and procedure in Item 12. (11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at which water was first !ound &'C ft. 

Rotary .D Prlven D Domestic -2\ Industrial D Municipal D Static level .>f{ ft. below land surface. Date t::.1 .. ,J. ~- ... 
Cable J!I: Jetted D 
Dug D Bored D Irrlgation D Test Yfell .D Othe.r D Arte:>ian pressure ~lbs. per square .inch. Date 

.CASING INSTALLED: Threaded D Welded~ (12) WELL LOG: Diameter ot well below casing ..::.~ .. 
..... £. ...... ~'.Diam. :from ···--···-.0---- ft. to .... 7j/... ........ ft. Gage.,-A.;r."Q., .. _,_ 

Depth drilled 9. <' Q'; ft. Depth of completed well 9" 7 'l, ft. 

.'£_ 

.................. ". Dlarn. from ·-··············-·····ft. ti:i :-·--··-- tt ·-Oag~ ··-·--·-·-·-· -... .. ' Formation; Describe color, texture, grain siz:e and structure of materials;. 
-·········· ,, n1arU. :from --·-··· •t. to . tt. G,age ................ nnd show thickness and nature of each stratum and aqui.fer penetrated) • with at least one entry for each change of !Qrmntton. Report each change trl 

PERFORATIONS: Perforated? 0 Yes-~ No. 
pos!tion of Static Water Level nnd indicate princtpat water-bearing strata 

Type o! perforator used MATERIAL From To SWL 
,_ .. , -

Size of perforations in. by in, .,...~ "' .So,,, " / 
~. ''. - ,. .... / - - ,._,.; ; ..2 /,' i ·-·····-·-·-;···---- perforations :from -·-·······-··---·-- tt. to •....... .. --..:... __ ft. ' ' 

_...,, ,...,!~ ~·~·'Pv 
- .z ,,,,, x " 

....... ·-······-·-··········· perforations from -···------ !t. to -·······-···--··-- :ft. 
~.=:JL<t:> ~,,/ - _, 

\<: ;-,,; 
······-·-·-··-----·perforations from··········-··--···- ft. to ----··---·...::ft. -- . .. ~ -6::: - .!'.. ;u / C:'.,,,. / .5"',c /_,.-

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yeo Jq No -~ '' - ,_ _, , Lr.:~- ' 
.; /_,..,' ""' S-51' 

Manufacturer's Name ·-··-······--------···-··------------- ,...._, n\/ <f'.'nHV"'- , 
'<F'" ;:v., ?7 s-: ' 

Type ··-!··-·· .. ··--··-···-·-·····-·-··-···-·-······--- Mo.dcl No. ·-.. ····-···········---·-·· _..., ·~ , 
~ ' '· / 7? 

.,,_,., .> 
Diam, ................ Slot size···-···-···- Set from ··-····--- :(t._ to ... -, ... ,····-···-·-.ft. .c ""N'> --;::- ~··--· .I 

, 
'Ii""" .,,,- <"'~ 

Diam ................. Slot size ····-··--· .... Set from ············-···-- ft. to ·····-·····-·· .. - :ft. 
~· -· - AV'/.' .:.·<l'.C 9.:r-.i: ·-"" 

' ,, -~ 
(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level ls 

lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? DY~ ij,!No I! yes, by whom? 
- ..... 

Id' 
gal./ min. with ft. drawdown after h>'S, - ,.. w 

·-· -
" " " 

" " " " 
/<'/ ./ "" Bailer test gal./min. with o Oft. drawdown alter hr" 

( 

esian flow g.p.m. 

·,, erature of wate{::{;/\iDepth artesian flow encountered ·--···-·•·»·•• ft. Work started 1~11- 19 .?..? Completed £-.2. 3:- 196 , 
(9) CONSTRUCTION: .... ..._ Date well drilllng machine moved off of well !.-~3 -19/. 

Well seal-Material used ......... Lrck&cY./.,rc:. ..................... ".._. ___ Drilling Machine Opera.tor's Certi!lca.tiOn: 

Well sealed from land surface to.-·- . .2.6 .......................... __ . ft. This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and information repOrted above are true to mY 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal .......... L .. 9.:_ ....... _ in. best knowledge and belief. . 

Diameter ol well bore below seal ...... - ... -€ ... _ bL [Signed] ---~~ ... ~irte .. ___ Z.d!?Y, .rn.2. 
Number of sacks ot cement used 1n well seal -.-..... ---·--· sacW> 

(Drilling Machin ator) 

N~ber. of sacks ot bentonite ··used in well seal -·····---·Y----··-·-~·--· sacks 
Drilling Machine OperR.tor's License No .... r..z7 .......... -.... _. __ .... 

Brabd name of bentonite ... ./A/.T.~a.Dez&Lf:'.? .......................... 'Vater Well Contractor's Certification: 
Number o:t: poundc ot bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water .. -······ .. ····-······· .. .G?_f?. .... ___ .... - ... ~.lf!s./100 gals. 
This well was drilled nnder my jurisdiction and this report is 

true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
Was a drive shoe used? /2i.,Yes ONo Plugs ··-·-····· $lze: l?c?,tion. ·····-··- lt. Name /0.d .. .f'R..6£4.~ ... ..t1"'-.&/.'?.Z:,!k-,1'2'&,~-~~ 
Did any strata contain unusable water? 0 Yes .§1'. No (Per11on, !inn or 1:01:1lOration) ('I'yJJc or print) 

Type of water? depth o! strata Address tf.'..: .. ¢'.<.,Ctqx_ __ ,6.J?...£::. .. k'~4.f.':L.fl:?_q.f',,.#.%'-
Method of. sealing strata off [Signed]~~--·~~--.................... : ... ~~ 
Was well gravel packed? 0 Yes~ No Slze o! gravel: ...... ·-·····--······-·-

Gravel: placed :lrom ·-·-····-·-·-··-······-·ft. to -·------- ft. Contractor's License No. ~$.=-Date ..... ___________ ?._;:.~~-, "19~: 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF :NECESSARY) 
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• 

• 
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STATE OF OREGON ' 

WATER WELL REPORT 
(as requln!d by ORS 537 76S) 

~··") 
\:~ JU:J l:; 1SS2 

(1) O ,c ;Wcll\N -" \:/ATE:; f; · .. •&J.'\:'.B .. c·~··" 6F . by legal description: . 
N•~• VY''¥/.!. ' ) d ·• J' _) ,>,:; ( J4'r1? U JI J',; , :.;;,:_: -

"'"" /T County · d,. ~pgitude. _____ _ 

Address ,., -(., LJ ~ -<; / __,,. .... ""' L ./, .n n / u'\L.1 / / ·w ./ Township .. _N nr s. Ranre ci2 kt/ E .or w. WM. 

City / ~ " ,h '' ' ' , ' ,/ Sia ;J /) j2 Zio / ~ c:I Section _ _}3 ;{/ £:: !4 ;t/ E · !4 _ -· 

(2) TYPE OF YVOlilK: Tax Lot 40:3 Lo~ Bloclr · Subdivisio"·~----
,M' New Well -- 0 Deepen ·- D Recondition 0 Abai;d~n Street Address of Well (or nearest address) ~ ) 
(3) DRILL METHOD: . A<'\c\..-<.'.D "- 0'~<-\0--l"-'> -l-o NE.-NC-SE <!::: 
% Rotnry Air 0 Rotary Mud o··c;t,J;;-· .~ (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
0 Other . - / 2 fL below land surface. -· Date 

(4) PROPOSED USE: 
12}.nomestic D Comm~nity 0 :-Indu~~ial. -- Q. ~!.rig~3i;_~T-. 
0 Thermal o · inje;tion . 0 ·.Other- - . 

. 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCJION: . 
Special Coostruction approval D Yes [B'No - _D~pth of Co~pieLed·W~ll~f:··' 
Explosives used D Yes IQ--rro Type . .- Am0un1~-----

HOLE -SEAL 

rn.JO" F0 1~ 
Material From 

11.,, /.JL N 11/ 0 
'/ 111-JL/ 

How was seal placed: Method DA 0 B . 0 C ·o D 0 E ..•. 
11hJii,er /} !J l-(,l' -e-cL .. 
Backfill placed from....._ ft. -t.O __ ft. Material--------
Gravel placed from_ ft. to ft..... Size of gravel 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
Dlaicter From Tu Gauge Steel Plastic Welded Threaded 

Casing· -1- 1 L/7 ''1-9' ~D ~:-o 
D · . .o D D 

•. 

0 D - D 0 
.D D D 0 ·. -

Liner: ~ ...... . D D 0 D . .. 

D - 0 D D 
Final location of shoe(s) 

Slot Thie/pipe 
From Tu size Number Diameter size Caslng Llne"r 

I I I I I 

0 .0 
.. D D . .. 

D - -o 
t'L D 
D -o 

(8) WEilL TESTS: Minimum testing time is 1 hour 

D Pump D Bailer 

_ YieJd gaUmin Drawdown Drill stem at Time 

Temperature of Water $...:2_' , D.epth Artesian Flow Found--~--
Was a water analysis done? D.Yes - By whom,_· __ · _______ _ 

Did any strata contain water rto! suit.able ror· intended use? [) ~_ litlle., 

D Salty D Muddy D Odo; o·c~I~r~ .. [j O~er -------
Depth of strata: 

.. 

Artesian pressure lb. per square inch. Date 

(11) WATER BEARING ZONES:. 

Depth at which water was first foUnd __ ~A~~!f_,_ ________ _ 
From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

"l LI LI :1 // 

(12) WELL LOG: I 
Ground elevation -----------0 

Material From To SWL 

u 3 , 13 
/? /y 

JP «.L-1 
--

"ILi "< C> I 7 
".:! (;;J .I,/,, 

Completed 6-._ d= ,Y- 1 ::Z 
(unbonded) \Valer '.VcU Constructor Certification: 

I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or abandonu 
ment oflhis well is in ccimp"Jiance.w}th Oregon well construction standards. Materials 
used arx:l informitlon reported above are true to my best knowledge and bel'ief, 

Signed 

(bonded) 'Vater \.Veil Constructor Certificatlon: 

WWC Number---

D_a._te 

I accept responsibility for the construction; alteration, or abandonment work per
fonned on this. well during.the construction dates reported above, All work performed 
during this time is in compliance With Oregon Well cotistruction st.andards. This repOrt 
is true to the best. of my kn:z:wledg and belief. 2/;? -LJ k WWC Ntlmbe' 
Sigood /''°J'V' ' Date ? - '( - '7 :2. 

. -
ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY - CONSTRUCTOR THIRD COPY - CUSTOMER 9809C lOt9\ 



• 

' STATE OF.OREGON 

.... _____ ... --
,'.,Li G 2 9 1990 ,3;1} j;;<cJ/ q 

WATER WELL REPO:flT 
(as X-!!quired bv ORS 537 765) WATER RESOURCES DEP(S:TARTCARDI H--~~~0~~/~~~·~g-~--

·· Township ·~ NorS.!}t'f').' ( Eor,V, WM. 
""::''~A~ .A . /1 ' - St.i,/ ''\' Zip 4 /1/,'")b /- AJ ir J 

Section · /It 1/i If' v. 
,(~) TYPE 0 'rJv.t6 RK: Tax Lol ~-Lot_· ___ Block ' ____ Subdivision ____ , 

, Kl :\ell' \\'ell 0 Deepen 0 . Rec11nditi~1~ 0 . .\baudon Street Address uf\-\'ell lurnearest address) ----------~--

(3) DRILL METHOD 
,M" Rotar:· Air 0 Rola~· ~r~d. -
D~iD~<h~~~,~~~~~~~~~~"'="'=='=="'"=='=='"'-"'="~======·-

,_( 4) PROPOSED USE: 
)![Domestic D C'ummu;1it;· 0'1~JU;tr~.;f 
D Thermai D fnjec-tion ··-o· Other 

0 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 
Spedal Cnn"\ructinn apprnnil Yes ~ Depth ufC'nmpll'tl'd \Y!?ll 

Yes :\'11 D f::I. 

E;.;plosh·esu/\ed D W' T:·pe Amnunt -------
HOLE SEAL Amount 

(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
.. flQ ft. .b.e!nw land_ surface. 

Art!?sian Pressure lb. per square inch. 

Date 

Date· """ 
(11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

D'rpth a! whieh waler was first fiii.ind '· J 
Fr nm Tn Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

I { - IJ'V 

• 

_o_'f_i'4(i''_"_'_(_!F O"rn'm_.).if. .;T!,,O;Jfl'c ,.,_!'!l..>!f.ra,7:',1i'.v""":~J..':!C..-!-..CFO,,',!_om_J-<<c"'JT '"'~o'-.J-'"_'_'J[J°k_.ounds 
7: -;;,;, µ; !, (12) WELL LOG: Ground elevation 

Material From Tn SWL 
7"<1" ~ott- 0 !)_ 

Howwa/\:lea!p!ac-ed; :'llet'h11d 0 A 0 B 0 C' 0 D 0 E 

1B-'01hec fJl!li'i!'-"J 
H RIV e/IJ'i' 1 I. 
3,; lv <',,AJJ /. M -

Harkfi!! placed from ___ fL to ___ ft. :0.laterial ---------- ""Al O' l"liJV An iv ., J.J 3Gf 
ft. tu '3ow ,.. C/11'-' CJJ,,~ :1 '1' I .l.t:;> 

(6) CASING/LINER: -- s" ,;;J "' ,,. f ,.,, 13" Al I ;:., ?I t;-:1 

, . Dia.Zeier I JrJ°J::.. 1,,...._TJ!... Caug:e 
Ca~tn)!'. !"-1'--'/ 1'1<0 

S't~I Plastic We.Ided Th.readed 

IB- D rg,- 0 
K>~ .. "''"''' / t?"'"v<L" <'.,.;L t;-::;_ 9/ 
/. lA "' . ·-.t.i• P-cLl ' P~, ,-01 •. Cf1 IY. J;- >lO 

D ' D D - D 
0 - 0 0 0 
0 .·o 0 0 
0 ~ 0 0 
0 0 D D 

Liner._!:i__ !J )I/~ 
~--·-------------~-'-----'---'----< ... ~ 

• Final )11c-atinn 1lfi';bnefi';) 

(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 
[~-f"mhrntlorn; ~leihod __ ._,[2:L!./Q"-.£/..:L=.L=------~--
0 :-kreenl' Type ------· ___ -_- Material -------

Tele/pipe Slot 
size 

• 
~~~ ,;;;;-- XLJ~er DJJ-;pte-'_,__s_'•_e_ c_;g 
-'--~---'-----'--~- ,p 

Liner 

JB--'
... CT 

__ _L_ _ __j ___ ,__-1-----l--- - u 0 
IT .. D 

.D 
_n 

- 0 !- D11te started ..P'-2. .'?- 9 CJ CmnpJ,t..J I? -;I '1- 5' tJ 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum iesting time is I hour 
·~ Flowing 

0 Pump D Bailer ~r D Artesian 

Yield gal/min Drnwdown Drill stem at Time 

IS: 

I I 
J~r 

I 
l hr. 

O" 
(unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification; 

I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or 
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well cpnstruction 
standards. Materials used and informati6il reported above are true t.o my best 
knowledge and belief. 

WWC Number ___ _ 

Signed,.------------~-- Date 

(bonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 

Temperature of water ___ _,;._ ·- Depth Artesian FlOw.FOund - I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, pr abandonmer 
.. . .. ~ .. _ .. - , _ ·. - .. work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above., 

\Vas a water analysis done? By whom ----------- work performed during this time is in compliance with Oregon well 
Did anyslrata con lain water not suitable tOr intended use?. Er'Too little construction standards. This report is true to the best of my knowled~e and 

0 Salty D Mudd:r D O<lo"~1 0 C~lored · Elotber ~1,,J t $'pµ) belief. ~ WWC Number 7 I~ 
J),,pthof,tmta' j_ £ - .J 'f 1 

_ S;gned ;{)~ h 'U-fa. . Date 'j{-,;l6'- 'JO 
ORlGINAL & FIRST COPY· WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY - CONSTRUCTOR THlRD COPY - CUSTOMER 



__ .. co~1 " • ·~;2~-,~9~--STATE OF OREGON C,(} 3 ~ . . . 

l'l\.U /\JVJ 

WEU ! .D. ff N/A 
VT B iJ:;!\V' 

WATER SUPPLY WELL REPORT WATER RESOURCES DEP·1: 
("rnqui=lbyORS 531.765) <:hi l=M OREGON (START CARD) #_9u2~7L1'-'4,_ _____ _ 

rnstructlons ror comnJctlnrr thl."i rcvort are on lhc la:'ft nM/C"t1irl11S'form. 

(1) OWNER: Well Numb<" (9) LOCATION OF WELL by legal description: 
N'me tITY OF SCAPPCX!SE ( CENJ'URY WES"'T~ENG='.-,OJ"J'°'K". ) County OJLUMBIA L"itude Longitude -----
Addce.s 33568 EAST OJLUMBIA AVENUE Towo.hiR 3N N o< S R•nge 2W E o< W. WM. 
City SCAPPCDSE Slate ffi Zip 97056 Section 13 NW 1/4 NW 1/4 

(2) TYPE OF WORK 
[}!New Well 0 Dcepenirlg D Alteration (repair/recondition) B{] Abandonment 

(3) DRILL METHOD: 
6.a_Rotary Air 0Rotary Mud 0 Cable 0Auge1-

QOther 

(4) PROPOSED USE: 
0 Domestic 0 Community 0 Industrial D Irrigation 

0Thcnnal 0Injection 0Livestock fi.Other TEST 
('\, (5) !JORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: 

Special Construction approval 0Yes [XNo Depth of Completed Well .dJ...=.._fL. 

Explosives us.ed 0 Yes t&JNo Type Amount ____ _ 

HOLE SEAL 

Siu:kl or poundi 

How was sea{ placed: Method OA OB OC OD OE 

0 Olher ---------------------
Backfill place.cl from __ ft. to __ ft. 

ft. 

Malerial _____ _ 

Gravel placed froi:n ft, Lo Size of gravel 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
Diameter From To GBllJl" Steel Pla5tk w, Thrcadl.'d 

Casing· 0 0 0 
,c, \. 0 0 0 

.-Al / 0 0 0 0 -
·~ ,.. 

/ 0 0 0 0 
Liner: / 0 0 0 0 

~ 0 0 0 0 
Final location °of shoe(s) 

('.(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 

0Perforations Met.hod ----~----------
[]:Screens Type SWITED/ SAW Material PVC 

Slot Tulelplpe -~~--

( '''I "'' I 010 1· .. ~ I ... ,,, I "' 
(8) WELL TESTS: Minlmum testing tlme is 1 hour 

K]Pump D Bailer 0Air 

Y!dd~allmln Drawdown Drill stem at 

I 
63 

I 
17 

Caslna 

0 
0 
O" 
0 
0 

Flowing 
0 Artesian 

Time 

1 hr. 

Liner 

Ill 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Tcmporalure of water St• f Depth Artesian f·low Found -----

Was a Water analysis done? 0 Yes By whom ________ _ 

Did a11y strata contain water not suitable for intended use? 0 Too little 

0Sa1Ly 0Muddy 00dor 0Colorcd 00ther -------

Depth of strata: 

T.x Lot CITY Lo9CAPPCXl:l!E>ciINDUSTR:ti51bd!IJdWARK ==-
SlreCt Address of Well (or nearest address). 51 940 SW CREEKVIE"V'1 PL 

SCAPPCDSE, OR 97056 
(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 

41 ft. below land surface. D•te 11 /d7/96 
Artesian pressure lb. per square,inch. Date 

(11) WATER IJEARING ZONES: 

Depth at which water was fint found __ __c..1",,,_n __________ _ 

From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

1 ~n 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Ground Elevation---------------, 

Material Prom To SWL 
Brown sandv clav 0 10 
Grav-brown sandv clay 10 19 
Brown sand & aravel. cooole 19 50 
Black sand & aravel.tiaht 50 55 

occ. cobble 
Black rnuddv sane'!. occ. ~avel 55 70 

& cobble 
Black sand & ~avel tiaht 70 130 

occ. cobble 
Black sand & aravel.tiaht 130 150 
Black sand & DPA DTilVel OCC 1 50 170 41 

loose 
Black sand & ="' m-avel. cl<>' n 170 1 96 41 

loose 

Cement ( 2 sks + ael) p" nn 

11 ~"~ + ~01 l ~n rn 
t-o ' 1 n n 

Dalestatted 10/22/96 Completed 11/07/96 
(unbondOO) WRlcr Well Constructor CcrtiOcallon: 

I certify t.hat the work I performed on t.he construction, alteration, or abandonment 
of lhis well is in compliance with Oregon water supply well construction 3tandards. 
Ma1crials used and infonnation reported above are true lo the besi of my knowledge 
and belief, 

WWC Number ____ _ 

Signed D•te 
{bonded) Waler Well Constructor Ccrtlllc.atlon: 

I accepl responsibility for the construction, alteraLion1 or abandonment work 
pcrfonne.d on this well during the construction dates reported above. All work 
perf:,~ uring this time is in compliance with Oreg_ on waler supply well 
coostru ti or stand(lf1\Th.is report is true Lo the besl of my knowledge and belief. 

Ir WWCNumbe<5~7~3~---
Sig" d \l A'\ h D"e 11 /18 /96 

i'. 

I 
' 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COl\Y-CONS1J VCTOR THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER 



r-· ' ·- .~ r;: r 11 H tir1 [] .~:: fc.- : -1§' \~; ~ - '·';;tvfzw-tJ 
State We!l No. ··-······-············-····-···--·····-···-··-· me oc1g1na1.•nd lfv '~~T·- 21,Q~l : 

First Copy with the · · 
STATE ENGINEER ....... ~F 
SALEM, OREGONC::JJi.'T,:: \.,. l(:;1!',I,-·. 

STATE OF OREGON 
Sta.te Permit No .. ·················-··········-················-··· 

(2) LOCATJON OF WELL: 
Countt ~447 L ,¢_...,owner's number, II any-

• ~~ 1,'.. Section / T ·.r. _v"!,.// R, .;1.. h W.M. 

Bearing a.nd distance :from section or subdlvislon corner 

•--------
(3) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well)(" . Deepening 0 -· Reconditioning 0 Abandon 0. 

'

'lndonment, de,scri!::ie material and procedure in Item 11. 

PROPOSED USE (check): (5) TYPE OF WELL: 
Domestic ~ Industrlnl D Municipal D Rotary Q _ Drlven 0 

Cable K' .Tetted 0 
Irrigation 0 Test Well 0 Other D Dug D Bored D 

(6) ,CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o Welded;jf. 
....... C..?. ....... " Diam. from -····--0---·-·· tt. to _ ... ;;.·~i...-) .. ~ .. ft Gage ·······4-·--·· 
···-······-·-·-'.' Diam. from ·····---·-·· .. ··-·····1t. to ·········-··-·--·-· !t. Gage ········-~····-·--·· 
·······-···· .. ·-··;· Diam. from -···-···-············ ft. to ········----·-··- !t. Gage ···-·············---

;7) PE~FORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes ~No 

Type of perforator used 

SIZE of "?erforatioru: in. by in. 

·······-······················· perforations from ····-······-···-···········- fl to ···-········-·-········-···· ft, 

............. _ ................. perforations from ·······-···-········-··- ft. .to , ........ .:. .. ·-····-····-··- ft. 

......... - ..................... perforations from ........... ·-·······-·· .. ····· ft. to .... ·-···-·-··········-····· ft. 

:•:~:::::::::::~:~:: :::;::::::: ::: ::::::::::::::::~~::~:::::= ;~ : :=:::::~-~~:::::·~:::::::::: ~~ 
(8) SCREENS: Well screen installed o ·ves .,B\'No 

Manufacturer's Naxne 

Type -···-···-·······-······ .. ··········-···-·-·-··-··-.. ---·--·· Model :t'l'o. ····-······-·-···-·-··--·-·-* ::::::~::::::::: :::: :;:: ::::::.-:~:::::::.-. ::: ::: ::::::::::::~::~~~:: :~ : ::::=:~::=:::=:~ ~~ 
(9) CONSTRUCTION: , 
Was wc.11 gravel packed? D Yes ~o Slze·of grave!: .... , .... -., ...... , ........... -. 

Gravel pfa.t;ed :from .... . .............. ft. to ·-·· .. -·---·--··---·--······ fl '7> 
Was a surface seal provided? ~'Yes D N~ To what depth? ... ....6,. ... tJ. .. ft. 
Material u,sed in seal- (~ C° "2?2' C, ft C. 
Did any strata contain unusabJe .. w.ater? D Yes @No 

Type of water? Depth of. strata 

Method of. sealing ut.rata of!. 

(11) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level is 
lciwered below static leyel 

Wrufa pump test made? D Yes .JJ;fyo !! yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./mln. With :ft. drawdoWn after hrs. 

Bailer test ,/,._"1 gal./mln, wlth .;{ /; ft. drawdown after ;.l 2· hr11. = Artesian now ·g.p.m. Date 

Tempel'ature of water Was a chemical analysis made? O Yes @'No 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of wcll ........ _ .... 6 ............ Inches. 

Depth drilled £ :i .._ ft. Depth of completed well 

...Formation; De-.'lcdbe bft coLor, character, size of ttulteriaL a.nd structure, artd. 
show thickness of aqu!Jers and the ktnd and nature of the material in each. 
,,-tratu.m penetrated, with at !east one entrv for each chan'1!! of formation 

MATERIAL FROM TO 

0 .4 wnv 
'"' iJ / / 

/') / 
,-·-'; A v I 9 q 

J;-1 ii£- ,f{A,vll ·· 

···~~·~~ 
:IJ Al.-\~; 

'IM>;, - v,-) ;~t_Z~ ,.= ~- .,i ' t '?lh' ,..., ....:. ~; 

. 
----

... ~ 

---· 

--. 

Work started -~~ / 111 £. I ComJ:)leted 

Well Driller's: Statement: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belie!. 

NAME .~'.t.l.r. .. f V..!T/j.e_ff...~//_j)J/1..f..ft.ft:J.-, .. 
'(~son, {h:"t., cl." corporation) {Type or print) 

~~~=o~;,~:~v~=l_T_E_R_.,~~:;E,_,~,_,_ ~E_L_s_:="~· =b•=lo=w~l•="=d=•url=•='=•-D=•="'~·=~>'-<-"';z"''=='~( -:- Address J{.J..J.D.o.X .. 4.::J.r:t. ...... S./:../l<.['?ff.S ... _ ..... 
lbs. per square inch D.ate f Arleslan pressure 

,og AcceeJ b~ . / 

[Signed.V.',L.c.'..: .. 02/kA,c.0.!/.' Date .. f/J?. .. t?.. .............. , 19~ .. . 
'. (0-;;;iJf· 7···· . . . 

Driller's well numbe~···-··-:····-J·--··························.,.···--·-··-··············· 

[signedJ .. .=£i: .•. 4(: ..... cb,,.L..z"z:; .. ,e_L.£.. .......... . 
(Well Driller) ' 

' .., '-7 ' ' . . <.J / \'.-- ,,, / License No. _.._":'f __ ;::,.. •• .b.-::::: ............. _ Date 
7 

... -::. .................... , 19.:.: .. /.. 

(USl'.: ADDITION~ SHXETS D!' NECESSARY) I 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL coJ:d J~o~ E U 'ii E 11· . I 
The originol and ilrot ,jt}! JAN '> .: '1966 . ER ""<'LL RE,(/)RT o! this report are to be . L., -.• t'l' ..l'J , C@L U 3 !VI-;. IP-13 

State Well No. -·······-···-······f···L ..... ,_, .. _,, .......... . filed with the ...,.. A-..T 
ATE ENGINEER, SALEM, di"EG0~178io r:- .... 1...-- l1'.Tl-r-S'JiATE OF OREG\'t-, 

3c0\-1 State ~ennit No. -····-········--···············-.. ············ within 30 days trom the date (Please type or print).., 
of well completion. · 

(2) LOCATION OF WELL: 

County Driller's well number 

~'4 Section T. 3 NR. W.M. 

Bearing and distance !rom section or subdivision corner 

(3) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

r&_ Well)( Deepening 0 Reconditioning _D Abandon D 

~donment, describe material and :procedure in Item 12. 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

Domestic')( 

Irrigation D 

Industrial O "Municipal 0 

Test Well D Other 0 

(5) TYPE OF 1'1'ELL: 
Rotary D Driven 0 
cable ~ Jetted D. 
Dug D Bored 0 

(6) CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o Welded);( 

...... /a ........ " Diam. from ........ 0-···- ft, to .. -.Ff'.-C/. ...... _ ft. Gage ._.!!.,1.:S~Q . 
... --·-··" Diam. from -···----·-····· .ft. to ··---···-···-- ft. Gage ·-···-··-···--·-·· 

............... " Dls.m. from--···-··-···-···- ft. to ··-·-···-··········-..;ft. Gage·-·-···-···-···-· 

l7) PERFORATIONS: Per1orated7 O Yes KNo 

Type of perlorator used 

Size of per!oratlons in. by in. 

·--····-·--······-···· .. ·- pertorations from ·····-····-···--: ....... ;. __ ft, to ·-···-·--·--·-···-···· ft, 

................ ·-···~··---- per£oratlons from --·--·-··-···--· .......... it. to ·-·--.. ··········-·-·-·- :ft. 

.................... - .......... perforations from --··-··-·-········-·-··.it. to .......... --·---·-··-··it. 

::.~=::=:~::::==~ ::::::::::: ::: ~~:::::::::::::::::~::='.:=:: ::: :: :~~:=:::::=:~:===:= ::: 
(8) SCREENS: Well screen instnlled7 O Yes~ No 

Manufacturer's Name 

····:~::::::::~~~--~~~~-:~:··:~~:~~:::~-~--·;:;·~·::-=~ .. ~:~-~~-:o~t~~:··:~=::~--~=~::~-~~~ 
Diam. ................ Slot sb:e --·-···-··-- Set from -·····-····--···- ft. to .......... ft, 
(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well s"eal-Materlal used in seal .............. G .. /t.Q.!1. .. 7:. ............................ . 
Depth of seal ............. Lf.:. ........... - ... ft, Was a pacRer used? ....... &.'..?.. ___ _ 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal -··--··----~-.. ,.. ....... in. 

Were any loose strata cemented ·-o£f? D Yes ~o Depth ............................ .. 

Was a. Or!Ve shoe used?}is:Yes D No 

Was well gravel packed? DY~ ~o Size o! gravel: ............. --.. ----

Gravel .placed from--······ .. ··-·-······-· ft. to •¥·-····-··---·-··-···- it. 

Did any strata contaJn unusuable water? "D Yes ef.;!o 

Type of water? depth of strata 

thod ot sealing strata off 

iO) WATER LEVELS: 

Static level 'f _£ tit-.' below land ·surface Date;? (2c:;r'/, _r-
Artesian pressure lbs, per square inch Date 

(11) WELL TESTS: Dra\vdown is amount water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Ye;· ~N~ If yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./min. with ft. drawdown after 

" 
""· 

Bailer test f'.o gal./mln. \vith la :ft. drawdown after Z:: hrs, 

Artesian flow g.p.m. Date 

Temperature of water .,S1('? Was a~ghemlcal analysis made? No. 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well· below casing ·-··-6. ... ~~-----
Depth drilled ,9o 9o ft. Depth of completed well ft. 

' Formatlon: Describe bv color, cha:racter1 :size of mo.teriat and structure, and 
11/tow thtclcness of aq1.L!f.ters and the kina. and nature of the material in each 
stratum penetrated, with a.t teast one entrv for each c;hange of foTmation.· 

MATERIAL FROM TO 

C-n1/. (:)- • 1 .. 1 n '7 

CaS.~l~t:"" G:.e4u~-'- '], JT'O 

--Co .11 12 s: EI C a ALC L Q,;JJ__/Z 
::J,...., '7 "< 

, 

.£1.~l}_t. L.lM ;!;!i!.c!.l~ .. ?-"' ?t, 

C.a &:~ s e. CnA.Jt r,.... _. ·- - 7/ I<"' 
~ re.,. ''""·L 1?''< q,,, 

. 

. ~ 

Work started 2 I S'J(DT 19 t,c Completed Oc r 9 
)J~te well drtlllng m"hine moved off of well 9' Ov T 

19 (, .l~ 

1sh'i::' 

(13) PUMP: 

Manufacture.r's Name 

Type: ··--·--···--··-··························--· ... -········-·------·····-·-··· H;P. . ........ -.:; ______ :: ... : 

Water \Vell Contractor's Certification: 

Thls >veil was drilled under. my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best ot my knowledge and belief. 

NAME .... G.Y . .'f .. /,,,y/i.;e:_f!:.~ .. ( ... _C.<.}_§_L:__f: ... J~.f.J .. !J.<.~. ( . 
(Perr;i", firm or corporatl.on) (T:YJie or print) 

Addr.ess .~!. .. ...f.<. ... 3.<l,,,C ..... 7.S . .:Z.. ... , ...... :i.6. .... /:1.£..(..,(f;N.S.' 
\ 

Drilling Machin~)?ef'erator's License 

[Signed] -~ .. /?__·(:········ ·'J.· ~~~-. . ••.• •.• "-' 4·· (W.'!'-te n ant r) ~ <-

Contractor's Licel1!le No.d3.Y;:_, .. Date .0.97.:. ....... Y. ........ 19 ... ib . .s---~· 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



I 
NOTICE TO WAT.ER WELL CO!'IT'RACTOR , 

Tl>.e odginal ari.d Hrst copy I , 
I · I 
l'l·~ 

of this report are to be ~ :; ~: ~Alr~R W'ELL REP'~RT 
Ofl, U State We~ ;,o ._'3NfA'c'_~f3 ... 0 ~'y ± H±ATii1.F OREGt.N 

S'l'ATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 97J!Q_ • ~ _ _ ., r' Q?(i!s£.:t:rne or pnnt 1 

!lled with the 

within 30 days from the date Z !-, pi. ~ ....:... j.._;o.J '(DJ \l:"ot: wlit~ Above this Une) 

~ 
State Permit No. ······--··----·-··----.-- --~-

0£ wen completion. ~-=-~·~\:. ... J;.~.1 .. · oRt:.GON 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well~ Deepening O ·-· Reconditioning D Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary Q.. DriVeii 0 A/ 
Cable , ~ Jetted D Dom~stic Y"\ Industrial D Munldpal _D 

Dug O Bored. O Irrigation D Test Well O Other D 

• CASING INSTAL~ED: Thtoaded D Welded~ """ 

...... ;&. ...... " Diam. from ··········--Q .... ft to .... .J..J.ft!. .. it. Gage ...... ../.?.. ...... . 
········'·--····" Piai;n. !rem.··: ... , ................ ft. to ··-·····--·-·-- tt. Ga$"e . ···-··-·--··-

······-···---'' Diani.. from .. _. ·:-·········-···-··· tt. to ·----------- H· gage_ ·-·----

• PERFORATIONS: Perlorated? D Ye11 ~o. 

'l'ype of perforator used 

Sb:e of perforations in. by in. 

··········-·---···-· .. ·····- perforations :from ·····-·--···---- tt. to ····--···---- tt. 

....... ·-·---- perforations from ········-··-··---· tt. to ····--·-··----. ~t .. 

·-----·-·-·-- per.!orations from ········----------.tt. to ··:-···-···----- · tt. 
···········---·------- perfofat.ions :from ····-··--=:-·--. -.--. tt ... to_ ·-··-·""""··--·- tt . 

p,erforatlons :from·-·····::. :ft, to ··--···-····: .. . ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yei: . Q\No 

Manufacturer's Name --·······--··•· ,. --.. -.-::. 

Type ·····················-·-·---·---·-···-······.--·-·---:-·--. Model ):iJQ ... -·-···-·-··:·---······--····-.-·. 

Diam ................. Slot size ................ E!et froJn ············--!··---!~.--~-···-········----:-.ft, 

Diam .......•. -: ..... Slot size .............. - Set from····~·-··-_-.. , . .ft. __ ~o ·---·-:------_tt .. 

(8) WATER LEVEL: 
Jiiit!c level .J 

Completed well ... 

9sian pressure 

(9) WELL TESTSi 

Was a pump test made? O Yes 

ft. below land s--urface 

lbs. per square inch Date 

Drawdown is amount water level is 
lowered below static level 

No If es, by whom'/' 

gat /min. with tt. dra.wdown atter hrs. 

Baile-, -,-e-,,---"-1-6~-,-al-./_m_in_.-w-llh--4£1--t-t-.-ruc-a-wd~wn. ~-,~:~,--,--hr-._ 
Artesian flow g.p.m. Date 

'l'emperature o;f water Was a chemical analysis tnade? D Yes It(No 

(10) CONSTRUCTION: 

::;1.:::':~:''.'.':'=~11:~···-·------~= .. --- ft. 

Diameter o-f. well bore to bottom of seal .... ___ 1.J .... _ in. . 

Were any loose strata cemented of.I? O Yes ~No Depth ·-·······-----. 

Was a drive shoe used? ~Yes D No 

Did' any strata contain unusable water? D Yes O No 

Type of wa.ter? depth o! strata 

Method ot sealing strata o!f 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes Size of gravel: 

Gravel placed from _ ....... --·--- .t_t. .to . ···-·----·---· ft. 

(11) LOCATION OF WE):,L: 
81 ....... ··· Di-Iller's well number CoUTI.tY 

~~ section -.J T. W.M.. 

Bearing and distance irom sectlon .. or subdlV!slon corner 

(12) WELI, LOG: Diameter of well below caslng ... C ............... - ... . 

Depth drilled ft. Depth of completed well ft. 

Formation: Describe co"Ioi-, foxt4re, grain "fil:z:e and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature· o! eai::h stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at leas:t one enLry !or each C-hange of formation. RePort each change 
in posltlon of Static Water Level as drilling proceeds, Note drilllng rates. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 'i • , .. , 
G ~ 

£::.->, .Pn, ,..//.nA(. - .!J I 
. ../ .J.-1n , 0, ~ '::a/ "!" P/ , ,, - I , ,. 

-

~ 
.' 

._l!f: ~· , r;>"_- ..... _., ,..... . ..,./ ..! CJ ' .2. ..'J o, 
,) ,, _,_RA ·- ..2. a .!!"'2 _, 

nY 
,, y JI - -+- j. ~ .. CJ /, •<::< - ...L ./_,,:,; /~ , /,"1 :i /~..(, _q7-, -· l/ , 

" -
.. 

.. 

. ·' - -.. ··-· .. - -· 

. 

··-
r -

Work started/ C; ...... J. 'l -h ti' Completed / / ~ / ~ -l,,(I 
Date well drilling machine moved -off-of w_~ll /.._ / .- / ,!2- fL. ? 19 

Drllllng Machine Operator's Certlflcatlo11;: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. Mate

rials used and information reported above are true to my best 

-
-·· 

-- . 

-

.. -

~:;g:~:~ge and ~l.leL ..... 4:.:/~ate //::/~ 194./ 
rllUng Machine Operator) 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No. /.f!..1(.. ................... -........ . 
Water Well Contra<ltor's Certlfleatlon: 

This well was drilled· under my jurisdlctton and this report ls 

=~ t~~~ve.Al:i~~£x~:.~;;___~~t:J. ....... _ .... -·--··-·----·---···· 
(.Person, flnn or eorporaUon) (Type or print) 

Address )JJJ._~ __ /.P,, .. ~J. ___ &,_~ ___ al4,• .. _. __ .. _ ... -.-·-

[Signed] ~.4£ ... ~.--·····---··--···--~--······· 
' · (Water wen Contr11etor) 

Contractor.'s Licen;e No!<..4.L _____ Date 'J.~l.t/...~---6. .. l 19 ........ . 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACR' E c E IJi&' I 
The original and !lrst copy. ~ELL ~'PORT 

o! this report are to be APR, 2 1 • .6\t fl 
tll•d with the. . S"r 197/jJr OF OR !JN ""'V 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON '.§jtl /]2 CN G (Please type or p nt) ~ ~ \ { 
within 30 days from the date ALEfyf / ~~~e above this Ilnc) ~ V--1 

, of well completion. • OJ=?f.::r. ":' . .L:.t'(' 
State Permit No. ........................................ -·-··-· ... ,· 

, ~oN 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well~ Deepening 0 RecondltJon!ng 0 Abandon 0 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure In Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary O Driven 0 'M' 
Cable ~ .Tetted D . Domestic /_'.'\ Indu~tr!al O Munlclpal O 

Dug D Bored D Irrlgatlon 0 Te.st Well O Other 0 

• CASING INSTALLED: . Thr•.adad 0 Weld•d;t: * 
....... lQ ..... " Diam, from ........... _Q_ !t. to .......... _.fl..Q !t. Gage ...... /.J.. ........ . 
........... ,_,_,, Diam. from ·······---.c-··----- ft. to ···-··-.. ·-···-.. ·-· It. Gage ............. - ... ·-·· 

.................. ". ;Dla.i:n. from ............... __ .!L J,Q ,. .. , ...... , .. " .. ,,,. ..... ,,. it, . G!li'~ .·.-··:··""':''-:."'.-:;.-

• PERFORATIONS: Perlorat.ed7 O Yes~ No. 

Type of per!orator used 

Size ot pedoratlons ln. by "'· 
............... _ .............. perforations .trom ............ _, _____ ft. to -·-··- .. -·--- ft 

............ - ................. perforations from ............... --·-- tt, to ... _________ .. _____ ft .. 

................................ perforations trom ·······-·-·····------ tt. to ....... ,,...._ .................. ft . 

.. _ ......... --··-·-··- perforations .trom .................... _, __ :tt. to ·-·----··-----·-·--··- :tt . 

............. - .............. perforations from ........................ __ :(t. to . ., ... ..,. .......... - ............ !t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes Jix'No 

Manufacturer's Name .... ---~--.. ·-·-

Type ......................................... ---~-.. - ..... -, ............ -~ Model ~o. ·-:·:·~·~---·-----"::···-·-

Diam, .............. '" Slot size ... -._ ......... Set .from·: .. : ...... - .. ---.. ~ .. : it. to ·-·-.. ·--- .tt. 

Dlam ....... - ...... "Slot size ........ _ ... _. SeJ..ftom ......... ::·------ ~t. to ................. ~~-:--,~. 

(8) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
§ Uc level ft. below land surface Dat 

sian pressure lbs. per square inch Date 

(9) WELI, TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level is 
lowered below statlc level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes l(No l! yes, by whomr 

ga.1./min. with ft. drawdown a!ter 

Baller test 0 gal./min. with ft, d.rawdown a.ft 

Artesian flow g.p.m. Date 

hrs. 

Temperature of water Was a chemical analyS'is made? D Yes D No 

~:~/ ,:~~~:!~u:~~--·--·----·----
Depth of se.al ...... / .. J. ................... -------------------.-. ---~ !\. 
Dlameter of well bore to bottom of seal .......... _ .. /f2 ... _, in. 

Were any loose strata cemented oft? O Yes JX...No Depth .............. . 

Was a drive shoe used? ~Yes .. 0 No . 
Dld any strata contain unusable water? O Yes pi',No 

ON OF WELL: 
County Driller's well number 

l< S<etlon },3 T.3 /)/ R .. r2_ W W.M. 

=B='="='=n~•-•=n~d~d="='='=n='='='='~o=m~'~'°='='•=n~o~r-'="=b=d=l=v~ls=l=o=n_o_o_r~n='-r-----.,-c-- -. 

(12) WELL LOG: Dlameler of Well below casing ...... ~ ..... 
Depth drilled {) ft. Depth of c~mpleted Well Q rt. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain slze and structure of. materials; 
and show thickness and nature o! each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry .for each change of formation. :Report each change 
in poslUon of ~tatl~ Water Level as drllllng proceeds. Note drilling rates._. 

MATERIAL From To SWL : 

-

Work started 19 

Date well drilling machine moved off of. ~~U 19 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certification: 
This well was constructed under iny direct supervision. Mate

rials used and information reported above are true to my best 
knowledge and elief. ,~ ;--~ / 

[Signed] . . . . . ... .CV. .. !~ate 3.::::d.!/, rn7t! 
achlne Oper~~J 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No ... /.~--- .. ~--·-····---·---
Water Well Contractor's Certi!lca.tlon: 

This well was drilled under niy jtirisdiction and this report is 

=~~ t~:.~S.Z!~_A'l.:t~A:-~~JJ:.'..fl. .. L.d ................ _ ......... . 
(Po:rson, !Inn or l'.'orporatlon) {Type or print) · 

Address iJrJ..X .... J:L."1..1. ... .d/:, ... ~ .. tflJg_, .. 

_w_._,_w_,_11_.,,~•_v_e~l~p=•='~k=e~d~?~O'--'Y=e='c..-~'""'=o--~Sc.l'~•c.e•~!2<'=•~v~el~'-·c.·=··=·~···~--=·=··-=·=·=··I [Signed] ~/;;;::;.;·~·············-····-······ 
Gravel Placed from ··-····---~-- n, to ······--·-----..,-~- :r:t. _. C.ontractor's License N .&./ ..... Date 3 .. :--d'l. ..... -:= .. ."/.(), 19 ........ . 

Type of water? depth o.f strat& 

Method of sealing strata off 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY} _ .. =.:·-_..::... ~·-· 

~~~~~~~--------......... ------11111111•-----lillllllill 



NOTICl' TO WATl'R WELL_90NrrT~,. ~ " ~i / 
The origin.a.I and fl.rat ~t lC, t 1iJ J: ER V\'ELL RE...(ORT 

of th.is report are to ~ .. ,. 
1
,: , 

filed With the 1 \i A p R ~ Q 19 {1 TATE OF OREGON 
STA'I'E ENGil'iEER," SALEM, OREGON 9'1310 r·, N ,..-E~eaSe type or prJAt) I 

within 30 days from tJc::djft(i 1 E EN VJ ;:.. f 
of wen comp1ettoh:' sALi::.tti.. oF,,;..:.::.:,cf?,~ not w:r1te above th1~_1me) 

C'fl.,U state w"u No.Qhl.\.±:"Y_:J3 __ 

?~ \ State Permit No.··········--------·--------:·.:. ... 

(1) OWNER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
/ 

Name !Jon fl 
Address ,r.;.te_ i Bo><. n · $cy,ppoo~, 

County CnJ w.{J,i a, .,,..r::· nrD.ler's well number 

----'\~'•---'1-'"1-"s~;:.,tocio"n"--'/'-;1,_·· -'T".-'-]_-Nc.c._R= . ..;20..,..J_.U ____ ~w"-".M"'". ~-_, ..... 

(2) TYI'E OF WORK (check): 

New Well 18: Deepening 0 !'l-ecandltionlng D 

I:f abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): (3) TYPE OF WELL: 
~ Driven 0 Rotary 

Cable 
Dug_ 

0 .Jetted D 
D Bored O 

Domestrc >CJ Industrial 0_ M\J.p.lcfpal 0 

Irrigation 0. Test Well 0. pther 0 

Threaded O • CASING INSTALLED: 
........ _Q ...... '! Diam. from --·--·--·Q .... - .. ;IJ. to ·-·-·····gs __ ft. 

Welde~ 
G,ge __ Jj. ... J!/.rdl 

.............. - .. " Diam. from ···················-··· it. to ................ ___ ft. Gage ··········-·--

··············-.'! Diam. from ·····-··--·-·-·- it . . to ······--.. -·-··- ft. Gage ....... . 

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes [t:No. 

Type of. perforator used 

Size of perforations in. by in. 

···--··-·············-·-· perioratlons from ·-·---·----··--· it. to ············-·---····- ft,, 

···········--·--··-·· perforations tram ····-------········- ft. to ·····-·- ·····-···-·····-· tt. 
·····················-········· perforations from ······-···-.,-.·····-·-,····· ft. to ·--,...-.....,...-----·· .1;~. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes :tJ No 

Manufacturer's Name 

Type --···--······-------·---···------·-· Model :t:ro . .....,.. . ._,..,.....,-.. ,.-.,,,..-.-.. -. 

Dlam. ·······-····"'" Slot size ······-···----.Set irom ······-·········--··· ft. to ···-·····---·-·· ;ft, 

Dlam. ··-·····--·· Slot size ................ Set irom ........................ ft. to ·····-·-····-··- it. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drliwdown .is amourtt wntel.' leve.l. Is. 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes :CJ 1{9 If yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./min. with ft. drawd.own after 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

hni. 

• nperature of water D"epth artesian flow encountered ····-···········-·· !t. 

~) CONSTRUCTION: 
" 

Well seal-Material used ··-····-·-_Q·jj°nj!"f'rr-----.:...-.. ":: ... -:.:.:.. .. 
Well sealed irom land surface to ......... .. ...... ~~--···~-- .. ··················-········· ft. 

Diameter at well bore to bottom ot seal r···-·-·····9_·-··--·· in. 

Diameter ot well bore below seal ····-···-·?._··-·-~ ln. 

Number of sacks of:. cement u,sed in well seal ·····-··-······ .. -·-···- ·····-········ sacks 

Number: ot ·sacks o.f bentonlte Med pi ·~seal ·-·-···-···.:J...,. .................... sacks 

Brand name of bentonite ········--~-'-----_.;..·--·-··--··········:·---···-~· ........ · 
Number o! pounds of bentonite per 1.00 gallons 

of water --······--·····-··········-···-···--·-··-···-· 
)0 I.Ps./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? D Xei; D No J.>lugti. ..... ::;._ ~Ize: location········-.-::· ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Yes 0 No 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was flrst found J 8 ft. 

Artesian pressure " lbs, per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diame_ter of well below ·casing .6 .. ·······-············ 
nepth. drilled·. f 00 ft. Depth of completed well 98 ft . 

Fo'rmatiOn: DeScribe coior, textU're, grain size and structure of material!;'; 
tlli'd show thickness and nature ·.al each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for e:rch cliange of formation. Report each ch.ange in 
position of Static Water Level and. indicate prlnc-ipar water-bearing st-rata.._ 

i 
' 

., MATERu.L F:rom To SWL 

'Jon .. MU. 
. .,,. 

·:r 0 3 
lf_p) j nW -l;_.ne, Ar.ml. .. J ]8 
R f,,e ,~.-,,/ and wood - . ]8. )0 
75&.e {we.. Mm!. ~ \"O Ii\" i 

~: ;1:J, and 
R \" oo 

t-i..ne .M.nd. b1r, 00 09 

.. .. - .:>, .; . 

.., . -
-

... 
~· '· 

' -
- .. 

Work started 19 Completed IJ ~ { ?-7 f 19 

Date well drilling machine moved off ct well 19 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certification: 
This "well was coristrucied under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best kno\vled and ~lie ~ · 

[Signed .. ... .: ..... ~~-' ~-\:::::. Date .J.). .. t.B ... :;l./., 19 ...... . {Dr Ma~p!;~t;;;;~ .... ~ · 
br~g MaChine Operator's -~icense No .... .'),~J.). ............. ______ ........ -

Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

Thi-s well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 

=~::o _'1_J;~.~2~~-~-[~--£~.:~----·-···-···--·--··········----···-<Persan, flnn or cori>Oration) (Type or print) 

Type of water? Address .'!;t~u.-.. !. .... .Eo><:-.. /.1/./ ...... 11~, .. .0a.vrm-..... q].J:J._. 
Method of sealing strata oH .,,r / .IA _ {...., .... A ,.___... 

cW"-"M"--'w~ell"'°~"'"-'a~v~el._,p~a~e~k~e~d~?-'0'--'Y~e~s'-'<..g:J>d...~N~oc__;oS~lz~e'-.!'o~f~g~r~a~v~el~'C.o···=·-=··=·-=··=···=·-=··=-=··=-=·-o_ \ [Signed] ·__ a.i~-~~cl~;)···Y.•·········-················· 

depth of strata 

Gravel placed from -·-···----··-··- it. to ····-····-···········--··· !t. Contractor's License No .. ,21./.?, ..•... Date ........ -Lf-..f..8·-·f-1-·········· 19 ..... . 
(USE ADDrTroNA:L.SiiEETS-IY NECESSARY) SP*4.5SSS-119 

·-='<.-. 



NOTICE TO WATER V!ELL CO~ACTOR 
The odglnal and ""' 'f PY W ATE\R WELL Iffi~n11\ · f" I v Ii" fil i 

of this re.port are to_ 9e o-OUJJJ , C\ L:.,-'-1') ['. t:_ iJ 
flled with the t · . _,. 

I STl}.TE OF' OREGON State WIO..ll No. ·-·-···-···--·····-········-·······-·········-· 

STATE ~t~~~:~~:s~::·th~1!~eON 97310 ~4 (flease type or print) J LJ L G - 19 76 State Permit No. 31.Jt /a..W. .. J.~ ... 
of well completion. (D-~D.ot w:rlte abo\~r ~~\1te)f1ESOURCES DEPT. /'-

\1) OWNER: 
Name 1Iosepb Ek au County CoJJJmb:l e DrJJJer's well nurp.ber 

Address p 0 Box 445 Scappoose, Oregan 9 Oc.5L6~--"~~~--~%~.s~e~cl=io=n~_l,__,3_~T=·~3.=-~U~R=·~--L2~-~w~--w'-.=M.~ 
Bearing and distance it:om section or subdivision comer 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New WellX] Deepening 0 B:econdlt1oning D. AbandoJ?. D 
If abandonment, des.cribe material and procedure :In Item 12. 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): Depth at which water was first found 28 it. 

Rotary ~ Driven. 
Cable 0 Jetted 

0 ·-·· 
D 

Domestic 0 Industrial D Mul_licipii.I D Static level 10 ft. below land surface. Date 6-20-7 6 
D 

~- ~A:lN:<•d 
"' INSTALLED: 

0 Irrigation Test Well o other 

Wel~d~ , Threaded 0 
··-····--8··-·" Dlam. from ______ Q·-····-·--· ft. -to _______ .2.Q_. __ it. Gag• ·-···-'.25.0 ... 
.......... ---·-" Diam. from ········-···-··-·--·· ft. to ....... ---·····-·-· ft. Gage ....................... . 

~ .......... " Diam. from.--··-···-····--···-···- f-t. 

" PERFORATIONS: 

-to -···--·-··--- f!. __ Q!J.ge -···-·--.. ····-····· 

Periorated1 0 Yes !» No. 

Type at perforator used 

Size of perforations in, by in. 

A.rteslan pressure 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 9 5 

lbs. per square inch. Date 

Diameter of well below casing 

ft. JJepth of completed well 

8 ·-··········-······-······ 
70 it. 

Formation: Describe color, tex:ture, grain slz;e and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer· penetrated, 
wlth at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each change [n 
pos!tton of Static Water Level and fndka.te prlnclpat water-bearing ."Jtrata. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

'l'ei:p Mil: 0 7i 

- " ' 10 
- .... ~ .. H ~ ..... ~.; 10 p; 

" 
i 

................................ perforations from -···-···-_:_····-······-- ft. to ----··-···-····---· ft. 

-··-····-··--·---·····- perforations from ----·--·-··-····-··:·--·- !t. to -··---··,,.--·-·------· ft. 

·······-····-·······-··-··-· perforations from ····················-·· .. ······ ft. to -·······-·······-··········-- ft. 
-- -_, --

' Pi 2f) I 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen :Installed? D Yes ~ No 

~iranufacturer's Name 

ype ···-·····--········-·--·-··---·-····--···--·------···-- . Model No. ..--··-··---······-·-···----

Dl am. -····--··:· .. Slot size ······-·-·-···· Set from ··-····--···-··-- ft. to ............ ; ........ __ ft. 

Diam ................. Slot siz;e ······--·---- Set from ....... _; ........ ;._ft. to . .-·--···-·-··-- rt. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level is 
lowered belo'v static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes Q Na lf yes, by whom 1 

ft. drawdown after 

" 
,, 

gal,/ntln. tt. drawdown after 

hrn. 

h"'. 

Dep-t_h arteslan flow encountered ·····--·-·····-··- ft, 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ···--·-······---C..@.fil§.D...!"-_____ ?..D.d. .... ~-~-P.:t..~.t.t.St ... _ 
Well sealed !rom land surface to ·------···--· .. -·-···---1.8 ........ --····-·-·-··-········-·· ft. 

Diameter o! well bore to bottom of seal ····-···-JJ!. ___ ..... _. :In. 

Diameter of well bore below seal ····-··8·········-·-· in. 

Number of sacks of cement used :In well seal ···-······--4,···--···-·········--····--- sacks 

Number of sacks of bentonite Used in well seal ··-----1·-····-····--····-·····--·· sacks 

Brand niime 6:t: bentonite -··· .. ·····-·-··-···-······JL'?.-.t..i_QX!§._:i, _____ ........ --·-·········-·--· 
Number o! pounds o! bentonite per 100 gallons 

ot water ······-·--···-···-·-····--·-·········-·······-·-····-··--···-·-5.Q ___ ............. lbs./100 gals. 

~ ..... ~- v~-·.; 

- - 26 ;;g 
~- - -~ ,8 75 " ' " --<;.<.• ,.. ..... -~~~~ 

_,__ .. v v• 7<; q<; --- -.. ·~ ----- .. 

... -

Work started 6-1 8-7 6 19 Completed 6-20-76 19 

Date well dr.tlling machine moved "off of well 6-20-76 19 

Water Well Contractor's Certiflca.tion: 

This well was drilled under my jui1sd1c.tion and this repo.rt js 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Was a drive shoe used?}b Yes D No Plugs ··----·· Size: location ····-· ft;, Ral h m D ill. C ·- · · Name :p ... .cur.ner.... r. o.ng ... 0. •.............................. - ..... 
;D=i;d_any=~'=tr=•='=•-c=o=n=taln=~u=n=u=•~a~b~le'-'w"-"at~e~<~?-'0~.~y~~""-~· 8'..:~N~o:________ (Person, !inn or coq>oration) ('type or print) 

' 

'ype of water? depth of strata Address .Rt.~ ... ..J ....... J2QZ .. ..1.!t.1. ...... R1ll9.QQ.£.9...1 .... Q.r.g.gQ.!l ...... -·· 

[Signed] --6.?. . .I_.~ .. /. .. ~~······················ t;;:/.~1';~ter j/"~ Cori.traclor) 

Contractor's License No ... 6.i+.?. ...... Dat~ ....... fa::.?.8.::.7..R ......... , 19 ..... . 

Method of sealing strata oil 

Was Well gravel packed? 0 Yes l9 No Size ot gravel: ........... : .. 

Gravel }llaced !.rom ···--······--·---········ ft. _to ····--..:.·---·---·-····-· fl 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHE.ETS IF NSCESSAR.Y) 



NOTICE TO WATER WELI, CONT.RAC';r'OR . 

The orlgin_al and first copy - w ATER WELL REPORT. ~ ~ f 
of this report are to be ~ II B~-[; ~_,.1 I v f:' .fi. 

filed with the 1. ~"' STATE OF OREGON · :,{} · _&altJ"'ell No. 

STATE ~~~~:~~,;'!";:!'·th~':,.~,ON 97310 :..-...4"6 jPI"'• typo or pdnt) S £ p } · Jg l()ll•te Pmnlt N:-·31!.:0.~0.-~J.::3~ 
of well completion. 'jJ V (D~·not write above th~-J~ /.f 

: •. 1.iITR 

(Z) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New We1j)S.. Deepening D "Reconditioning- D Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

................ "DI.;,,. from ···········-····-·-"· to "" ft. G•ge ··········"·········-·· 

~)~~:;:::~;~: -- !(_to p,:o~=:d~: y:•• ~~:---
TYPe o! perforator used 

Size o:f perforations in. by Jn. 

····-················-·····- perforations from ··---············-·· .. ···-··ft. to---····-·· ......... _ ...... ft. 

····-······-·······-- pertorations from ..... _ .. _: _________ , ____ , !t. to .. ···-··-···-· .. -···-··- fl 

.... ·-·······-···--··-····perforations from ............ ----·------- ft, to ............. --.. -······- ;[t, 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yes )!d_No 

Manufacturer's Name 

Type··········---·······---······--------~-·~- Model No. ···-···--·-··--·-·--··-·· 

Diam. ·······-···-.. Slot size ·····-······- Set from ······-········---· ft. to ······-·-·-···· .. ···· ft, 

Diam. ·····-·--··- Slot size ····--········ Set from .......... ·--···-· ft. to ·········-·-········- ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level ls 
lowered below static level 

If YJ?S, by Whom? -as a pump test made? p 'Yes ~No 

~eld: gal./min. with .~~-'"'~·c-"fu~•~w"-"d~o~='-"''~'~·~'-~-~hrn=-

gal. min. with. ft. drawdown after 

g.p.m. 

Depth artesian flow encountered ··-·-· .. . tt. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: - - .. -- -· . . . 

Well seal-Material used &,.,.~~·····~-~ .. 
Well sealed from land surface to --··-···l-.9..·--·---------··--- ft. 

Dlameter of well bore to bottom of seftl'l':"···· .. /, . .tJ.. ......... in! 
Diameter of well bore below seal _ ....... (,.g_ .... _ .... in. 

Number o! sacks o! rrement used in well seal ______ J.
2 
... .. _ ........ +./..., ........ sacks 

. t) "ff" 
Number of sacks ~f b.irntonif us~ w~ll .se~l ;--.. ::. -f!.·--:;:y-;-p_f sacks 

Brand name-' of bentonite if1--....L~ ... Q-k.k-:. ........ ,_,_., 
NUmber o:t' pounds of ben)o'7ite pe.?j00°~ftl101!'J , ~ 
of water~~··-·:··t.:t. .. S:.~ . .:. ..... /.~~L.~11.. ..... lbs./100 gals. 

Wrui. a drive shoe used? Mes O ;N"o Plugs: ..... , .... - Size: location .. ., ........ ft. 

Did anY strata contain unusable water? D Yes Z\No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method of sealing strata off 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes Size of gravel: ··--···-····--···,--······ .. 

Gravel placed ;from·--··---~ tt. to ...... ---·--·-···- .tt. 

,... . . . -· ,_,, .-:.1·' J 
ION OF_~L: . 

(11) WATER LEVJ!:L: Completed w_;oH. 
Depth at which water was first !ound S6 
Static. level &/D !t, below Ji>nd surlace. 

Artesian pressure lbs, per square inch. 

W,M, 

ft. 

D•t4-<-lfo2J,.7 0 
Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter o! well below casing ... :: ..... ::.' .. 

Depth drilled J' 'f ft. ~epth of completed well £ 9 U. 

For~attorl: ·Describe color, text~i;-e, grain she and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature. 9,f each stratum and aqulier penetrated, 
wlth at least one entry for each change of formation. Report ea.ch change in 
position; of Statlc Water Level crT!-:1 indicate pri.ncipaL water-bearing strata,-

From To SWL 

WorJ( starte Completed ct.. 

. chine moved off ot: ~ell ~ 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certi!ica.tlon: 

This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and intormati.on reported above are true to my 

~=:~:~wl~ .. ~d-bev.~ .. ,}~Date tt·· .. ..J.J l92f ~chine Operator) J J / 

Drilling Macltlne. Oper~tor's I,.icense No ... ... "::!. .... ........ _ ................ . 

Water Well Contra.ct.or's Certification: 

:::z:;P.~~:JQ:o_: __ ~:~ __ '.: .. :~~::~ .. l_, .I 
{Person, fl= or corpora~?) j J .. /) (Type or print) 

Address JE7X ... l//.4 ... ~.-~U21c{h.g__·········· 
rs1gnedJ ~:::f:-J:_;,,,/__~~;~1-------------------······· 
Contractor's License N~.&.l .. Date ..... a..21 ....... , rn7.&' 

·(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP•~119 ' 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 1' 

The original and flrst copy of this report WATER WELL RE'PORr£ 
~~~ill~Wllli- · n , •3,,J/:? w~/3 

wATER REs~uRcEs DEPARTMENR E C E I Vsh·u oF on~boN 
SALEM, OREGON 97::110 ~~eai;e type or pl:lnt) 

" State Well No •.............. ················-··-·-:-·----

~'b :;su&Permlt No.--··- .. within 30 days from the date 0 ! l 
of well completion. APR 11 1.fPP ~ot wrlte above this Ilne) 

(1) OWNER: 
WATER RESOURCES DEPT. 

Namo Russell Olney SALEM. OREGON 

Address Rou"te 1, Box 46JA 
Scappoose! Oregon 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well~ Deepening 0 Recond.Jtionfrig 0 Abal).don 0 

It abandonment, describe material and procedure ln Item 12, 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 
Du< 

in 
D 
D 

Driven 0 
Jetted 0 
Bored D 

Domestic i§ Industrial . O Municipal D 

IIT!gatlon D Test Well _O Other 0 

Welded IX .CASING INSTALLED: Thmded o 
q,':' .... /.8 ... " Diam. fromP..J.:YJL .. J:. .... _ ft. to ..... _§_~·-···-- :ft. Gage • .. ?..Q.Q __ 
'"·····-····--" Diam. from ·············-····--ft. to ·····---·-··-- !t. Gage ............... --··- . 

····--······--!' Diam. from ·····-······-···-__ft, to ·····-·······-·-- .ft. Gage ····--··------

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes l1:J No, 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations in. by; !n. 

··············--·····-······ perforations from .... _______________ it. to -·-·········--··········- !t. 

-··········----- perforations from .................... ,_, .. _ tt. to ····-··---··-·- ft. 

.. - perforations from .......................... _ it. to ····-···- •. -··-- !t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes l'SJ No 

· Manufacturer's Name ·········-----· ...... ···""'--'----·-.. ·-·-·------· _., ,,____. 

'ype ·-·······-----·--·········--...... --~·•=-- Model No, ...•............ , .. _:.._. ____ _ 

Diam. ···---·--· Slot size .. ····--- Set !rom ·--·····-····-- !t. to ··----- !t. 

Diam.. ··········--·- Slot s!.ze ·····---··- Set from ........ ·--··-ft. to ···-·--·-····---it. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made7 O Yes ij l'fo I! yes, by whom? 
airlift 14 Yield: 25 gal./min. with . H, d_rij_wdown after 2 .. hrs. • Baller test gal,/mh]_. with it~ drawdown after hrn. 

Artesian flow g.p,m. 

.erature of water Depth artesian flow encountered --·- -·- - ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ............ Q.§:!11~.P.-.t. .. ____ ·····--~·····-··--·--:-···'··-·····::.. 
Well sealed from land surface to ............ __§_g___ ________ . ____ _,_~.,..,.-_.ft, 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ....... iQ .......... __ in. 

Diameter of well bore below seal .... ·-····=w--··---~ln. 

Number of sacks of cement used in well seal ...... _. _____ J3.. ____________ sacks 

· Tremied to bottom and 
Ho;e~~;;.:~ttfutu~ p~~~riia·r--·bare rr9m 5·9·r···1·o·'"·o·r~·-····:~· 
.. P. .... ,. ___________________ ····-~·'·"--·-······---···--.......:.-,,..,..,._·,;;;_.--··--·'-·-!····-··""'""""•··'--···'····'-·'-· -

...... ~ .. ~------·-----··--""-·-=- -·-.:--·· ·-·"'·~----··~--·------"--'-··-··; .... "-

........... ·---~--··--'···--···-~---··-· ----.. -··-· ·-·-·-...:..-....·.~-•• :..L..,, ....... _. •• _· 

Was a drive shoe used? D Yes ·~No Plugs ·······-··Size: location ............ ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? "q Yes QS'. No 

·1pe of water? depth of strata 

Aethod of S?!aling slrata .9!1 .. . •-.; 

Was well gravel packed'l D Yt!!i' ~No Slze o! gravel: ······-·-~-

Gravel placed from ............................ _ ft. to "·········-·· .. -·····-·- fl. 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County Columbia Drlller's v.:;ell number 

~~ ~~ Section 13 T. 3 N R. 2 11. W.M .. 

Bearing and distance from section or rubdlvision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first iound 68 ft. 

Static level 8 £~, below land surtace.. Dato 4/6/79 
Artesian pressure ~bs. per ·s~uare Inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Dia.meter of well below casing ............ --.. --~ -

Depth drilled 70 ft. Depth of completed well 69 ft.,. 

Fonnatlon: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thkkness ahd nature of each stratum and aq_ulfer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation, Report each change Jn 
position of Static Water Level and indicate princlpal water-bearing strataJ-

MATERIAL :From To SWL 

Tons oil 0 l 
-%ft brown sil tv clav 1 3 
Soft brown sandv clav 3 6 
Condomerate-brown clav w/ J 

o-ravel & cobble 6 13 i 

Brown clav 13 15 
Med. to coarse 11:ravel w/cobbl 15 27 
Fine browns and w/some 11:ravel 27 30 
Fine to med. o-rovel w/brmm 

sand & occ. coarse eravel 30 70 

1'1ELL COMPLETED TO 69' 

.,.. w 

Work started 4/3/79 19 Completed 4/6/79 
Date well drilling machine moved ·off of well 4/6/79 19 

Drilling Machine OJ>era.tor's Certification: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

reported above are true to my 

.. .. ~.~ate ... 4/f!i'J..f! . ., -19 ....... 
Operator) 

Drilling Mach' ........ 7.!?.;1, ........ _, __ ............ _ 

. Water Well Contract<ir's Q~:rti!lca.tion: 
·""' . 

Contractor's License No. 19 ...... 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) sP•-45656-119 



(2) ORK (check)' 
New Well lf. neepening 0 ... Rec;:.qndlt!oning 0. Abandon D 

If abandorunent, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED.USE (check): 
Rotary n /Driven 0 :OomeStic -:. -I~lal 0 Muajdpal 0 
Cable fl Jetted 0 Yf'"IndustJ 

Du•,---~~D'--"B~o~'~'~d---'D=--~~-'--Ir-'_"'~a-t_lo_n~~Do.__T_,_;t~vr-'_n~~Do.__o_th_,_'~~--~D 

Weided~/ 
Gage ___ ;?;Q._.(}. 

-················" Diam. from ·--······-······--· ft. to ······--·--···--· ft. Gage .... -~···--····-··· 
.................. H Diam. from .................. : ... _ft. to ............. ::..,: ___ ft. Gag~,"·, ...................... -T 

.PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes 

Type of. per:forator used 

Size of perforations in. by in. 

··········-···-··"·"···-·- perforations !rem ········-·-·--·-··-···-- it. to ·-·--···--· ··-·----· ft 

_ .............. -·······-···- perforations from ··-·-·····--··--···--· ft. to ····---··----·······: ........ ft. 

............... -........ . ... perforations from ............... -···-·······-· ft. to ··--·-····-··-·-----~ it. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen. installed? O Yes r.fZ' 
Manufacturer's Name 

rype .. ·······-···--········-······--·--····-········--------···-· Mode! No. -··············-···-·-···-····--··. 

Diam. ····-····-··· Slot size ............... ~ Set from ............. ----~ ft. to ----····-- :ft: 

Dlam ................. Slot size ··-·---·-·· Set from ........................ ft. to ······--·········-··· :ft. 

(8) WELI. TESTS: Drawdown ls amount water level ls 
·· 1owered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes D No If yes, by whom? 

gal./min. with ft. drawdown after ~--

Bailer test gal./min. with ft. drawdown after ( hrs. 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

_Jerature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ······-------·· it. 

(9) CONSTRUCTIO~ 

Well seal-Material used .. ~.-#~ .. -----·--- -~--~---·--·-
Well sealed :from land sur:face to _ ~~~~~v- ·-·--· ____ ------ .... -·· ft. 

Diameter of well bOre to bottom of seal/ ... /. ............. _ ........ in. 

Diameter o:f well bore below seal ........ §:2 ....... __ in. 

Number of sacks of cement used in well seal .... ___ _:~:·····-····-.......... .... .: sacks 

Number o! sacks of bentonite ·use~ell seal 7 ... 6d ..... -.......... - ......... sacks 

Brarld ni:me o:f bentonite ~~-------·-.. ----···------" 

:u:::::, ~:_::23=~".::;.:~:._'.'.'..~~l'.~~-~-----·· ··--·- lbs,/100 gals, 

Was a drive shoe used? ~es O.No !;'lugs .. ;,_.:.: .. Size: location-··-··- ft, 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes ~ 
Type of water? depth of strata. 

Method o:f sealing strata off 

Was well gravel Packed? O Yes O No S.l:z;: of gravel: 

Gravel placed from ·····-·----------~ ft. to ····-···'"··-····---· ft. 

; ;!.. · ~!,. Sectio~ L-?'",, T. 3 /J R. ;Z. 4J W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdlV1sion corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: C~mJ:>leted well. 

DoPth at whkh wator wM ""' f9und 6 V 
. Static lev~i 0ZJ :ti. belov\r land surface. Date 

Artesian Pressure . lbs. per square inch. Date 

ft. 

(~2) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ....... - ......... _. ...... _ 

Depth drilled ft. ri~pth of cO"mpleted well ft. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature o.t each str'arum and aqul!er penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report ea.cit change in 
P?sitton of Static Water Levei and indicate pri.ncip'.1l water-bea.T-1ncr strci_ta. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

Work started 

Drilling 1\:lachlne Operator's Certifica.tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct superv1s1on. 

Materials used and infoi-mation reported above are true to my 
best knowj,~ge and belief 

[Signed~~~~dU6)ote ./..-::2;!___, ,19,/,;? 
(Drllilne Machine O:Perator) 'X 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No . .£! .. ~ .. ~---······ ···--·-······· 

Water Well Contractor1s Certification: 

This well was drilled ~nde~ my ju!-isdiction and this report is 

:::o ££ __ $1:"~~3.]:.~ _1: __ /:~_e.i:···--·-----·---·--------------·--··-
G (Person, firm ox COl'J'Orat n) r 1 ;Type or print) 

Adfuess c:1 $1°.Q ____ /,:)._g._s-:__r__. __ f;:"_,.:>.J:'L!~)q__/.lS,_?}_C-

[S!gnedri?'L.2i2~~A=-.,.--------------------··----------- ---·:;··cw~eii·c~ntX~~tor> . 

Contractor's License No. &,b. ..... Date .. r:..":: . ..2 .. ;1. ......... _ .... , fg~/:J' 
(USE ADDITIONAL BilEE'l'S IF N:ECKSSA.RY) 



STATE OF OREGON 

WATER WELL REPORT 
(llil requlred by ORS 5'3'7.765) 

f·lAY 2 2 1987 

0 Rotary Air 

D Other 

0 Rota.f,;Mud ~B·Cab~ 

('41.J:ROPOSED USE: 
0 Dom~~nity D Industrial 

0 Thermal D Injecti~'-01;her -S 

[J Irrigation 

(~BOREHOLE CONSTRUCTIO~ 
91 Construclfon approval Yes No Dep'th of Completed Well 

Yes No D D 
E:i::plosives used D D Type 

HOLE. 
Diameter From ·To 

Amount 
sacks or pounds 

Howw ealplaced:Method DA ·o B · 0 C DD.DE 

ther------------------------~ 
Backfi!lp!acedfrom ___ ._ft, to ___ ft. Material 

Gravel p!aced from rt. to ft:·" Size of iravfl 

'6) CASING/LINER: 
Gauge Steel Plastic Welded Tt.-4d . 

.!>rnin~-----+----+--+--1 B~::-7§~"'. 
Diameter From To 

---+-+---I~~/{:: D g g 
Liner: __ '----j---t-:,,L/'-t---1 0 D D D 

-/ D D D -- D . 
Fina! location of shPe(s(. 

PERFORATIONM~th/oSdCREENS: ... ... / 
D Perforations " L_ 
D Screens Type __ . _____ ··-~M~teria!~Z~-·----

Tele p-~ Slot 
From To size 

/ 
/ 

/ 

Number Diameter 
/ 

./ 

/ 

sJze Casing Liner 

D D 
D. D 
D " D 
D D 
D .D 
D D 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time isl h~~r,~ 
D Pump D Bailer ' D. Air· . D ___.A%Um 

Yield-gal/~in Drnwdown Drill atem at/ . Tlme 

1 hr. 

1lpei"atiire Of water / Depth ArtesiaO Flow Found ___ _ 

.,awa~ranalysisdone? DYes Bywhom 

Jid any s.trata contai at.er not.suitable for intended us~? D Too little 

0 S11lty D M Uy 0. Odor D Colored 0 Otb~~----------------
Depth of st : . . . 

•·"-

1\J y,_ '. 

?:,n \ :Jw l "::? 

(10) STt,TJCWATERLEVEL! 
'-1:/ fl. below !and surfoc.e. Date _____ _ 

Arteiiian pressure lb. per square inch. D•te 

(11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

Depth al which water was first found 

From Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

(12) WELL LOG:. 
Ground elevation 

Material · From To SWL 

11 le.I I "'a<. ~ 
_"') <J. ,, j.J,-, " ct l4 

• ,,., I I .r _,.., co.--i . .,,; lh ,---e: c J/1 · -, lo 
- -,.. () rfp ,.,,l.,L ;.. !.!. LL 'l ,., I C,, f-a 1-1--'. c_.. 

.,,_ V" ·, 'n w<" 11 Wa<:: lL I I 0 // 

.. 

...... '. "' ,.,._). 
I I 

-, 

I (j 

• • • ' I • 

Date etnrted .- ~ ..-- I - X / Completed ..5- - f 7 

(unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well c.onstruction 
standards. Materials used and information reported above·are true to my best 
knowledge and belief. 

WWC Number ___ _ 

Signed~-~------------ Date --------

{bonded) Water Well Constructor· Certificiition: 
I accept. responsibility for the construction, altera:tion, or abandonment 

work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above. all 
work performed during this time is in compliance with Oregon well 
construction standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and 

belief. n· I . :· wwc Number 7 / r 
Signed f / {}\/ {;;:&£,,,.. Date >- .J-/- l Z 

WHITE COPffi.S - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT YELLOW COPY~ CONSTRUCTOR PINK COPY - CUSTOMER 9809C 10/Sli _ 



·------- -·---,.· 
To WATER WELL CONT[CToR 
\e·. original and first copr 

?.._I lhls report are to be 
'- filed with the ' 

__.,.d!NEER, SALEM, OREG N 973:10 
ftJthin 30 days from the date· 

of well completion. 

(1) OW,NER: 
Name Maurice O. White 
Address Rt. 1 Box 112. 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
97056 

New Wene~ Deepening O Abandon 0 

If abandonment, describe ma_terial and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
DC Driven D 
0 Jetted 0 
0 Bored 0 

Domestic 151: Industrial 0 Municipal 0 
· Irrigation D Test Well 0 Othe~ 0 

CASING INSTALLED: '.rhmctect o 
.. -.. 6 ......... " Diam. :from ............ O ...... ,_ ft. to - ... l.20 .... ,_ ft. 

Welded QJX 

G•ge .• .250. ..... _ 

S!.ze of per:forations in. by In. 

····-·-···-·--···- perforations from ·········-·······---- ft. to ······-····-···-··-·-·-- tt. 

·······-····"··-····-···-·· pert.orations !rom ·············-·······-··-·-.:ft. to ··-·····-·····-·-·········- :ft. 

······-··-····---· perforations from ···-···,..······--·-···· :ft. to ·········-·-······· .. ·-·-·· ft .. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes C;t:No 

Manufacturer's Name 

. 'ype ······-·······-··-·-···--··-···---·-----.-Mod~ No ... --.-:--···-···-·-·---:-

Diam. ····-·········· Slot size -········-···· Set .D;-om : .................... __ :ft. to ··-····'"·--·······.:.- ft. 

Diam ........... _ .... Slot size •... ···-··-·~Set~ from ·······----,~-·-· it. to ··------ (C 

(8) WELL TESTS: DI-l;1,_y;d9wn is mnount water level is 
lowered-belOw staffc level · 

Was a pump test made? D Yes D;:No li yes, by whom? 

Bailer test gal./min. with ft. drawdown after 

g.p.m. 

hrs. 

nperature of water Depth artesian !low encountered -··············-·· ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

" Well seal-Material used --·--·-·-··C.ail.ent ............ --·-···········-···----·----·-·-·· 
Well sealed from land surface to .-.. ··-·······-·-··lB ____ ,_. _______ ft,. 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ... _. ____ ... 9.-........ in, 

Diameter of well bore below seal -·-·-···6-·-···- in. 

Number of sacks of. cement used in well seal •........... 3 .... -... -........... _ ........ sacks 

Num~er ?f sacks of bentonite ~sed in well seal ... -· .. --······--··---.. ·-·--· sacks 

Brand name of bentonite --·-'····--·· .. ·--····--·-···-·-·--···-·····-······--······ .. ·-·--·----
Number of pounds of bentonlte per 100 gallons 

of. water ----·--·-·--··-··-······--······------·-··-------··-- lbs./100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? J>!: Yes O No Plugs ··-·-··- Size: location ··········- ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes EX No 

Type of water? depth of $trata 

Method of sealing strata of.! 

Was well gravel packed? 0 Yes RI No Size of gravel: . 

Gravel placed :from ···--·-···-········-··-·-· .ft. to ----·------·-· ft. 

u " 
(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
Cpunty O 1 Driller's well number 

Be9.i-ing and distance from sectlo:o or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was Urst found 26 ft. 

Slat!c level 84 :ft. below l<m,d surface. Datif6-22-76 
==c.~~~~~-G,,.._~~"'==oo~~'-"'~~~~~_........_~_. 

Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 12 0 

Diameter of well below casing ··-·····-.6· .. ········-· 
tt. Depth o:f completed well 12 Q ft. 

Formation: Describe color, textui-e, grain size and structure o! materials; 
and show th.lckness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry :for each change of formation. Report e'ach change in 
position of Static Water Level and .indicate prlrtctpat water-bearing strata. 

MATERIAL From ~o SWL 

"'~~ Soil 0 ' ·- - ? ':\ 0" i 
n - . . 

~1 ~" 0c; hh : 
n1 ,~= ~i ~" c; c; a c; ' 

1 - • '+- - QC 1 ~. nA 

.. 

. -

-

... w 

- . -

Work started 6- 2 2 19 7 6 Completed 6-22 19 76 
Date well drilllng machine moved oft of well 6-22 19 76 

Drilling Machine Operator's Certification: 
This-well was constructed urider my direct· supervision. 

Materials used and iniormatlon reported above are true to my 
best knowl~~d beli_tf!·n_ /)/ 
[Signed]~~~£. Date ... _. __ fr;.25., 1916_ 

(Drill.Ing Ma.chine Qpei:-ator) .. . 

Drilling Machine Operator's µce No. --··-·---BB.3.. _____________ _ 

Water Well Contractor's Certi!ioa.tlon: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Name .. _S ... &_.1!1_._D.r.illing ___ &_ .. Suppl'f._,.Inc .• -·-·---·-·····--· 
(Pe.ri:on, flr.rn or C014'orat1on) (Type or print) 

Address ... ;3,9.z.e-·~.~_'.:._r:u.t._._.l;!.t .•.•. C.anb:,:,_~lj.(113-

[SignedJ ~.d~~~--···········--·---·-·-·----·· 
Contractor's Licertse No ...... 4.9..7 .. Date ·----------6.:::25 ...... - ... , 19 .. .'Z.6 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



I 
' 

~EOFOREGON 
WATER WELL REPORT 

(M requlredby ORS 537.760) 

. ' ~ f. lG ~ I\J ED 
~~-;+ .ilJtl Ofi 1988 

-· .,,,. 

Naml! ~--tb..f" N~ h ·"' --l~ 'P,ECC°2Jh[ /t_ ~de. ' ·Longitude ______ • 

(1) OWN :R: , - · · , , /Ju,, 1 W<llNum~ATC::\ :\;::;cc; (\ll ... 1.0Jtf'!ji!tt yYE;LL by legal description: 

Aclclm• , -;i. 77 <: -;, I (},{<,,, ,1c .PI ... ·--. . 1 Lt~ -
City <....':~"7:"..., ..-. _ ,,-

/ 
goo;;! /);{: • Zip Q"'11C;7,,-? Township NnrS,R.angJ?1(___ EorW,WM. 

~ -·· - Section 
1
13 SC<__ iA _ {{)!A 

(2) TYPE OFIWORK: Tax Lot ____ Lot ____ Block ____ Subdivi:Sion ____ _ 

rn---rCw Well D Deepen · 0 Recondllion · 0 Abarrdon Street Address of Well (or nearest address)------------'---

(3) DRILL METHOD 
~t.ary Air 0 Rotary Mud . 0 ·cabl~ 
D Other 

(4) IJ=tOPOSED USE: 
~mestic D Community D Industrisl . 0 irrigalion - ·• - .. '. . .. 

(10) STATICWATERLEVEL: 
_:cS,_.S=--- ft. below land surfnce. 

Artesian pressure lb. Per square inch. 

(11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

Date 

Data 

D Thermal D Injection D Other 

-BORE HOLE CONSTRUQTION: /" O 
Depth-at which wnt.er waa first follnd ----<-'->?~?'------------

8-al Construction approviil Yes ~ _,,..-- Depth of Completed Wellcf'-: ft •. 
Yes No D ~ . 

Explosives used. D ~Type· ·· ·· · · .Aruount · ... 

HOLE SEAL 
Front 

CJ 

How WO< ml pl"d' M<lhocl 0 A - 0 B 
1ff'illh01../2'.QJ,"'L"'&.J"C~c_1 ________________ _ 

Backfil!placedfrom---n. to.--- ft. Material ___ .-----, .. -, _ 

Gravel placed from ft, to fl Size of gTave! 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
oia.{etel" F_J.oi"' ~o i ~nuge Steel Piastic Welded Threaded 

Casing: r - q <o ~D e-- D 
D D D D 
D D D D 
D D D D 

Liner: - I .• . ..y. :<- . D 0 D D 
.. D D D D 

1 locatlon of shoefa) - ~.-, +---<-

1 PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: . .A/" 0 .-v-L 
D Perforatiorrn 

0 Screens 

To 

Method--------------
Typ, ______ . Materifil _____ _ 

Slot Tele/pipe 
s~ze Number Dia.meter size Cw;ing" Liner 

.0 D 
o~··· ·o 
D D 
0 D 
D D 
D o·• 

(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing time is 1 ho1lr 
' ,...,,_:;:;- Flowing 

·D ·Pump D Bailer L::r Air D .Arteslnn 

Yield gal/min Drawdown Drill stem at Time 

Ir, 

I I 
zoo 

I 
l hr. 

From To.": Est;rnnted Flow Rate SWL 

loo j {, 

(12) WELL LOG: Ground elevation 

Mnterial From To SWL 

0 I? 
I 7 ~(, 
,,, (,, C:-'7 

,S 7 " Cl 
'"}i:,:J J1' (,, 
Pl. /,9-0 

. 
. 

.. .. 

Datestarled ,{. ~~n- 11 l'1 

(unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I perfoniied on the construction, alteration, or 

abandonment of thia ·well is in compliance with Oregon well construction 
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to my best 
knowledge and belief. 

WWC Number ___ _ 

Signed-------------- Date-------

(bonded) Water Well Constructor"Certification: 
T<mperatureofwal<l ----- I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment 

·Depth Artesian Flow .Found work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above. al! 
Wasawat.erannlyaisdone? DYes Bywhom -------------- work performed during this time is in conipliance with Oregon well 
Did any atrataeontain water not suit.able for int.ended use? 0 Too litl.!e ·- . construction standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and 

D Slllty D ·Muddy 0 Odor D Colored 0 Other --------- belief. _ .. / WWC Number ? / !;-
D<plh of•l>al<' .. Sign<cl J.Qt_,,v ~ Date /! -7-J!f/ 
WHITE COPIES - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT YELLO\V COPY - CONSTRUCTOR PINK COPY· CUSTOMER 9BOOC 10/86 

' 
I 



(as required by ORS 537.762) 

NQ 3 060 

' ~ ... ' ... \ 
\\:... ,:- · .. ·.--

' ) . c\ ' ' . ' \ ' ...... 

This form must be completed, signed by both the owner (or authorized agent) and constructor, and the original 
delivered to the Water Resources Depa'rtment prior.to commencement of construction, alteration or abandon-· 

... , n:ie.n~of each well. ..: ·.:. 

--,. ... 9 7 051-
I I . (} 7 

Prop .• o. s<,d Commencement Date --"tf\,..--'a_= .. "'+-~=-,--· _' _f_~_ 
. ( ,. [. (, '( 

Proposed Well Depth / -i<./ , Diameter ________ _ 

:.' . . '• . ~ \ ·~ -

.a~~~tic . ' Cl'comn\µnltY ,_. 1 i\ D Industrial D Irrigation 
0 ".DThermal DJi:iJecticin1 ~, ,,,,\\\ DOther ______ ~-----~.L-,-~ 
\ ·\.. .\- ' ' ~\ ·'-·: ... ). , ... l'-t1 i_,.., .-1,t-\ 

K'prdpSsed Well Location: \c·ounty'· :· '~ ']I Y v'•·; .. J"" , '-«-
. ·- '.· { '. ' ' .;, l l ,_!,\\\!\ j • ....J!l 

\3 0wJ . 'f Townstiip' 3 ,N ·. ' '(N 6r s)' ",\~an~~' 11 i 1,.,,/ (E or W) Section 

At least 2 
of these 
'rilust be 

· provided 

~-1/40f s·w. 1(4ofabovesectiOM 
I I 

2. street address of _______________ _ 
well location 

..... 
3. tax lot number of well location-----------------

Qttach approved map with location Identified. 
(see reverse of this form for approved maps) 

We hereby certify that we have read the back ofthls form, and that to the best of our knowledge the Information 
provided h · Is accurate nd the ell ls being properly located from septic tanks and septic drain fields. 

J\AS .. L ' • x D0V· F~· 
~~Bo_n_d,-d-w~.-,,-,w-,~,,-Co_n_st_ru_ct_or-.----~ 

711-
Llcense No.----'---'----------

Tl!le 

Data 
Company TUlilN-u<. ,De J Ii ivc Cv 

Note: This is not a Water Right application. The owner is responsible for obtaining a Water Right through the 
Water Resources Department If required. 

Form 537 .762 1967 

..• ..,. l ·) ~ ~\ . .:. \ ' . ..\. 

-·--...:....:.._- . . ~· ... . :o= '· 
"°"''-

(,· 

j 

c:i 
LU 
> w 
u 
Lu 
O.i 

1 

=~ 



.-
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NqTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR ~ . 

The original and first copy WATER WELL REPORT" 
® 

ol this report are to be r··-. ~ 
tnedwtththe ,· 1 ,.,.- ;:; ~ ~ ... ; ~,._ 'l'E off oREqOff 

STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OR.Ed-9±..f 9i3I~ ' ...-., _ !! l./ . ._ ease type or print) 
within 30 days from the dal~ "~ .. , , , . r• ··-- ·Jq. 

68
. c ot write a.Dove this lil;l.e) 

of well completion. .- ',- ri ~ ~ 

(1) 

Name 

Address 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (c 
New Wen ·Sf Deepening D 

.., .. '--

' - "-;·L··.1Nt-ER 
,r::.:·-;...-otJ. 

. Recondltlo"ning D AbanQon 0 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item lZ. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
Rotary 
Cable 
Du 

D 
% 

Driven D 
.Tette.d O. 

O. Bored O 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

D_omestlc ;& Industrla-1 O Munlcjpal O 

Irrigatibn O T~.t Well tJ Oth~r p 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded D Welded~ 
...... ?.:. ..... ~ Diam. from ............ r:?.. ...... ft. to ...... / .. £({ ___ !t. Gage ... ! ... ?.:.f?.£ __ _ 
.... - ............ " Diam. from .................... - ... ft. ta ... ·-···-'-···:.:._, ft. Gage ............. - ........ . 

.................. " Diarit. from ...................... - ft. to ........................ ft Gage 

• PERFORATIONS: Per!orated1 D Yes ,13.._No, 

Type of perforator used 

Sl2e of perforations in. by In. 

....... - ....................... pet!oratlons froJn .............. _ ........... ___ :tt. to -·-··------.... tt. 

..................... _ ......... perfora Hons !rom .............. ___ ,.,.,,., ____ !t. to ... - .......................... ft. 

................................ per:t:oratlons !roJn .............. _, ............... ft. to ... :.:.. ......................... ·It . 

........ - ...................... perforations from .............. _ ................ tt. to ........ - ...................... tt . 

................................ perforations from ................................ ft, to ........ --......... - .......... ft. 

/) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Ye~ T.i(No 

Manufacturel''s Name ....................................................... _,._, __ ....................... ,_._,, _____ _ 

Type ......................................................................... .:.. ...... Model No. ""-·-·--·------·---· 

Diam ................. Slot si;;;e ................ Set from .................. - ... ft. to ....... _ ............... ft. 

Diam ... ,, ............ Slot size ................ Set from-.: ......... ·-··--·· ft. to ........................ .tt, 

(8) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
iiiil"--lo_v_o_I ____ ~J?_6_, __ ._f~L_b~o~l-•w~·~l•~P~d~'u~rt~a~o~o~DO-'-•t~o-3~/.~'..?7{oc,,~;li_t"..~J'c 
Wslan pressure lbs. per square Inch Date 

(9) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes S,No li yes:, by whomr 

Bailer test /o g'al./min. with ('.,.) ft. drawdown after / hrs. 

Artesian tlow g.p.m. Date 

Temperature o! water ,::J/ Was a chemlcill analysLs .. made? O Yes JB,.No 

(10) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seaL--Materlal used ......... $.~75?..::£/./£.. .... ~---~·-··-·-.···· .. --···· 
Depth of seal .................... ...l..~:f:". .. ~ ..................................... ___ " ______ .: ...... _ .... ____ !t .. . 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ......... - .. t.'.i .. ___ .... !n. 

Were any loose strata cemented otf? O Yes ,[31,No 

Was a dl'lve shoe used? Ja". Yes 0 No 

Depth ................... ---

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes g}.No 

~'J'pe of water? depth o! strata 

Method of sealing strata Off 

Was weU gravel packed? 0 Yes Q_No Sli::e of gravel: ................................ . 

Gravel placed from .................... ·-·--·· {t. to _,, ...... ··....-··----- .:i:t. 

W.M, 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing .................... .. 

Depth drilled / CS ft. Depth o! coffipleted well !t. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, graln Size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aq_uifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of :formation. Report each change 
ill position of Static Water Level as drilling proceeds Note dt!ll!ng- rates . 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

.i:,:_,....:/ CJ ;;J- l 
·Jfr,,.,,_..·,v c /,,, ;:;... ;>-o I 

:1..?~ ·.:.-- ... ,/ - "4v :;;1--o 'J" 
'f.:,/f'.1.1,. ,..., /-0:1, • , ,C-,,; / (';! p, •• -/ sn:> '70 
n ..... _;r..,I ,,.,. k-. _, / ,., /,, .. .,. r/c1 R~ 

/, T' l'1 ... ,. -J f ll .... ~ - ,,._ . ' <"-< q ..---- .;o 
Nf_,,d ,¥'-{."_ - • ,,. (j;;. _/ --- I .-. .i 9<""" /o.f' ~ 

. 

---

... --

/ 

Work started )/S/t:? 19 Completed 3/.;z,1,L l9LJ'° 
' ; .J/:::o f 11(' _,;--, Date well drllIJng ntachlne moved of! of well 

/ 
Drlllint' Machine Opera.tor's Ceril!lca.tion: 

ThiS well was constructed under my direct supervision. Mate
rials used and in:!ormation reported above are true to my best 
kno_wledg~_£Hef. . _ fl · 
[Signed] --"·-~-~'(~ale ";}'(~., rnG,r' 

- (Drllllng Mach!ne'CiPeralorl . T-·~ ·-

Drilling Machine Operator's License No . ......... !J:?.7.:.. ... ~ ............. "-··-· 
Wl'l.ter Well Contractor's Certiflca.Uon: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report ls 

=~~ 
1

~.£Y.t~~;;zd.::l.J~: __ ~fl~.~t.9. ............ _ ... """ _____ ..... _ .. _ 
{Person, firm or corpor11tlon) J J ffype or P_/]t) • 

Address 8..0..)Li:A.~.1." ... -.:/:t~.--.. -• .. ~-6!:1!.::...'.. ...... 
[Signed]~ .... &:." ........ _ ...... _ ........ --"-.. ·-·"""""""·'." .. """-· 

CWater 11 Contractor) · 

Contract~r's License N_~ __ {?. __ ( .... ~ Da~~ $..-:::. ____ ~_.{ ____ :··-.---• 1/e.£. 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF' NECESSARY) 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 

The original and Urst copy of this report WATER WELL RE~tT _ · · . l ) 
aretobeiiledwiththe r- EI v ;;fJ/\.) b{W/ IQ 

WATER RESOURCES DEPARTME~ STATE OF OREG ~ ~ ! . E fjte Well No. ·······-----·· ········-······-··········C:Z..:.. 
SALEM, OREGON 97310 (Please ty_pe or print) F · 

within 30 days from the date . • [ 8 2 7 J97R St~te Permit No. ··-·--·-·-···-······.:·---·---
~ of well compleHon. -z._r:~ r_._ (Do not Wl'lte above ~is line) . • · •.. _ .. 

:d::::!. o,x:> \/ATER "r:cu ., .. , ·"; .. 
(10) LOOJ\.:.'.I'.~()l:( Q:V. 1~,,.\)iJ'J. ,1) OWN;ER: 

Name dftd)1 Swe,yd6<;t..f 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New- Well JJ{' Deepening D Recondit!onlng 0 Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12, 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 0 Driven 0 
Cable JS(" Jetted D 
Dug O Eo-.ed 0 

Domestic D Industrial 0 M:uniclpal 0 
Irrig-atlon D Test Well D Other D 

.CASING INSTALLED: 
........ t£.._:r Diam. trom .......... O ...... _ ft. to 

Threac:'led D Welded ,Qr 

...... f!.."L._ ft. Gage ... 2o.S.Q.. .. 
·····-···-······" Diam. irom .. '"···············-·· it. to ······-···-·- ft. Gage ···········----~ 

.•.. !? Dlam. from······················- ft. to ·-·-··---ft, Gage···----···---

• PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes ,,gjNo. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of perforations in. by in. 

.................. -····---~perforations irom -···-··-···----ft.. to -···- ···-·-· .. ············· tt. 

····-·····-·----·- pert:orations from ····-·······--·-··-- ft, to ···---···--··----··- ft 
.................... ,_ perforations from ···················-·--·· .1..t. to .............. _______ !L 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen inste.lled7 D Yes J!i[ No 

Manufacturer's Name 

"'ype -······--···-·--···----··-···------"-·····-·---- Model No. ---·--·-·-···-··-·····-···-····

..)lam, ········-······ Slot size ·········-·- Set from -··············-··-- ft. to •··--···----- ft. 

Diam. -············•· Slot size ····--- Set :from ··---···---..It. to ··············--·- it. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown Is amotu1t water level is 
lowered below atatic level 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes JS[ No If yes, by whom? 

~d_' _______ •_•_L_/_min __ ._w_l_t_h __ ~~"~·-d~r~•~w~d~o~wn-~af~te-r-~--h~"-· 
" 

~ailer test D gal./rnin. with :ft,. dra_wdqwp _a!ter / _,t.. hrs. 

Artesjan flow 

era tu re o! water 5 CJ Depth artesian flow encountered ···-··--···--··· ft, 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ......... f;;__~Jf.d. .. L..~ .. ··-·····---····-~-·-!-.. 
Well sealed from land surface 1.o ............... 2=P-------· ... fL 

Diameter ol well bore to bottom of seal ......... /. .. f?. .. ___ in. 

Diameter of well Pore below sea.I .... _____ ... £.'. ...... - in~ I".. 
Number of sacks of cement. used in well seal .. -.. ·--·--· .......... 0. ........ sacks 

How was cement grout placed?· .... ___ .L:Za.«..r.~---· ··-·················--···-----·-··-

··~----~~·-····--···· ............ ·'····-~-'-"·~·'-·······-··--'-----~·~· :.;.....<;:.:.... .... ······-··--·----·-····:.:..:t..:' 

Was a drive shoe used? }!(Yes O No Piugs Size: lo-cation ........... ft.~ 
Did any strata coiitaln unusable Wljter.? p Y~,s,.Q(No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

rethod of sealing strata off 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes }5:[No Size oi gravel: ·-·--.. -·-··-·· 

Gravel placed from ........ _____ ft. to ................ ft. 

fi .,_.,,,~j~ 
County '-OL~ U; A Driller's well number 

~~ Section/ 3 T3N R ;)__ w W.M. 

Bearing and distance_.!rom. section or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found 'f'O <t. 
Statlc level :ft. below land surface. Date//)~ 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below ca.sing 

it. Depth of completed well 

·-···-G. .. ~:.. .... 
Depth drilled 9 .;;l... 9 .;i_ fl. 

Formation; D.escribe coIOr, texture, grain size and structure of materlals; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each change In 
position oJ. Static Water Level and lndlcat~ prlncipal water-bearing strata ... 

MATE.RIAL F:rom To SWL 

< ...-. ' "'-.RO<Nif eJ ;;>-
I' ,_ Ll v t"I' 12 ,-, w H '.l. :?-0 
CL J'.l v ;::: //•It;. SAN l:J 

y ;;;1-1-0 uJ ?.O 70 
CJ../iv 1.Z L ,, r:; ;>o I< 7 
G RA 1/1" I /Vl GD. ?? q ;)._ 'l ~ 
·- . -- ·-

-

.... w 

Work 'tarted {/is,,/ 19? rfomplotod {/! f;;/ 197? 
Date well drilling ma!!hlne moved off of well I' 19? &"' 

Drilling Machine Opera.tor's Certification: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best know~edge and be ' f, ~.I ,L. ,I/ 
[Signed] . . .. . .. ...... C. .. X~'ltM. .. Date //_Ltf:/,.rnZ..f' 

rilllnt Machine Operator) 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No . .... t!.Ll. .. 7. ... Y.~.-····----· ... ~ 
Water Well Contractor's ~ertifl~tion: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowled~e and belief. 

Naine G..<hy .. /L .. !oA.:ffc~ .. L .. W..eJLCL.r:..1-'U.1'.d..j ...... . . 
(Per~on, fl.rm or corporation) (Type or print) 

Address R.t.1 ... J .. !3a.X: .... r..6_.S. .. fl .... 5./ .. 1 •• J:L'-.. (~#_,f._,_QB.f{. • 
[Signed] .i:l.d~ ................... -............................ - .. --·-· 

(Water Well Contracto:r) . 

Contractor's License No. )j ___ (_ Date . ..1./..I .. '?./ ......... ., 19Z.f" 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SF 0 45!l56-110 



NOT. ICE TO WATER WELL CONTf'ACTOR ..-- c E I v E D s, E - ::, LO /Cf\ ~ The original and first copr w L nv-L ~ 
: of this report are to be, ATER WE L RE~ll.t' J2 h ~ 

filedwiththe I ' rl'..Liltlf I s•ra\E OF OREGON DEC 2v"1976 Stale Well No ... M.[1,2,.~ ... :::t,,,{. ..... ~ 
STATE ENGINEER, SALEM, OREGON 9731C\,t~~ (Please type or print} ,., -

within 30 days t:rom the date URCt:: c Sl31'\:;F1"r'rmit No --------·----~~ .. _ 
1 _/I of well completion. ~~(Do not wdte above ¥.R1f<l1R RESO i::.::> 
f"' -;1-..J U I - ~ " nO!='r':'f'll\.l _,, 

(1) OWJ':<ER: (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 

N>me ' rf'EO/?: cEc .£. C'ea £•)).:". . . 
°'A°'d"'d'C'.'ee;~'--.L/?'£J.6'..,___,/'--<8<LI<?"-"k'-~J,,__,9'1:.....~S(<:C";><.G~0<~oo:P.c:<"1at2~us:--°7'-'-"""'£"--.~1'-.L~L>"1'-'V>.."<,- -~5'.~*'~-~''~£~U~/~\~' ~S~ec~tl~o~n~/~J"~-T~·~..l:.~:.v'~~R~. ~2~H.~'-"~---W=.M~. '[. 

Bearing and distance from section or ;>ubd_tvlslon comer_ 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well,!:!(' Deepening D . Reco:p,ditioning 0 Abandon 0 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary O 
Cable ]lr 
Dug 0 

Driven D 
Jetted 0 
Bored D 

Domestic • Industrial O Municipal O 

Irrigation D Test Wt;'l.J, D Other .. D 

Welded.!Jr 

Gage ... ..6;.(tL .... - . 

......... ·----" Dlam. :from ·····-·---- it .. to ····----- ft. Gage ····-·····-··

····-···-·-·"Diam. :from·····--·--·- !t. to ···-···--- !t. Gage······-··----

A PERFORATIONS: 
~ o:f pertorntor use(!. 

Perforated? O Yes ;;{No, 

Size of. perforations ... .Jn,. by in, 

-···------perforations from····---~--·~· -~o --··-----·<C 
·············-----· per!orations t.rom ···-···------ !.t. to ····--··---·-- ft. 

_ perforations from ····- ft. to ---·····- --ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? O Yes ~· No 

~anufacturer's Name ······-·-···-----'""--··.....:...1..--··-··-------"--~ 

.'ype ·-·-·--·-··--·--.. ---·---- .. ~- · Model No. ·······-·-··-----

Diam. -····-····-·· Slot size ·-·-···- Set from ·----ft. to ····--·--- iC 

Diam.. -···--·· Slot size ··--- Set from ·····-----ft. to ··--·--- <t. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level Is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes gNo Ii yes, by whom? 

Yield: gal./roJn. \'l'"itb 

" ·~- . .-
" 

.. hrs. 

" 

. 
Bailer test /£ gal/min. with J 3" ft. drawdown. after L ht-$. 

Artesian flow g.p,m. 
Co 

perature of water ,,r-_,,, ~epth artesian flow encountered -··-·-- ft. 

CONSTRUCTION: 

" Well seal-Material used . ..tf'EN.~r.v.'.,.r..z:,,SZ __ ·-·----------
Well sealed ;from land surface to.--·· ;.Z 2... ... ·-··-··---- ft. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom o! seal ······-·---L.O .. in. ' 

Diameter of well bore below seal -·-·~- in. 

Number of sacks o! cemeni: used in well seal --·--·--··--- sacks 

Number of sacks of bentonite used in well seal --·--·-.2.._·········-- sacks 

Brand ·naffie of bentonite /.N.~/.ZH.fi22~.A/42L-..... _. _____ _ 
Number of pounds o! bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water -·---· .. ···-·-·~---~-./.L2.0. ..... _ .. _____ ....._,_., ... _ lbs./100 gals. 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was iJrst found ft. 

Static level -7';? 
Artesian pressure 

:ft. below Jand surface. Date/..2 ~ 9- .?'~ . 
lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ....... k. ........ ___ _ 
Depth drilled 9 $" tt. Depth of completed well ft. 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each change in 
poslt!~n of Static Water LeveL and _indicate prfncipat water-bearing strata. 

MATERIAL From. To SWL 

~ / 
, - / I . ...-

7-C- 7 Jr 
. ,.,, _rt' 

..:n{" '(I 

- o;;'/ '7 ~ 

• 

.· . .: 
' 
I 
I 

Work started 12 - 6- 19 .74ompleted ./? --?- 19.7~ 

Date well drilling machine moved of£ o! well 

Drilling Machine Opera.tor's Certification: 
This well was constructed under :i:'nY direct superviSiOn .. 

Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowledg~ belie!. . · · 

[Sig0edJ ~64.....-.... ,_....-.X" - --".:"'--::""" ~-te ..... /..J..~a, ·19ZC 
{Drilling M11.c~----a 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No ..... ~$..J.. ... -····-·-·········· 
Wa.te,r Well Contractor's Certi!t'?atlon: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report ls tru: to the best of· my knowledge and belie!. 
Was a drive shoe used? JQ.. Yes 0 No Pfugs .::.~-·-·Size: locaitoi-i .: .. ~--ft. ff~,6 ~ ,& ~Li. · 
. Name .. ... :R6 '£:L'... -'.k'"""...e:r'~ .. P/.V..l.&v.<f ........ 
Did any strata contain unusap1e w.qte.&?. D Yey .KNo (P_en;on, .firm or corpora.Uon) . {Type or print)?~€// 

~'p_e_o_!_w~•~'~"~'-~~~~---"~e~p~th~._,o00i_,a"'tr"a-"ta,,..._ ___ ~~~~~- Address /°!..C?., .. _$a~ ..... 6-.f?...:f.::. . .Gt9.:f.r.~O~.«-'.fi..f: .... . 
. \1ethod of sealing strata off ...... ..;, 

.was well gravel packed? O Yes Ci No 81.ze. of p-avel: 
[Sii;ned] -~·(W~,~--.. e. ........ -----....... .. 

Gravel placed from ·-·-·······---- ft. to ····-······-····--·-- tt. Contrnctor's License No. __ ,,;:?_.£Date ................... /...:l. .. :~r:'.,,;;, 19.Z'b 

(USE ADDITIONAL SREE'X'S IF NECESSARY) 



(Please type or print) 

(Do not write above thiS 'fllic) ~~ i'~ 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well D Deepening ;sf Reconditioning D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 18' Driven D Domestic llif Industrial D Municipal 
Cable 0 Jetted D 
Dug D Bored D Irrigation D Test Well D Other 

( ASING INSTALLED: 
... _.6. ...... n Diam. :from ..... :j::..t:..~~- it. 

Threaded D Welc;ied Ji' 
Gago ,,,;'£0 to .. ./././.. ... - ... ft. 

.................. ". Diam. :Crom ........................ it. to ..... --···--·- f.t. Gage 

.................. " Dfain. from ........................ :ft. to -·--.. ·---· ft. Gage 

.PERFORATIONS: Perforated? O Yes Pl No. 

Type ·oi: perforator used 

Size of perforations In. by Jn. 

D 
D 

_ ..................... ~··- perforations :Crom .... -·--------.ft. to --···-·-·--······- it. 

··········-·-·····-- perforations £rom ................... ____ ft. to -····-·~·---·--· ft. 

................................ perforations from ···-·······-··--- tt. to ..... _, .. _____ :_._ tt. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screl'!n installed? D Yes llif No 

Manufacturer's Name ··············-······----.. ---·---------------~ 

'ype .... - ... - .............. --····---···----... ~ ..... ,_ ...... --. Model No, ..... . 

Diam .. ... Slot sf;-;e ...... ___ ,.__:_ Set from .................... _ft. to .. ·--·-·-··--- £t. 

Diam. ·····-··-··· .. Slot size .............. ~ Set fr~m ......... ·-·-···-·- .ft. to ---.. -' -~ ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level i'I 
lowered below static level 

Was a tl(tf; t.{~?;e? \2S Yes p No Tt yeS, bY.Whomtpgl/L'E/? 

'YO gal./mln. with ·f( 7 ft. drawdown after ./ 

" 
Bailer test gal./mln. with ft. drawdown a:Eter 

Artesian flow ".p.m. 

hrn. 

hrs. 

. 

perature of water£/ O:Oepth artesian flow· encountered ---·--··· .. · .... .ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
~ 

\Vell seal-Material used ....... . .. .. ----~--·'-'·"--···-··· ................... __ ..... ;-;. 
Well sealed from land surface to ........ . 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal .. 
··-·-· .. ··--·--·-----· ft. 
.,_ ....• ln. 

Diameter of well bore below seal ............. ·-···--.. ··- in. 

Number of sacks of cement used in well seal ......... _ ............. ·--··---··- sacks 

How was cement grout placed~ ··-·---------·-.. - ... :.. ..... ·-·-···'·-··'"······---= 

·········-·-·············-----~ ............ _~-~----~~~~ ···-••"_,.....,_,_, .............. . 
··············-·-··· .. ·· .... -.... ---·----··· .. ·-···--··'"'-·-~~=~~· --· .. :...::.;,.~,; .... ~ ...... ~_;_ .. 

Was a drive shoe used? 0 Yes 0 No ?.lugs , .. -=-:. ... : Siz-e; 10Catioi:1 .: ...... '.fl. 

Did any strata contain unusable wet.er? O Yes D No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method of sealing stra.ta of:f 

Was well gravel packed? 0 Yes 18.No Size _o,f gravel; : · 

Gravel placed .trorn ................................ ft. to ............ _ .............. ~ ft. 

···n: 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County Driller's well number 

f.!:f' ~~ frr,/ ;~ Sectton /..3 T . .Jc/ R.__{tt/ W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivl.slon corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found !l. 

Static level 

Artesian pressure 

ft .. below l~d surface, Date 7-22 -g'.2_ 
lbs. per square Inch. Date 

(lZ) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing ........ £.-::..~--·· 
Depth drilled /;s .., ft. Depth of completed well / 

2 
2 ft . 

FoI-matio~: Describe color, textu~e. grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry !or each change of !onnation. Repol't each chang-c In 
Position o! Static \Vater Level and indicate principal water-bearing: strata.. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

. -·,, 0-:zc;r- - ---

~- . ,,. -.:/ Y<" ,/,/? 

.... ....:. - . , O:.c- ,, )./ /r;> 

6'/7/?y /oV , _·,, ~; 2-
,Al'> ,, {) 1/2 
J/n ,;7/ </ .2. 

.i'/7dO . I -

. . . - i,,. - .... 

-- -- ... 7 ~·/A"T",i:c/.- ; I ;:t./..: 122 <c: 
• 

Work started ~.2 - ;? J.. - 19. $'...:Z.Completed 

Date well drilling machine moved off o! well 

2- Z.?- 19 g'.2._ 

,?, -,2 '/- "f.2.... 
Drilling Ma.ch,i.ve Opera.tor's Certitica.tlon: 

This well was constructed under my direct superv1s1on. 
Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best knowled~ belief. · 

[Signed] C::C~~/-d.= .. Date ---2.:d. . .;(. ·19.$',2 
{Drlllln;e: ~Perator) 

Drilling Machine Operator's L~cense No .... £."ff./. ............... -·-····· 
Wakr Well Contra.ctor's Certilica.tion: 

Th1s well was drilled und~r my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Name /?.l.'!d. .. ~L?..tf'.4!£.C.. ... t"U.&>.U:': .. f.:H/~k. ... P.a/.l.,:./..b!.tf:-
• (Person, !llm or corporatlon) (Type or print) 

Address £0~-Bc.x. ... 6._PC. . .c.is.r!4f:.L?.(}G67.JUfi.,f.8't I · 

[Signed] -~~i~;r···········-·--·-·---- . 

Contractor's License No .. 6.":LGate '. ....... 2.7 ... 2..¥. ....... , 19.-/.2 

(USE ADDITIONAL SH£ETS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTICE TO WATER W'ELL CO 
The origin.al and first cop 

of this report are to be 
filed with the 

STATE ENGilfEER, SALEM, OR 
within 30 days from the d 

of. well completion, 

(1) OWNER: 
Name ,ToctV c, If ch'// c &.::.. 
Addres' L<2L'. ~#<'.'.~ 

~:i3.t:i1'Q.o...\c.._i,...""""- Rcl 
&12 5~.&eai ~ ,..,,,,,,:, 

9?o.r< 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well JS('" Deepening 0 Reconditioning O Abandon 0 

If abandonment, descrlbe material and PFOcedure .in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary D Driven D Domestic .[;{" Industrial D Municipal .. D Cable l5I: :retted D 
Dug D Bored D .... Irrigation [J Tes,t ~ell D .. Other D 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded O Welded a 
...... £.. ..... " Diam. from .. ±:.&.~~---··· ft. lo .•. -7.J.. ...... ft, Gage ,...,,;;_~:::{! ....... 
·-·"-··-···-·"Diam. from ............ _ .. __ ,., .. ft. to ·····---·---~ ft .. . Gage· --···-------....,--.., 

.................. " Diani.. from .............. ___ ft. to ·-·····--- ft. Gage ........... --··--'-· • PERFORATIONS: P.erfora.ted? O Yes jlij No. 

Type of perforator used 
·-. -

Size of perforations 1n. by fn. 

-··---··-··----- perforations from ------··--····---- ft. to . 
_____________ .il 

.. 

............. - .... ··--·- perforations from ................. -·--·- ft. to --·--- :E.t •... 

..... per!orations from .......... i:t. to ......... -·· . ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well. screen installed? OYes iltNo 

tanufacturer's Name ---·-·--·---------·- -
.L'ype .. -------------------··-··-·--"" ....... Model No ...... ......:... .. -.-.-··-.-.-,-

Diam. -····-·---·- Slot size -····-···--- Set from ............ ,, _____ . :tt. to ·········-····-- ft~. 

Dlatn ......... ....... Slot size .............. _. Set .from ...................... .,. ~t: to ·.---·-··-'.-··· .. ···-- ft: 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown ts amourtt water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? D Yes Af No If yes, by whom 1 

• Id' gal./mln. with ft. drawdown .after hrs • .. ); 

" ,, " . ,, .. ,, " 

Beiler test /:S: gal,/min. with /'7 ft. drawdo'WU after / hrn. 

eslan flow g.p.m. 

;'lerature of water&'/ (t Depth artesian flow encountered ............. - .... :ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used ...... ff.Cd.ll.ti!LTC:. ..... -- ........... - ..... ."_ .. __ ._ 
Well sealed from land surface to. -----·--··----.2..2::-. ..................... _____ . ___ ft. 

Diameter of well bore td bottom of seal .... ,_.,{t2 .............. in. 

Diameter of Well bore below "al .... /{. .... - In. 

Number of sacks o! cement used in well seal ........... ·-··-··------· sacks 

Nwnber of sacks of bentonite Used in.well seal ···-·--··---·)5_········--·····- sacks . 

Brand name of bentonite ... .1.41.r.c,z,v.n.nLH./.?..;{ .............................. ___ 
Number o! pounds of bentonite per 100 gallons 

of. water --· .. ···-·--------..... /.12.12 .................. _ ...... ______ . lbs./100 gals, 

Was a drive shoe used? Q(Yes DNo ~_l,ugs -·:~·-::- Size: location .. -·-.-:· ft. 

Dld any strata contain unusable water? O Yes !'{No 

rype o! water? depth of strata 

Method of. sealing <rtrata off 

Was well gravel packed? J:! Ye.s gNo Size of gravel: ··- --·· 
Gravel placed f.rom ·-·----·-·------.... ~ .tt. to "·-····------- ... ____ .tt. 

r"".O. I Ck~ c::~ 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County C/:!6:.~?1!.~-!fi, Driller's well number 

- - - . -· ·-· - ... 
,~.E % Z.E ~'4 Section L.3' T. 3'A/ R . .2_ u/ W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdlvislon corner 

- .. 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found -7/.7 ft. 

Static level .£9 ft. below land sur:t:ace. Date /!!?-?.¥· 
Artesian pressure lbs, per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of well below casing -... £..-::. ··-
Depth drilled 7..7;?; ft. Depth of completed well ;9"Jf/.z... ft. 

Formation: Descdbe color, texture, grain size and structure o:! materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum nnd aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report ea.ch change in 
positton of Static Water Levet and btdtcate prlndpat water-beartna strata.; 

MATERIAL .. - From To 

-r'-A ..,.,....,,.,,,_ ~ ,,.,,,,, 
J - . - , -- , , ///• /'7 

~-~ I - ,,/ -- - -~. /"T 4"'7 
, ../·'-- , - 'ff .C¥ 

-··· , ...._ 
J.J_.f/'~...a.1• - .n/ ?.r .5>' 

rL"" .J r;; 
_,, - '.- ?f" ("/ r) 

<P;,,, '- , , 
""J.,/ <£7 ,,....,,, 

--- ·- J~J 

, __ 
''~---'J ~- 'K'7 .,,,.1, _., 

v? --

-

. ... 

-·· -

Work started t_t'l..-,;r_2" 19 Z?Completed /_P-2'/- loz.?, 
Date well drilling Inach.i.lle movii:U off of Well it! -.z ~ 19;>: 

Drilling Ma.chine Operator's Certification: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials used and iniormab.On reported above are true to my 
best knowledge and belief. 

[;3igned~ .. ~~Date ·-·-·"-'1 .. :~¥19.Z 
· (Drllllng Mac perator) 

Drilling Maphine Operator's License No ..... ..£."fl.Z .......... _______ . 

Water Well Contractor's Certi!ica.tlon: 

Tbh1 well was drilled undex: my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and pelief. 

Name Rf?.d...C?;.c;-~.:c.. .. /V.4f/.'. .. 'r.:..&~t?. ... k¥VP/.. ... 
(Person, £1.r:rn or corporation) (Type or print) 

Address . /.. .. 12, .. &"aX. ... k.f..i.::.~Cd.$:r.ME.Li?ru::'47.udf!.J?:/, · 

[Signed]~ .. ~/-<~········-········---····· Well Contractor 

Contractor's License No . ...0.....S:::-nate .............. /.CJ..rc..2..Y, 19,2 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP*4.5GM-1111 



STATE ENGINEER ( ' 
Salem, Oregon \ ' 

\ -:SI \D 
\ MAILING 

OWNER: ______ Mi!r.tin ___ J..'._J:rl!lk ____________________________________________ ADDRESS: -------·-----------------------------------------------------

Well Record 
Glh l544 

CITY AND 
'LOCATION OF WELL: Owner's No_ ---------------------------- STATE: _____________ §QE-P.1?9.Q§!e~ ___ Ql;'_§g,Qn_ _____________________________ _ 

N. Ji). 
_____ $.l'.L'/4 ____ §_]';' ___ y4 Sec. ____ JJ __ T. ____ J_ ___ ~R. ------~---- W., W.M_ 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision 

corner ___ :),,Q_Q_1 __ J:_. ___ !LJ2QQ_1 ___ _rr, __ Jl:.Qm. .. ilt __ QQl: .•... R!?.Q_, ___ ]J ____ _ 

I ' ' ' ' l ' 1 -------!-------~----~ 
' I 
l l ' I I 

' 
! ; 

I I 
' ' 1 

• Altitude at well -------------------------------------------------·-------------
------.....!-----..:-~-~-----

I 
' 

, ,y.,.,. I 
~\' I 

TYPE OF WELL: __ l?;r.;\._)J.._aj ___ Date Constructed __ J.25.2 ______ _ l I 
Depth drilled ______ 17..0.1 _________ Depth cased -----l7.0_!_ ____________ _ Section ____________ 1,;L. ___ _ 

• CASING RECORD: 

• 

6" 

FINISH: 

AQUIFERS: 

WATER LEVEL: 
47t 

PUMPING EQUIPMENT: Type ______ .l'9'Qi.fi.c ... ll.~.lLW~lL_tm:b;in~------------------------------------ H.P. _______ ] ____________ _ 
Capacity _______ lj-_2 ___________________ G.P .M. 

WELL TESTS: 
• Drawdown ______________ 5J _______ ft. after ------------------------- hours ---------------------IJ,fi-.--------------------------------------------- G.P.M. 

Drawdown --------------------·- ft. after -------------------- hours ---------------------------------------------------------------- G.P.M. 

USE OF WATER _____ lrJ-:ig:at:lQU ... _ ....... ------------- Temp. ----------· °F. ·--------=-------------------···-------------------, 19 _______ _ 
SOURCE OF INFORMATION __ _!ll\._Tul_c.ar.d. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

DRILLER or DIGGER --------------------------------------------------------'----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
ADDITIONAL DATA: 

Log ____________ :,_ Water Level Measurements -----------·Chemical Analysis ------------------- Aquifer Test --------------·-·---'-· 

REMARKS: 

Log: Soj.l 
Rock 
Quick sand 

Irrigation of 3,5 acres 

0 to 14 ft, 
14 to 20 ft, 
20 to 170 ft, 



1 '" v:=r :-i t._ - N u._; J 

( Q.. a\ u.1"-lt> \ D- ;:s: ~. f-\w :i ,· .s. 
I\ Y\.. t: y..2- '._i;o c._c,._J'\ A-0+ \oc_ ) (\ ·~ 

MAR 2 0 1998 1\Jµ) Y±· I y'\'l_o.~ b(!.. .00Yy .~ f,£'/j) 

RECEIVED 
STATE OF OREGON 

WATER SUPPLY WELL REPORT 
(" requred by ORS 537 ,765) 

WATER RESOUf>Ct!S pi;;p'ffELL I.D. # ur ~z_.3,,,,5,.,20..._ ____ _ 

lo.tn.u:Oana (Of' co--Jetlnu tbll ~ are on the lut tJ•!Pe of thll form. 
!:IALEM, OA!':GON START CARD# ~1_1,~11~7~7~7 __ . . _ 

' (1) OWNER: W•ll N"""" (9) LOCATION OF WELL by 1'11"1 descriptloo: 

N'""' TED WHITE County COLOMBIA Wtude Loogitudc 

Addreu 51583 OJLUMBIA RIVER HWY, Towruhip 3I:i N or S JUong. 2N E or W. WM. 

c;!l SCAPPCx:lSE Stat.o OR Z!!! 2ZQ5fi Soctioo 13 SE 1/4 NI> 1/4 
(1) TYPEOFWORK TaxLot 12000 L<X Blod: Subdiviaioo 
[11 Now W.U 0 ~g 0 Alluation (<epU/J=>oditloa) 0 Abondom><nt StrectAddtet1 of Woll (or ~t adch.u) 51511 CDUJMHIA B 
(3) DlULL METIIOD: 

(fO) sfATic wff#J tfvi?'ITT2.'il'i. Q!l 
0R""<J' Air 0RotoryMud 0Dhl• 0Aug..-

OOtll« 43 !t. bolow land Jtrlace. °"" 03ll 6l98 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artod1.11 prcuuro lb. por aquarc iodi. °"" [llDome.tic Oeoo-uuiy 0In<>ntri.J OIJTiga<ion (11) WATER BEARING ZONES: 

0Tknn.J Olnj<dioo ouverioci: 0 OtJ,.,-

(5) lioliE HOLE coNSTiiLiCTION: Depth It whlch water wu fiut found n"7 

Spod.J Cautructloo '{'!'roVol 0 y,. [lNo Depth <l 0>mplotod Well _18]_ !t. 
Expl<nivoi utod 0Ye< [ltNo Type Amount From To BstUn.ttx:I. Flow Rate SWL 

HOLE SEAL 177 183 Rn-9o J"!PM dct _, ,.,_ ,.. M>krial 

"I'~ I ,.,..;m-·· 13 

12~ 11~~ IPent=itel 8 

(U) WELL LOG: 
How WU soa1 placod: Motbod DA OB oc OD OB Ground Elevttion 

rn °""' Pom:ed j nto dcy anoHJ ar: 
Bdf'ill pi>cod from __ II. lo -- II. MUeri>l MA<mU Frooi To SWL 

Gnlvei placed from II. lo !t. Siu o( gravel Brown siltv clav =-l:oulr >r 0 1? 
(6) CASiNG/UNER: BrCMn nravel & """"'. ,., nhr 1 ?. q7 - ,.,_ To G••r Si.d Plu4k We WM Tlon ..... hnnl -"---

Cuing· 8" +2 176 250 Kl 0 ll\I 0 n~.- --""" ..,{~ .1 07 111 .:n 
0 D D 0 n~.- --~-" '- - 111 '"" " 
0 0 0 0 ,..._~"-h, __ ,,_ --""" ,, 

' 1 "" 1" " 
D 0 0 D ~. - :.. .. _ .. 1 , 1 <r 1 "" " 

Liner. "" h7 177 "}~(\ ex 0 IX! 0 
,... _____ h1 - _,_ 

-~ .... I 
, 1cD 1 /;"} " 

1>" QCl 1R7 ?<;() ex 0 IXl 0 re--·· .h1 -~T- ' - ' 1 ~- r 1 A-i '" 
Final Joacion of shoo(•) F'j g K ir:.cke:r: il J6:Z' 1Shrv:>~J;1Q 1 ~ 

(1) PERFORATIONS/SC!lEEN: 

0Podontioru Method Johru,Qn sand Scn>£>n 
IJlS== Type E:ip: Sjze . 

. 
'" -i 

Slo< ,.,,.,, ... ,nj ; .. I ~'f-1 ~·l~ c-. u.~ 

0 Gl 
0 0 
Q 0 

0 0 
D 0 

(8) WELL TESTS: Mlnlmum testing time Is 1 hour Dm"""'1 a't~4l~a Completod OJlJ~~Qa 
Flowing (oobond«I) Waler W.U Constnado< Cenltkolk>n: 

D~ 0Bw'..- OiAir 0Arte1ian i ~ that the wofk I pcrfornr.d on the construction. alterstion, or abli-~mt":nt 

Ykkl r.i/mhl Drndnn DriH Jinn.at """ 
of thb We ii in compli.aoce with Oregon water mppty well construction If 

I I I ~ 
Mltoriab uled and informatioo. .reported Wove .e true to the best.of. my kl 

~g=~~ i ~~ I hr. ood boliof. 

J m:s. WWCN""""" 
Slgnod °"" Temperature of water s;i•., Depth Artesian Plow Found (bonded) Water Well C°"""'ctor Ctrtllkatioo: 

w,.. a water analyiit done7 0 y.,. Bywbom I ""'pt ~bill~ Ibo ooo"""'tioo, .itmtloo, or obandooment work 
Did any itrata contain water not suitable for iJ:tcudcd UJ07 D Too little perfonncd 00 't well . the conwtrud.ion cWm mportcd move. All won 

j>erfonn ~during !his time ;. in comp1ianco with Orogoo water supply well 
0 Salty 0 Muddy 0000r 0Colorcd Qj:Olher iron · ~ _. ' .... ~. rcpott ii true to the best of my biowledge and bolie(. 

Doptb of """' 22-158 
si..J:'I 

I I wwc Nuni>er 573 
_I/ ,.f...\• nm Q3ll8L!i8 

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY-CONS'l'l!.UCTOR THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER 



~o WATER ~;,L CONTRACTOR _. ,E \ v E D 
Theorlginalandfirstqopy' ··~- · frlrWA.TER WELL R.Q,.C..C" 

o! this report are to ~e ~\(} 1\. lUf ~ , 

flled with the ~ . STATE OF. 'OREGON j\JN SQ 1975 state Wcll No.3."1'._d.!d..::z'.3.--.'8'...<;:. 
STATE ENG-rNEER, SALE.l}{. 0 GON 97310'2..,\0 ?-- (l'lea~e type or print) 

within 30 days from the te ,.. ti · CES g_e:i¢Tfennit No. ---··-------------,.· -
o:f well completion. \., ci:efnot write a~ov\fiJ'~'f:R RESOUR 

\ · SALEll, OREGON 
(1) OWNER: "<. (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 

' Columbia 
Name Phillip Holsheimer Jr. County Driller's well number 

Addre" Rt. 1, Box·· 132 
scapijoOse. OrP 91056 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well f21 Deepening 0 Req.611.ditiq_nin~_p Abandon D. 

If abandonment, describe material. and proc.edure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotar;y: :tJ .J2!iven D . Domestic IX 
Cable 0 .Tetted D 
D11g D Bored 0 Irrigation 0 

Industri;'ll 

Test W~ll.-. 

0 MWJ.icipal 0 

o o_t.firr. P 

licASING INSTALLED: Threaded D Welded l2j:: 

....... 6 .. __ 11 Diam.. from ........ O._ .......... ft. \o .......... 95- il Gage ·····--25.0 ... . 
·····-······-·-H-Diarn. from ··-··-·················ft. to ······-··.-.:.-·~ft. Gage·····-:·········-···· 

·····--······-': Diam. fro~ ····-·-,· ···.··-- ,ft. !o ······-·.-.,..-.·-- ft. Gage _ .. ____ ---

• PERFORATIONS: Per!orated? D "Y:"es ){] No. 

Type of perforator used 

Size of per!orations in, by in. 

······-······· .. ·-···--·-· perforations from "'··-·--···-·-··-·-.. ft. to ··--·------ !t. 

········-······-····-·····- perforations from «·····--···-·······-··-·- ft. to ·····-···-------.. -· :ft. 

·····-·······-··-···-···-· perforations from -···············-·----·- It. to ··------··-···· !t. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen instaIIed? D Yes I;!;: No 
Manufacturer's Name 

Type ·············-··········--·········--·····-···----
Dlem ................. Slot !;ize ....... ······- Set_ ;{rpm ....................... _rt. to -·-··-·-···-· ;[t, 

Diam. ·-············· Slot size ................ Set_ from ···········'·······-·- ft. to ... ,....,-~-.- ;t"t:_ 

(8) WELL TESTS: D:rawdown ls amoUI1t water level is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes E(No Ii yes, by whom? 

-~' -~2o..O ___ g~al=./~m"Jn=. "w~i~th'-'T'-OO..Ct'-ail.='-'d~ra,,_w=do::.wn=_:a.!=te"r--=l,__,hn;=. 

Bailer test gal,/min. with ft. drawdown after hrs. 

~an flow g.p.m . 

.. ?rature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ····--·-···-··- ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Materlal used ········--·····-- Cei:n~.fil .... ·-··--····-~------
Well sealed !ram land surfaCe to ·-·-··--·--~---.:.:.:-6 ... ---···-······-·---···---·- ft. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ................. 9. .. ·-·-··· in. 

Diameter of_ well bore below seal ··········-·p·····-· iri.. 
Number of sacks of cement used in well seal __ ................ .3...---------··-··· naclts 

Number of sacks of bentonite'used in well seal .. ·-···--····----- sacks 

Brarid name of bentonite ·-····-···--· ············--·-··--------·-·····--····---~ .. 
Number of pounds of bentonite .Per 100 gallons 

of water -···-···-·-·····-····-······-·····--····--····-·-------···.:..:..._ ...... ____ lbsJ100 gals. 

Was a drive shoe used? E Yes O No Plugs -···--·· Size: l_o~tion .--,...,--.;ft 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Xes 1§! No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method ot sealing strata of! 

Was well gravel packed? O Yes iiJ No Size o! gravel:. -·-··· 

Gravel placed from ·-··-··---······-···'-..;.; ft. to ·············--·---·-····· ft. 

~!i, Section J 3 T. 3!if R. 2W 
Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corl?-~=r--,~-~-,-

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at whlch water was tirst found 45 tt. 

_static level 7 6 

~teslsn pressure 

ft: below land surface. Date 6-24--79 
~~s_- _per s'l:'uare inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Difimeter of well below casing ..... -6. .......... __ _ 
Depth drilled 9 5 :ft. Depth of completed well 9 5 fl 

Formation: DescI-ibe color, texture, grain .ify:e and structure of materials; 
• and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquiier penetrated, 
with at least one entry :for each change of formation. Report each change in 
posltton of Static Wafer Leuei and indicate ptincipa.L water-bearing strata. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

"'~~ sni l n " -"P--- - 01 ;:iv " ')" 
,.... __ T~-,1 

2" A C: 

- ~i ~" '1 AC "" 
~ " ,, . 

" ' a" ~r 

.,.. 
~ 

. 

Work started tJ- 2 3 19 7 6 Completed 6-24-76 19 

Date well drilling machine moved off of well 6-24-7619 

Drilling Machine Operator's CertiHca.tlon: 
This well was constructed under my direct supe.rv1s1on. 

Materials used and ~-n:fa ion reported above are true to my 
best know and-be · . ~ · · 

[Signe:~w~.',!'G, .. .. <;~.ttY.~te .6.,,,.24,,-.7.,619 ...... . ~j:dlllne: nchlne OperatorF·- Da . 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No ...... 883 ........ -.. ----·-···---·· 

Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

'!'his well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

NameS&K.. . .DJ::illina ... & ... SUnply.r····I-nc •........................... 
{Person, firm iri- corporilu015 ('fyJle or print) 

Address ...... 3.9.9 .... .S~ •. E. ... ln.ut,.C.an.b¥-., .. Or.e, 

[Signed] .... ~--- . .. . . _'{;;l_,cr~ ................... . 
a weiiC~;;.~ . . - ·-

Contractor's License No . .... A5'G .. Date ............. fi.:::24.::.7.!2., 19 ..... . 

(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 



.1:'"i/i;;.!.'- ·: .... 0 WATEFt 1VEI,t. CONT.R.ACTOft ""~'·•· 
'.',,1111'. ,.. · The origin.al anct ftrst copy . 

/. 

of tW< report are to be ,,,.~ & • 
iiled Wlth tbe ..,,,,,.,. 'l:!J 

STATE ENGill. EER, SALEM. OREGON 97310 \ 
within 30 da:n; trow the date --;_,::./-. 

of well completion. --; V 

w~:~Ew;L~R::::~~ ~ ,~, / 1\f976~,,,P. Well No. s3!Y/0_ty_-:l_;{Q ( 
(Please type Or print) __ 

(Do not write :i.bove llik'1W.ER f?ESOURCES5~£;rrmlt No. --···-------:.......:;... ____________________ __ 

I 
r 

(1) OWNER: 
N.,d, Phillip Holsheirner, ,Jr. 
Address Rt, l r Box 132,Scaopoose,Ore.97056 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well O Deepening :RI Reconditioning D .Abandon D 

If abandonment, describe material and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 

11! 
D 
D 

Driven 0 
.reti:ed O 
B_ored O_ 

Domestic J{] Industrial D Munk1.P!!l 0 

Irrigation o· T.est Well 0 Other D 

CASING INSTALLED: Threaded o · weided'tJ 

····-·-··§ __ " Diam. from .......... 2.5 ____ ft... to __ J,.l_E} ___ . ft. Gage .. J. .. 2.S_Q __ _ 
........ _ ........ " Diam. from ·············-·····- tt. to ... ··------···-·· ft. Gage -·------· .. -·-·-· 

.................. ,; Dlam. from-··--··---------- :fl to ·····"-·-·······ft. Gnge -···---··· 

./ PERFORATIONS: Perforated? D Yes Ja No. 

Type ot perforator used 

S1ze of perforations In. by Jn. 

--··-·····--·-··········-perforations from ·----····---ft. to ·····-··--·-··-·--ft. 

-··-····-····-···-·--· perforatlons from ······-·-···-··--·--· ft. to-····-······--·--···-- .ft. 

··--·-···-·-··-············ perforations from ----··--··-·-··-· ft. to ······---········-··- :ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen lnstaJ.led? D Yes j{J No 

Manutacturer's Name 

Type ·-·····-··---·-··-····-··-·········-··-·---···--·-···- Model No. ---·········-··················-·· 

Diam. ---··---···· Slot size Set from···-···--···-···- it. to ··------·ft. 

Diam. ·····-·-···· Slot size -·----· Set from ···-·-···-····-.. -- ft. to --·-··-·- :ft. (8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water lev.el is 
lowered below static level 

Was a pump test made? O Yes -kl No I! yes. by whom? 

Yield: 40 1 hrn. gal./min. withto t a}t. drawdown after • 
Baller test gal./min. _ with it. drawdown after hrj_. 

Artesian flow .m. 

perature of water Depth artesian ilow encountered --------- ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 

Well seal-Material used -·······---·····-·· 

Well seaJed from land surface to ---------·---·---------···--·---- ft. 

Diameter of well bore to bottom o:f. seal ····-----------···-in. 

Diameter of well bore below seal ------····--···-- in. 

N'Umber of sacks of cement used in well seal -·-··-··-······-·--·····-·---- sacks 

Ntimber of sacks of bentollite used in well seal ··-----------.-····- ____ sacks 

Braild name of bentonite -········-----------------

Number of pounds of bentonite per 100 gallons 

of water····-·------·--------- lbs.(100 gals. 

Wai; a drlve· shoe used? 0 Yes tJ No Plugs_·-···-· Size: Jocatlon ···--···-ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? D Yes ;S:KNo 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method o:t sealing strata ofi 

WllS well gravel p.acked? O Yes )Q;No _Size ot gravel: .. _ ... _ ..... _ .. 

Grav-el placed :from ------·---- tt. to -···-------··- !t. 

("'!'I • 

,_ ' • • • .I..\.> 1 
(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County iOlurnbj a Driller's well number 

NE i,~ r:>e_.;:tion l~ T. 3N R. 2W 
Bearing and distance from section or subdivision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at whlch water was first i.o"Und 45 
Static level 76 ft. below land surface. Date 9-]4-76 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 120 

Diameter of well below casing ··-···6 .. '.~·-··········'" 
ft. Depth of completed well 12 0 fl 

Formation: Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aqu!ler penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of fonnat!on. Report each chcinge in 
position of Static Water Level and indicate principal water-bearing strata. 

MATERI/..L F~ To SWL 

r.:,.-.,,~.-.-..1 _Q.~.,..,,n 'CJ:::::.+- .... ....-- Q <; 11A 7 c; 

EJne C] <l¥ 11A 1 ?n 

H . 

... -

Work started Sept 1419 7 6 Completed Sept 14 19 76 
Date well drllllng machine moved 9ff of well seot.i4 
Drilling Machine Operator's Certi!lcatlon: 

This well was ronstrncted under my direct supervision. 
Materials used and information reported above are true to my 
best know~e' and bepefC-'> {fa' 
[Signed] 

1 

•••• ;..:Z::.0!\:::zf.''X!lU .. ~. . ... :Date .... ~.:::1.§ .... , 197 .. 9.. 
(Drllllng Machine Operator 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No. ·-··-····-..8.B.3 ............ ~ .......... . 

Water Well Contractor1s Certification: 

This well was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Name S .... & .... ~1 ••• P.±::.illing ... & ... .S.upol.y.,.Inc. ..................... . 
(Person, -flr:rn or co.rporatlon) - (Type or print) 

Address .. .3/!;,t:··i;:jt'~'ll!.t.1 .. Q?-_~'Qy··'-9-!'.:.~., .. ,,~.7.Q.J..;3_ 

[fagned) /t!&.~A!-1?..-e .. ,_~---··-·····z···· ....... ___ _ ~~-~·'contractor-) 

Contractor's License No, ..... 12.'Z .. Date .............. ..9.::c.l.9. ....... , 19 .. 7 .. 6 
(USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) 

\ 

'· 



till.,"" ... w - - ~~t:{ flt"'~i;e SE- siJci>JJ/-Z // :? Cl_) 

__ STATE OF OREGON sEP 1 s 1993 - b) c....:> ci 
WATER WELL REPORT , T 

( · db ORS 537765) NATER RESUURCE.S DEP I age (START CARD)# 54487 a11 requin.' y 
f"\DCf:;('\l\f 

~ 
... 

- ~~· ' 
(1) OWNER: -

Well Number W-1 (9) LOCAT~ON OF WEI,L by legal description: 
Namo RUSS !YLANDER County CDLUXBIA Latitude x ' • Longitude r ' • 

Address OAK RIDGE DRIVE 9TH ST Township 3 N • _N_..ru:. S. Rnng~ 2 w E .or.W. WM. 

Ci~ SCAPPOOSE State DR ZlE 97056 Section 13 NW ~ SW 'A ... 

(2) TYPE .OF WORK: Tax. Lot Lot ~!ocl- Subdivision - . 
[]!Now Well 0 Deepen D Recondilion D 'Aba~don Street Address of Well (or nearest addiess) 

(3) DRILL METHOD: 6TH STREET SCAPPOOSE, OR 9705& 
[]X Rotary Air D Rotary Mud D ea1'10 ... (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
o· Other 10 fl. below land.surface. Date 09/01/93 
(4) PROPOSED USE: -

Artesian pressure lb~ per -square inch. Date 

• 
OX Domestic 0 CO~unfiY 0 IndusL;.ial_ _0 Irrigatio!_!_ ·~ (11) WATER BEARING.ZONES:. 
0-The~-aJ 0 Injection . 0 0th;, 

. . 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth at which water was first found 10 
Special Const.ruction approval 0 Yos @No Depth of Completed WeJI~.ft. 
Explosives used 0 Y'5 OlN, Type Amount From Th Estimated -Flow Rate SWL 

10 60 20 6PH 10 
HOLE SEAL Amount 

Diameter· From To Material From Tu socks or pounds 
10 0 20 CEHENT 0 20 10 SACKS 
6 20 00 • (U) WELL LOG: 

Ground ek:vntion 

How was seal placed: Method 0 A 01' illc On DE . 

D Other 
' ~ . .. . 

Material Fmm To SWL 

Backfill placed from..___ ft. _to__ ft. _ Material SILT CLAY 0 10 I 
Gravel !?:laced from__ ft. -to.______:_____: ft.. Slze of gravel SILT 10 18 I 
(6) CASING/LINER: 

.. ... SILT GRAVEL 18 qv 

Diamet!'r From Tu Gauge Steel Plastic '\-\~ldcd Thrcadt'.d 6RAYEL, SAND •v JJ 

Casing· ' +1 50 250 []l 0 []l 0 SAND JJ bU 

D .·o D D 
·. . 

D D D D 
D 0 D 0 

.. 
! 

Liner: D D o~- D 
.D D 0 0 

,. 

50 FT ... ~ 

Final location of shoe(s) 

(7) PERFORATIONS./ SC.l<EENS: . ~ --
0 Perforations .. -··Method • OX screens Typo PVC SCH-40 M\lterial . 

Slot Thie/pipe 
From To size Number Diameter sin~ Casing Liner 

60 

I 

55 

I 

8 

I I 

4 

I 

4 o· dl 
D D 

8·. 0 
.D 

D D I I 

• 
(8) WELL TESTS: Minimum testing ·ti!)ie is 1 hour 

Date started V>J w oo CQmp!eted 
V,/ VO", 

Flowing· -
o· Pump D .Baile;"' ·a Aic ! D Artesian (unhanded) Water \Veil Constructor Certification: 

-Yield gal/mln 
1 certify that the work I perfOr'ined on the construction, -alteration; or abandon-

Drawdown Drill stem at Tinie ment of this well is in compliance.with Oregciit 'welf Constructioii standards: ·Materiils 

2U 

I I 
so 

I 

l hr. used and information reported abo\ie are true to my best knowledge. and belief. 
--- --- -

WWC Number 

Signed Pate 
. 

(bonded) Vi-'ater \Vell Constnictoi Certification: 
Temperature of Water 52 _ __Depth Artesian Flow Found I accept responsibility for the constructiorl; alteration, or abandonment-work pe . 
Was a water analysis done? 0fo Sy whom fonned on this well dun~ ion datos coportod above. All wock pocfocme< , 

Did any strata contain water not suitable for intended use? D To~· little ducing this time is io£omn~ 1'goo well construction stanru<eds. This "P'"" 

0 Salty D Muddy 0 Odor 0 Colored 0 Othoc 
.. is truo to no ~ d bdief. Vu!); ,J [ 480 £ ~ ~ wvp;;_ umb 

Depth of _strata: .. . . Signod './, V), '/, V ~ Dap?'/ '-A 'r - ./ 

ORJOINAL & FIRST COPY - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND CDPf < ( N'(TRUCTOR THIRD COPY - CUST/fMEY 9809C lMl 



BfATE OF OREGON '(r~ iPfEfl, t JAJ/20/ /3 . 
WATER WELL REPORT JUN - 81994 ( //'dd«',, is 

(as required by ORS 537.765) ~ age I of I (START CARD) # 61101 
A_, .5 y _,_. 5'<). 

.,11.• -~~~ ~ , ,, in'r' .,..,..,... 

K ltl\f t!J 

. . ·---'·'-'~~ .., .... , .. 
(1) OWNER: Well Number I. \f-1 (9) u:WA'.J"itlN ~'WEt!L by legal description: 
Name nam SCHAEE County GOl ll~B [A LatitUde r ' • Longitude ' J • 

AddreS$ OAK RrnGE IlRI~E Township 3 M N or S.. Range ? w P orW. WM. 

City sceeeoosE State QR zie nm Section 11 NH ~ SW ~ 

(2) TYPE OF WORK: Tax Lot Lot Bloct. Subdivision 

[ll New Well D Deepen 0 &.condition D Abandon Slreet Address of Well (or nearest address) 

(3) DRILL METHOD: OAK R!D6E llRI~E scaePOQSE, QR 97056 
Ii] Rotary Air D Rotary Mud , D Cabk (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
0 Other l? ft. below !and surface, Dote 05126191 
(4) PROPOSED USE: Artesian pressure lb. per square inch. Date 

[X] Domestic D Community D Industrial 0 Irrigation {ll) WATER BEARING ZONES: 
0 Thermal 0 Injection D Other 

(5) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION: Depth at which wuter was first found l? ' 

Special Construction approval D Yes ID No Depth of Completed Wc!LllliL ft. 

x:plosives used D Yes IIl No JYpe AmoU"' From To Estimated Flow Rate SWL 

I? 100 ""'"" '° HOLE SEAL Amount 
Dbunet.er From lb M.llterlal From Tu $..llCks or pounds 

'" " " " " " o "ovo 

' " '"" 
(12) WELL LOG: 

Ground elevation 

How was.seal placed: Method D A DB we Do DE 
D Othec Material From To SWl 

Backfill placed from.____, ft. to__ fi. Material r! r:.v l:'nh11r1 
" " '° I 

Gravel 2Iaced from_ fi. IO ft. Siz.e of gravel OO•UC• "'"" " ''" fiO 

(6) CASING/LINER: 
Diameter From .Tu Gauge ·St"' !'ta.st le "'100! 'I'hre!ldcd 

Casing· ' ,o '"" ~ D ijJ D 
D D D D 
D D D D 
D D D D 

Liner: D D D D 
D D D q 

Final location of shoe(s) <M CT r # 

(7) PERFORATIONS/SCREENS: 
D Perforations 

. 
Method 

0 Screens JYpe Material 

Stot 'IHelplpc 
From Tu '"' Number Diameter '"' Casilll Liner 

I I I i I 

D D 
D D 
D., D 
D D 
D D 

(8) WELL TES1S: Minimum testing lime is 1 hour 
Flowing Date started 05/24/94 Completed 05iz21~4 

D Pump D Bailer ill Air D Artesian (unbonded) Water Well Constructor Certification: 
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or abandl 

Yleld.,gal/min Drnwdown Drill stem at Tim• men! of this we!l is in compliance with Oregon wc::ll construction standards. Materi 

50 

I I 

IQO 

I 

I hr. 
used and information reported above are true to my best knowledge and belief. 

WWC Number---. 

Signed Dote 

(bonded) Waler Well Constructor ,Certification: 
Temperature of Water "" Depth ~~sian J:"!~w Found I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work p 

Was a walt!r analysis done? D Yes By whom formed or1 this wf:;!! during lhe construction dates reported above. All work perforn 

Did any strata contain water not suitable for intended use? D Too little 
during this time is in tomflliance with Orego.ii wen consLruction standards. This rep 
ls true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

D Solty D Muddy D Odor D Colored D Other 

Signed~~<'? 
WWC Number-----l.4S0 

Depth of strata: Date /.!...c.H¥. t:.1<;-

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY ·WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND COPY - CONSTRUCTOR THIRD COPY - CUSTOMER 9809C ll 



! - ·- w 
Well Rr,corct~W~~~~-~--~~-Q9t~~tr~~::=:<:~) 

,_ 77 ~cPf APPLICATION NO .. 1;\11=.6.;?2 .......... . 
llffiILING 

STATE ENGINEER 
Salem, Oregon 

OWNER: ·······--··JI<?.n:Q!" ... Q. ___ <lg __ :Lil:\lr.'l. .. R •.. RQ~-"'-··············"' ADDRESS: ...... Et ..... i •.. ~Q)Cll ...... "j.)• •••••••••••••••.• ,. •••••••.•. _ .. 

CITY AND - '\" ~-
LOCATION OF WELL: Owner's No. ···-···-~·-····-··········- STATE: ............. QQii'-Jlp.QQ§.l'l ..... 9ngRli,'. .. , ............ i··············-

SE NW 13 3 N. 2 K ............ 14 ............ %Sec.·····--····· T. ··--··-··· X, R. -·-·-······· W., W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdivision 

corner ___ 187.0.1 •••• .'l .•.. & .. 25.0.Q1 .•• E •... fl'.om_JM_.O_or.~ .. Sec •.. l) .. 

I ' ' ' ' l I 

' -----:-fx------/-----
I 

l--- - - I 
I I 

' 
' : 
' I I 
I ' ' 

• Altituae at well ________ ..6_? ... J:.t_, _____ Jnt.~rjiQla:t&d. ...................... . 
-------1------1- ------...l-----

I ' 
' 

I 

i ' 
TYPE_ OF WELL: ... J?ril1\:l9,__ Date Constructed .... B}.16_/tlf, i 
Depth drilled .... J-)2 ___ %.i;_, ________ Depth cased .... J.JJ __ ;f.j;._, _______ ..•• Section ..... J.3 ...... _______ _ 

• CASING RECORD: 6 inch 

• 

FINISH: 

AQUIFERS: 

WATER LEVEL: J+o ft • 

PUMPING EQUIPMENT: Type ...... ;El'.'.Ek..8.~~Y. ..... _._j_~1 ...... -...... -.. ---···-······-·········-···--····-··-··········· H.P ...... J. ............. ____ _ 
Capacity ........... .2.0 ............... G.P .M. 

WELL TESTS: 
Drawdown ·-··--···-··-·············· ft. after ·-···---·------·····- hours ·-··············--······-·-·············--·····-······---···-·-·'···-····· G.P.M. 

Drawdown ............................ ft. after•-----··----·-····-···-----· hours ·------··-------···--··---··-···-··--·····----········-·-·····--··-··-······· G.P.M. 

USE OF WATER ___ 9,QJ!\.._§_j;J!; •.. !Lirr:l.gatiou _________ Temp. ······-····- °F. ····----·-·········-···········-··············-·-···-··-> 19 ....... . 
SOURCE OF INFORMATION .... QE"'6Z5 ____________________________________________________ .................... ,... ...................................................... . 
DRILLER or DIGGER ..... 9RD.<'!r ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

ADDITIONAL DATA: 
Log --~-----·--- Water Level Measurements ---------------·-· Chemical Analysis ---:-··-------······ Aquifer Test -···-··-········--" 

REMARKS: 



I 

/ 
( 

• 
•••• 

• 

""-· 

STATE ENGINEER 
Salem, Oregon 

Well Log 

State Well No. _)£1}:;;\>f::-;Qf (;t._)_ 
County ···--·--·-···G.alu.mbia. _____ ...... . 

Application No .... QB.=9.?-5 .............. . 

Owner: ...... E.en:cy:._G •.. .&...Laura .. R~ .. 'Raxa .. ---·------------·---········· Owner's No. ·-····--··-l-............ . 

Driller: ...... Qv:ne·.c...--------·------·------------·------ Date Drilled _ ...... .Au.gust..J.6.r-·J.946 .... . 

CHARACTER OF MAT:EJUAL CE'eet below land surface) Th.lcknt':ss 

>Tom To (feet) 
-

Soil m;l.xed with grayel. " f,A /1.r1 

Sand J.A 1 A1 P.1 

OJ,a:y: """ 1AA 

"' ---· . 
1A~ 1AA c. 

. 

... • 

~ 

···-

' 

-

J 



\s,.~1.,...rq ~·'"'PPSOVRC!:S DI:PARTMJ':N 
·~. · -~ru:co'"f vr::no 

w11h1n J.D d.o.y• fr.>m u, .. d.o.t 

5TAT:E OF OREGON' 
(PJ<:,..J..r type or print) 

SU.t.. Will Nn. ---

ol ...,di complr:tlon.. 

'JWNER: 

Cjry. o~ Scapoose 

1) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
Rtt:"Ondltlonln( 0 Ab•ndon 0 

I) TYPE OF WELL:. (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
)t.ry tt" · Drtvo:n 0 
1ble O J <:n<ed D 
J'[" 0 B.a~d 0 

Pome.sUe XJ Il'ldudrhJ O Munle!p.a.I O 

lrrlJ"•llnn Q Tt!tt w.,11 0 0th-tr 0 

;) CASJNG INSTALLED: -rnmd«I o Wr:Jd~:xJ 

lL ... Diam. irorn __ o_· __ tL ta _:l_$_§__ tL 

.lQ.':_. Dbn>. '"°m JBS_ tt. 1" _l_869 tL 

C•re -1'-~]5-
C•fe ~-2.Q_ 

"' Diam.. from tL .. 

;) PERFORATIONS: Pertoralrd.7 0 Yes xi: Na... 

.tlC' o{ p-er1on.Uon.s ln. by in. 

p-e.rloni.tioru !n>m !t. to !t. 

J><trlo12Uoru tram tt. !.D tL 

') SCREE..~S: Woell sc:ree'n lru.:Wlt!d? XJ Ye:1 0 No 

ni.l1J;iictun.r'~ N;:i.mc __J...Qhnso,n,___,C"'o"-'.~---------
r~),..s.t.?..inl_e,s,s_SJ;._e.eL_ Model No. ------

1.2.._t.esl.1 '"'' ....5.Q..... S<t .tromUl.\1...'...~- tL t<2.0_,\)_'._9_:_ tL 

.. ,.~ _J_2_ Slot .11:.Ut -6.0- Set trom 20_6~9__ rt.. 10\ .2.1..6~9- tL 

12 80 216' 9 226' 9 
·) "\'?ELL TESTS• Dn.wdown U amourtl wxltt l-rvtl U 

• JQwe~ below s:u.Uc level 

u • pump tl!!.rt madt1 ~ Yes 0 No It' :r~. by 'lll'homl Dri 11 er 
de!.: 500 cal./mln. with 7 2 t'L drawd~ after 48 hrs. 

'CaL/rnin.. 'With h .... 

rt. 

CONSTRUCTION: 

l1 :. .... 1-:..i~t"!'.~Jtl u1 .. d -···r;-~m.e.n.:t. ····-····-·····----·· ·---·---·..--
;J .11:~l.-d 1rom )and .1.uriaer to ----4.5. __ !L 

:T'C\l!!r o! """"II borl!! to bottom o! •o:•I ~-·J_6 ___ Jn. 

•mitltr ot w~ll ba~ below seal _1.2 ____ J~ 
~b11:r of sat~' ot cemc-n~ U:at!d in Wt!ll u:al __ 3.6 
W WU e11:m11:nt trout pl•e-td7 µ.eSSUI,e._.pumpe·~----

-------------·-··--

&t•h: 1'<:nnft No. 

(JO) LOCATION OF \YELL: 
county Cp)nmbi a DrUlu·'1 ...-ell 

\~ ~~ s .. ctlon 13 W.M. 

ACES DEP.T. 

Static l.:!Vel 61 

1. 

(lZ) WELL LOG: 
Ditpth drtlJ..d 2 2 8 !L 

Tonn•tion: P.....a.erlh. color, teirt~. iraln 1!.i.c and s:tructurir o( m•tcrl•lr; 
•nd •how thkknCSJI. and n.&turc- o1 e•ch .1.tra\um •nd :.;quih:r p-tnctr..Loed. 
wHb at Jea..rt one entry Ior e•ch <:h•nrt c:aI !ormation. 1\.-c:port ta.ch .::hanct. Ln 
.J>Oiltion. c>! 5tAUc;: W•t.oer Le-,.-.1 ...,4 lndkat.c: prlndp..J wau,·r-.,t-•rl.m.r •lr•U.. 

To SWL 

Work sLllrt~ Oct. 10 "78 
9/25/ " 7 s 

:Or!Hlnx l'rfai;hi.ac OpcD\.or'a Certlrleatton: 
Thi!; well wu constructed under my direct ~\Jpervt:i::Jon. 

M.i.t!'.ri.als us.ed nnd lntonnation r~;ted above arc troc to my 
bcS:t knowµ nnd,b~i:'-1 7 
[Sirn.dJ ... '6:~...,.;('~.;,,e· - " - D•~ _;\..:!.L? __ , .!97-Jl_ 

(Drttlllu' M•eh.lnc Ope 

Drilllnl' Machine O~r:ator's: No. -~.§JJ _________ _ 

,V,.!.er "\Vcll Contn.ct.or'• Certifia.Uon: 

'Ib.U well wa.s drlll~ und~r my jurisdiction and this report }$ 
true to tiie best or my knowl«:'.de:e and bcliei 

N:am..S_&_M . ..Dr:illin.g....&_Supploi ... .In C.-------
cre.-....i. ~ or ~·u-.i (Ty~ .... pr!.110 

1 a •,Crfvc 1hot U:u:d2)Q Yl!s; Q·No Plurs -- Sh.it: )ocaliori --·- !l, 

. _} .1.tr•t• coMtaln unu.1.•blt wa\t:rf O Yt• Q ;No 

de-pth of ctrat.11 .Addrm :;\)~/<;:-~.;;1.lD.\l.t..._-?..!;~_G.iA!.l.'.RY..,.9.l:g.Q,<;>.f.1 __ $1.7..91 

rsii:n.d1Wa ""' •. ... ..... ··-·-··--·------
Sl:u: ef ,::T.1tvcl: ---·---- rn· • ter W dl Co<! 

"~l -pl.1tct:'d fr-om , .. -··· .......... -···-.. ft. to ····-.. ··········-···- ft. Cont-actor'::J License No •... -4.9.7. .. D.at.e ·······--····-·11/2 ... ., i!Y.6 .. 

• 



NO:I'ICE TO WATER WELL CONTRACTOR 

Th• odgl~al ond ilr't copy WATER WELL REP~E c E I v ~ Jl o! this repo;t are to be 

!!.led wlth the ·~ u STATE OF OREGON t ell No. ·········-········-·-·········-··--······-·--

STATE 1:"t~l:~~:a~::tn~R:aioN 9'7310..,.,. (Please type or print) JUN 2 3197§1.ate Permit N: .. 3.!V (d. .. l!.J ::..£~ 
of well completion. \ ~ (Do not write above this line) j ... J , "\ 

;;;>--'. v- ,' WATER RESOURCES DEPT. S l.'-' Y'-/ 

(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
New Well~ Deepening D Reconditi?ni!J.g D Abandon 0 

I! abandonment, describe materfal and procedure in Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: 
[J Driven DD 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary 
Cable 
Dug 

I&, Jetted 
0 Bored D 

Domestlc ~ Industrial O · Mt.inlclpnl D 

Irrigation D Test Well D Ot.J.!.ei: .0. 

• CASING INSTALLED: Threaded D 

._ ..... 6 ...... .'' Diam, from ........... <:?. ........ ft. to ______ </._/_, __ , ft, 
Welde:d )ef 
Gage .... :;& .. :;..<? . .: .. 

-···············" :Olrun. from ··-···············- !t. to ···········-··-- ft. Gage ····-··--·--

.................. :' .. Dlam. from ····-·-···-·······- ft .. to . .,.-··--·--=-··-- ft, . Gage ·········::..··---..: . 

• PERFORATIONS: Per.forated? O Yes )'$No. 

1'ype of perforator used 

Size of perforations in. by Jn. 

···········-·······-··-···-· perforations :from ·········-···-··---- it. to -------··-···· ft. 

········-·---·····-·-··· perlorations .from ····-···-~···-····-- ft. to ·-·-~---- tt. 

-·--·········-·-···-·-· pe:r:!oration.!l from··-··········-····----·- ft. to -···--··-···--·-··-- :fl. 

(7') SCREENS: Well screen installed? D Yes li- .No 

M:anufacturer's Name ··-···········-·--···--·------
Type --··----·----··-··--··-··-··------- Model No. ··-·-···· ··-··---···-·· 

Diam ....... - ........ Slot ti1ze '"·······-···- Set from ·······--···---··· ft. to ··-··-················ ft. 

Diam. ·········-····- Slot size ·············-· Set from ····-···---·-- :ft. to ··-···-·-···-·-·· !t. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amourtt water level is 
lowered below static. le.vel 

Was a pump test made? 0 Yes t( No If yes, by whom7 

Yi.eld: gal./min. with ft. drawdown after hrs. . " 
" 

Bailer test gal./min. with 0 ft, drawdown after Ql.. hrs. 

Artesian flow g.p.m. 

perature of water </9 Depth ;rrtesfan !low encountered ·····-·······-···· ft. 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
" Well seal-Material used --·-~-~~t:!....T.:. ... _ .... ______ , .. - .. -... -·--·---··-·· 

Well sealed tram land surface to -··----·····-····-·/. __ e,_ ..... _ ................ -.............. !t. 
Diameter of well bore to bottom of seal ........... tf:'. ......... _. in. 

Diameter o:r. well bore below seal ....... _ . .6 .... _. in. 

Number of sacks of cement used in well seal -··········-······-···i.··-··-········- sacks 

NUlllbei: ot sacks of bentonite used in well seal --··--··-·············--····-··-· sacks 

Brand name of bentonite ·····-·----·--··-··--·--··---··-···-·····----···--·--···-···-····-
Number o! pounds o! bentonite per 100 gallons 

ot water ·-·········-······-·-·····---·-····--···········-····-····-··--·--·--···· ~bs./HlO gnls. 

Was a drive shoe used? D Yes ;,1. :ti.o.~.Plugs -···-·-Size: location ............ ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes JQ No 

Type of water? depth of strata 

Method o! sealing strata ofl. 

Was well gravel :paqked? D Yes ,M No Size ut gravel: -··---... - ...... 

Gravel placed irom ·-·--···-··-··-··-··-· ft. to ····-··---.ft. 

(10) LOC£il:\:MoFJ~lj!,: 
County e~ID~lller's well number 

----~\'~-~-~\~l~S-·~'-t_lo_,,,{~_-i~:~--T~. _ _s~·~ __ R_._. -~9--~~ ____ w_.~M~. ·-·· 

Bearing and distance from sectiop or su1:n:I1vision corner 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. . . 
Depth at which water was first.found 27 ft. 

Static level 

Artesian pressure 

.;to ft. below la.nd surface. Pate. $-JS~/~ .. 

(12) WELL LOG: 
Depth drilled 8'] 

lbs. per Square inch. Pate 

Diameter of well below casing 

ft. Depth of completed well 

Formation; Describe color, texture, grain size and structure of materials; 
and show thickneSs and nature-Of eB.ch stratum and aquHer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each. change in 
po.~iti.ori of Static Water Level a.nd indicate prlncipa.L water-beartn17 strata. 

MA'l'ElUAL From To SWL -· .. 

f. 01 I /,~RO w J../ 0 ;).._, 0 
I' I A,/ 1?d ("\ :1 so 0 

G"i? A. LNl <""'"I I ,<. 0 Zj CJ 

< ,( J.JD.<'r()Nt< 1.'? Ill E '' x:z ;)_Q 

. 

. 

... ~ 

Work !)tarted 5 - I .:)...~ 19 7 b, Completed S-1t; 
Date well drilling machine moved off of well . 5-r_s:-
Drilling Machine Operator's Certitlcation: 

This well was constructed under my direct supervision:----
Malerials used and information reported above ai'e true to my 
best knowlef}(iand b~-

[Signed] ./.V.
0
/J.... .. . . .. Date .. S..:J.5 ... , 19.L.~ 

\3;°~g Ma n per.itor . 

Drilling Machine Operator's License No . .... l__:l .. f::'. .. ____ ... _ ....... _ ... . 

Water Well Contractor's Certification: 

This well Was drilled undgr my jurisdiction and this report is 
true to the best of my knowledge and belie!. 

Name .. SLl&M' ... A .•... b.1"-:±±C~./.J... .. 0?.e.-.f.1 .... ~!CiJf..!.!:!'.9 ... 
cPerson, .firm or corporation) {~'or print) "j 

Address .R,:L. .. L..ilax.. ..:r. .. a... ... S.f, __ tf.,,_J.~.S .. :J'-0.r:.e...t 

[Signed]-~~··· .... cvfs;terWell ··~·actor·-········--·---~---·········-··--·· 
Contractor's License No.d:J..J'.' .... Date .... .$ . .:::../.5.. .. :::: .... ~.--., 19?.__( 

(USE ADDITIONAL BREETS IF NECESSARY) 



NOTICE TO WATER WELL c6NTRACTOR .Ill IC' (\. E I v I ' . 
The original and !lrst copy oi this report P&,~ U E D 
WATER ·;~0o~::;: ::t;TMENTO~L~ WA:T~~E:~L~R::oN FEB~[) 1978 State Well No3N!z.Y'!::::J3 ... 

SALEM, OREGON 97310 (Please type or print) ' -
within 30 days from the date -:2~.:~)- VJ!:. TPR R ESOU su~~rm!t No 

of well completlon. -;.;--- I' (Do. not write 11.bove t.tifs'l1Ile) RCES Lll:.f" r. . ·--·····-··-·-····-········--··--·/·-··· 
SALEM OP"GOM S \0 

1 'f 
1L) OWN:ER: 
Name AJ.bert tteul-ick Hf± V /_/ ){ 
Addre,,.Rt 1 Boxx 395H 

Scappoa5e Oregon 97056 
(2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 

New Well EJ Deepening 0 Reconditioning 0 Abandon D 

lf abandonment, describe material and procedure 1n Item 12. 

(3) TYPE OF WELL: (4) PROPOSED USE (check): 
Rotary cK Driven 0 
Cable D .Te_tted 0 Domestlc ~ Industrial 0 Munlclpal D 

Dug O Bored D Irrigatlon O Test Well )[J Other 

~f;;ASING INSTALLED: Tlmaded o Welded l)q 

D 

•. _ .............. "Diam. from ...... _ ................. ft. to ·····-.. ··-- :!t. Gage ............... . 

..... -.J? .... !' Diam, from .......... _Q ______ tt, to •..... ;?..4..Q ___ ft, Gage .!':. .. f .. 5.Q ....... . 

.................. " Diam. from .................... __ ft. to ·····':'"···-·-··-- tt. Gage •................. .:. ... . 

,, PERFORATIONS: Perforated? 00 Yes O No. 

Type of pertorator used Mill S Knife 
Size of perforations ~ in. by 2 in. 

····-·········11.Q ...... pedoratlons from ... J.;/}_ .. _._,, .. __ tt. to ·--·····J}2 .......... it. 

······--·-··13.8 ...... perforations from ... .1.~.2 .... ________ .It. to -····--·£.;lQ .. , .. _ tt. 

............................ _perforations from ······-···-·-·--.······ ft. to ... ·-···--····--·-·-· ft. 

(7) SCREENS: Well screen installed? 0 Yes fXNo 

Manufacturer's Nnme 

1
pe ---······-··········-·· ··········-··-------~-·~'·"····' .. Model No. ················-··········-···-······ 

.,1am. -···-···-··· Slot s.lze •········-···-·Set from ···············--- tt. to ······--···-····-ft. 

DiaJn ................. Slot size ·-····-·-··-- Set from ················-···-ft. to ·············--·-···-- ft. 

(8) WELL TESTS: Drawdown is amount water level is 
lowered below statlc level 

Was a pump test made? [)(Yes O No U yes, by whom7 Aqua Pum 
200 gal./mln. with 46" 6:tt. drawdown after 48 hrs. 

Baller test gal./min. w1th it. drawdown after hrn. 

g.p.m. 

(10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
County Col urnbi a Driller's well number D-87-7 8 

ll 
l 

% Sectlon 13 T. 3N R. 2W W.M. 

Bearing and distance from section or subdlvlslon comer 

Dutch Canyon Road # 1 

(11) WATER LEVEL: Completed well. 
Depth at which water was first found 5 2 it. 

Ststfc level 56 ft. below land surface. Date 1/25/78 
Artesian pressure lbs. per square inch. Date 

(12) WELL LOG: Diameter of. well below casing ........... 9. ... -....... . 
:Oepth drilled 3 SQ !t. Depth of completed well . 3 5 0 ft . 

. . - . - .. '. 
Formation: Describe color, texture, grain sh:e and structure oi materials; 
and show thickness and nature of each stratum and aquifer penetrated, 
with at least one entry for each change of formation. Report each chanre in 
position o! Static Water Level and lndlc:i.te principal wa.ter-bea.rlnr: str!l.ta.. 

MATERIAL From To SWL 

Clay brwn 0 11 
Clay sandy w['grvl brn 11 40 
Clav sandv w/arvl arav 40 52 
Gravel/sand cemented 52 80 
Sand w/sorne arrivRl 80 1 ':\ 'i -
s~nd w/tr~<"o ~r"IVPl 1 ''i 1 "'i 
Grave.l 155 175 _.-..2.Q_ 
Sand hl ~" 

, . -. ,.....,,, ..... ...-'t.-1 17~ ?1n "" Clav blue 210 21~ 
Clay br,searn of sndstn 212 2L::> 
Clav brn 225 316 
Sandstone Brn 316 350 

... w 

-

,:ierature of water Depth artesian flow encountered ·········-········· !t. "'W"o"c'"k-''"'"''rl=ed,,___,J'-"a'-'n"---'1=9--~"c..c7_8~c=om=p~l•"t~•d,,__~J,_.,an=~2~5~-~lfi'~8~ 

(9) CONSTRUCTION: 
Cement 

::~: :::::~:::::nu:es:~~-;~--~:-:~~=::~:~!~~:::~~===:~:::~:~::::~;.~~ 
Dlameter of well bore to bottom of seal ....... J:-.Q_··-·---~in, 
Diamete~ of well bore below seal ········-~----··---· jn. 

Number of sacks of cement used in Well seal ·····--·-··2-4 ........ _ ... --··- sacks 

How was cement grout placed? ............. P.µffiP..~.9:. ..--·····-···--·--
................ _. •••••••••..•... -·····~·-···--~-----'-"---· -.=--..1. .. 1.><o ... __...;£_,_,~ -~~-••• :.. 

............ ·-···········--·····-···········-----·-~----·-·-·--··'"'"'-·--_..::..._ _ _=.,_ __ _._ 

········-··-------.....-------""'"-•·---....-·"'"'=-·-··-'-'-'=-"'-··'·"---'· .... ·"""-'""·-..1...:..: •• : .••. :c."<" 

Was a drive shoe used? M Yes O No Plugs ···-······· Size: location ............ ft. 

Did any strata contain unusable water? O Yes )CJ No 

Type of water? depth of strata_ 

.ethod of sealing strata off 

Wai; well gravel packed? 0 Yes CXNo Sl:z:e of gravel: ... - .... 

Gravel placed from ........... ···-···········-- ft. to ... ~----···· !t. 

Date well drilling machlne moved ofi of well Jan 2 5 l9 78 

Drilling- Machine Opera.tor's Certification: 
This well was constructed under my direct supervision. 

Materials~sed nd in. ~o tion report above are true to my 
best know! a d belie . 

[Signed] . ... . ..... '.:: ................ ~ . ····=·· Date .. .?/.~ ........ , ,19.]8 
{Drlll!nz Machine or) 

Drilling Machine Operator.1s License No ........ ?..?._~·-·······-·················· 

Wa.ter Well Contractor's Certification: 

Th,is w~l was drilled under my jurisdiction and this report ls 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

s & M Drilling & supply, Inc 
N rune ··-············--··---·-·-··-·---········--------··-------·-·····--·-··-.. ·--········--·--·--·-·-······ 

(Person, !inn OJ:' oorporaUon) {Type or Print) 

Address 39..9., ... z..~l:>_:.c ... .0.E.'2: ....... 9..7..9.J.::3. .. 

[Signed] --~V~c:-f~~--··---------:-.. 
Contractor's Llcense No ..... :!-.?..I .. Date ... ?:/.§ ___________________ ,, 19 .. 7..B 

(USE ADD.JTIONAL SHEETS IF NECESSARY) SP•456Sl>-t11l J 
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... E-DA U.ilifod SJilliB. 
O'• r .I"'\ [n11iHmlil:flnlu! Pta!edlim il.yent'f 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL 

107-21-1 

Hazard Summary 

CAUTION: Unless otherwise noted, the quantitative information on these fact sheets are from "EPA 
Health Effects Notebook for Hazardous Air Pollutants-Draft", EPA-452/D-95-00, PB95-503579, 
December 1994." Please conduct a current literature search and check the appropriate current online 
database for the most recent quantitative information. 

• Acute (short-term) exposure of humans to ethylene glycol by ingesting large quantities causes 
three stages of health effects. Central nervous system (CNS) depression, including such 
symptoms as vomiting, drowsiness, coma, respiratory failure, and convulsions, is followed by 
cardiopulmonary effects, and later renal damage. 

• No effects were noted in one study of individuals exposed to low levels of ethylene glycol by 
inhalation for about a month. Rats and mice chronically (long-term) exposed to ethylene glycol 
in their diet exhibited signs of kidney toxicity and liver effects. Ocular irritation and lesions 
and pulmonary inflammation have been observed in rats, rabbits, and guinea pigs 
subchronically exposed by inhalation. 

• The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not established a Reference 
Concentration (RfG) for ethylene glycol. 

<i Tl1e Reference Dose (Rill) for et11y-le11e glycol is 2.0 i11g;'kgld.a EPP~ estin1ates tl1at 
consumption of this dose or less, over a lifetime, would not likely result in the occurrence of 

chronic, ncmcancer effects.b 
• No information is available on the reproductive or developmental effects of ethylene glycol in 

humans. Several studies of rodents exposed orally, by gavage (experimentally placing the 
chemical in the stomach), or by inhalation showed ethylene glycol to be fetotoxic. 

• No information is available on the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol in humans. Oral 
exposure ofrats and mice was not associated with an increased incidence of tumors. EPA has 
classified ethylene glycol as a Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity. 

a Milligrams per kilogram per day is one way to measure the amount of the contaminant that is 
consumed in food. 

b The RID is not a direct estimator of risk but rather a reference point to gauge the potential effects. 
Exceedance of the RID does not imply that an adverse health effect would necessarily occur. As the 
amount and frequency of exposures exceeding the RID increase, the probability of adverse health 
effects also increases. Please Note: "The main sources of information for this fact sheet are EP A's 

,, 
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Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which contains information on oral chronic toxicity and 
the RID, and the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol, and EPA's Health Effects Assessment for 
Ethylene Glycol. Other secondary sources include the Hazardous Substances Data Bank (HSDB), a 
database of summaries of peer-reviewed literature, and the Registry of Toxic Effects of Chemical 
Substances (RTECS), a database of toxic effects that are not peer reviewed. 

Environmental/Occupational Exposure 

• Dermal or inhalation exposure to workers may occur during the manufacture or use of the 
chemical. (1) 

• Ethylene glycol may be discharged into wastewater from its production and use. It may also 
enter the environment from its uses in deicing airplane runways and from spills and improper 
disposal of used antifreeze, coolant, and solvents containing ethylene glycol. (1,2) 

Assessing Personal Exposure 

• Urinalysis for oxalic acid, an ethylene glycol metabolite, may be useful in diagnosis of 
poisoning by oral exposure. (3) 

Health Hazard Information 

Acute Effects: 

• Acute (short-term) exposure of humans to ethylene glycol by ingesting large quantities causes 
three stages of health effects. CNS depression, including such symptoms as vomiting, 
drowsiness, coma, respiratory failure, and convulsions, is followed by cardiopulmonary effects 
and later renal damage. ( 4,5) 

• Acute animal tests, such as the LC50 and LD50 tests in rats, mice, rabbits, and guinea pigs, have 

demonstrated ethylene glycol to have moderate acute toxicity by inhalation or dermal exposure 
and low to moderate acute toxicity by ingestion. (6) 

Chronic Effects (Noncancer): 

• No effects were noted in one study of individuals exposed to low levels of ethylene glycol by 
inhalation for about a month. (5) 

• Rats and mice chronically (long-term) exposed to ethylene glycol in their diet exhibited signs 
ofkidneytoxicity and liver effects. (5,7) 

• Ocular irritation and lesions and pulmonary inflammation have been observed in rats, rabbits, 
and guinea pigs subchronically exposed by inhalation. (5) 

• EPA has not established an RfC for ethylene glycol. (7) 
• The RID for ethylene glycol is 2.0 mg/kg/d based on kidney toxicity in rats. (7) 
• EPA has high confidence in the study on which the RID was based because it was a well

conducted lifetime study by a relevant route and defined a no-observed-adverse-effect level 
(NOAEL) and lowest-observed-adverse-effect level (LOAEL); higb confidence in the database 
because it contains another chronic rat study and a monkey study that support the NOAEL and 
LOAEL and it also contains data that indicate that the RID is protective of teratogenic and 
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reproductive effects; and, consequently, high confidence in the RID. (7) 
• EP A's Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, for a hazard ranking under Section l 12(g) 

of the Clean Air Act Amendments, has evaluated ethylene glycol for chronic toxicity and has 
given it a composite score of 10 (scores range from 1 to 100, with 100 being the most toxic). 
These scores are nonlinear and are the product of two ratings: a rating based on the minimal
effect-dose and a rating based on the type of effect. (8) 

Reproductive/Developmental Effects: 

• No information is available on the reproductive or developmental effects of ethylene glycol in 
humans. 

• Several studies of rodents exposed orally, by gavage (experimentally placing the chemical in 
the stomach), or by inhalation showed ethylene glycol to affect animal fetuses. Fetotoxicity 
manifested as increased preimplantation loss, delayed ossification, and an increased incidence 
of fetal malformations were reported. The inhalation study, however, noted continuous 
grooming of the fur, resulting in a high rate of exposure by ingestion as well. (5, 7) 

Cancer Risk: 

• No information is available on the carcinogenic effects of ethylene glycol in humans. (5) 
• Oral exposure of rats and mice was not associated with an increased incidence of tumors. ( 5) 
• EPA has classified ethylene glycol as a Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity. 

(5) 

Physical Properties 

• The chemical formula for ethylene glycol is C
2
H 60

2
, and its molecular weight is 62.07 g/mol. 

(4) 
• Ethylene glycol occurs as a clear, slightly viscous liquid that is completely miscible with water. 

(1,4,5) 
• Ethylene glycol is odorless. (3) 
• The vapor pressure for ethylene glycol is 0.06 mm Hg at 20 C, and its log octanol/water 

partition coefficient (log K
0

) is -1.36. (5) 

Uses 

• Ethylene glycol is used as antifreeze in cooling and heating systems, in hydraulic brake fluids, 
as an industrial humectant, as an ingredient of electrolytic condensers, as a solvent in the paint 
and plastics industries, in the formulations of printers' inks, stamp pad inks, and inks for 
ballpoint pens, as a softening agent for cellophane, and in the synthesis of safety explosives, 
plasticizers, synthetic fibers (Terylene, Dacron), and synthetic waxes. (4) 

Conversion Factors: 

To convert from ppm to mg!m3: mg!m3 =(ppm) x (molecular weight of the compound)/(24.45). For 

ethylene glycol: I ppm = 2.54 mg!m3. 
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Health Data from Inhalation Exposure 

Concentration Health numbers" Regulatory, advisory uumbersb Reference 

(mg/m3) 

11,000,000.0 I 
--

--
--

--
100,000.0 

-- • LC50 (rats) 6 
-- (10,876 
--

mg/m3) --
10,000.0 

--

--

--
--
1,000.0 

-- • AC.GIB TL V and OSHA PEL (125 6 
-- mg/m3) 
--
--
100.0 

-- • MSHA standard (10 mg/m3) 6 
-- -

--
i -- ! 

I j 10.0 
-·-· 

ACGIH TLV--American Conference of Governmental and Industrial Hygienists' threshold limit value 
expressed as a time-weighted average; the concentration of a substance to which most workers can be 
exposed without adverse effects. 
LC

50 
(Lethal Concentration

50
)--A calculated concentration of a chemical in air to which exposure for 

a specific length of time is expected to cause death in 50% of a defined experimental animal 
· population. 

MSHA--Mine Safety and Health Administration. 
OSHA PEL--Occupational Safety and Health Administration's permissible exposure limit expressed 
as a time-weighted average; the concentration of a substance to which most workers can be exposed 
without adverse effect averaged over a normal 8-h workday or a 40-h workweek. 

a Health numbers are toxicological numbers from animal testing or risk assessment values developed 
by EPA. 

b Regulatory numbers are values that have been incorporated in Government regulations, while 



ETHYLENE GLYCOL Page 5 of 5 • 

advisory numbers are nomegulatory values provided by the Government or other groups as advice. 
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This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about ethylene glycol 
and propylene glycol. For more information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-800-447-
1544. This fact sheet is one in a series of summaries about hazardous substances and their health 
effects. It's important you understand this information because these substances may harm you. 
The effects of e.Yposure to any hazardous substance depend on the dose, the duration, how you are 
exposed, personal_traits and habits, and whether other chemjcals_ are present. 
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HIGHLIGHTS: Ethylene glycol and propylene glycol are clear liquids that are used 
in antifreeze and deicing solutions. Exposure to large amounts of ethylene glycol can 
damage the kidneys, heart, and nervous system. Both compounds can change your 
body chemistry by increasing the amount of acid. Ethylene glycol has been found in at 
least 34, and propylene glycol in at least 5, of the 1,416 National Priorities List sites 
identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

What are ethylene glycol and propylene glycol? 

Bo.th ethylene glycol and propylene glycol are clear, colorless, slightly syrupy liquids at room 
temperature. Either compound may exist in air in the vapor form, although propylene glycol must be 
heated or briskly shaken to produce a vapor. Ethylene glycol is odorless but has a sweet taste. 
Propylene glycol is practically odorless and tasteless. 

Both compounds are used to make antifreeze and de-icing solutions for cars, airplanes, and boats; to 
make polyester compounds; and as solvents in the paint and plastics industries. Ethylene glycol is 
also an ingredient in photographic developing solutions, hydraulic brake fluids and in inks used in 
stamp pads, ballpoint pens, and print shops. 

The Food and Drng Administration (FDA) has classified propylene glycol as an additive that is 
"generally recognized as safe" for use in food. It is used to absorb extra water and maintain moisture 
in certain medicines, cosmetics, or food products. It is a solvent for food colors and flavors. 

Propylene glycol is also used to create artificial smoke or fog used in fire-fighting training and in 
theatrical productions. 

What happens to ethylene glycol and propylene glycol when they enter the environment? 

• Neither compound is likely to exist in large amounts in air. 
• About half of the compounds that enter the air will break down in 24-50 hours. 
• Both compounds break down within several days to a week in water and soil. 

How might I be exposed to ethylene glycol and propylene glycol? 

• You can be exposed to ethylene glycol when you use antifreeze, photographic developing 
solutions, coolants, and brake fluid. 1 

• You can be exposed to propylene glycol by eating food products, using cosmetics, or taking 
medicine that contains it. 

• If you work in an industry that uses ethylene glycol or propylene glycol, you could be exposed 
by breathing or touching these substances. 

How can ethylene glycol and propylene glycol affect my health? 

Animal testing is sometimes necessary to find out how toxic substances might harm people or to treat 
those who have been exposed. Laws today protect the welfare of research animals and scientists must 
follow strict guidelines. 
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Eating or drinking very large amounts of ethylene glycol can result in death, while large amounts can 
result in nausea, convulsions, slurred speech, disorientation, and heart and kidney problems. In 
addition, ethylene glycol affects the body's chemistry by increasing the amount of acid, resulting in 
metabolic problems. 

Female animals that ate large amounts of ethylene glycol had babies with birth defects, while male 
animals had reduced sperrn counts. However, these effects were seen at very high levels and would 
not be expected in people exposed to lower levels at hazardous waste sites. 

Similar to ethylene glycol, propylene glycol increases the amount of acid in the body. However, 
larger amounts of propylene glycol are needed to cause this effect. 

How likely are ethylene and propylene glycol to cause cancer? 

The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), the International Agency for Research 
on Cancer (IARC), and the EPA have not classified ethylene glycol and propylene glycol for 
carcinogenicity. Studies with people who used ethylene glycol did not show carcinogenic effects. 
Animal studies also have not shown these chemicals to be carcinogens. 

Is there a medical test to show whether I've been exposed to ethylene or propylene glycol? 

Tests are available to deterrnine if you have been exposed to ethylene glycol. These tests are only 
used on people who are showing symptoms of ethylene glycol poisoning (but they could be used in 
other situations). The tests are most often used on people who have intentionally consumed, or who 
suspect they have consumed, large amounts of ethylene glycol. 

Propylene glycol is generally considered to be a safe chemical, and is not routinely tested for, unless 
specific exposure, such as to a medicine or cosmetic, can be linked with symptoms. Since both 
chemicals break down very quickly in the body, they are very difficult to detect, even though 
symptoms may be present. 

Has the federal government made recommendations to protect human health? 

The EPA has set a drinking water guideline for ethylene glycol of7,000 micrograms (7,000 µg/L) in 
a liter of water for an adult. 

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has classified propylene glycol as "generally recognized 
as safe," which means that it is acceptable for use in flavorings, drugs, and cosmetics, and as a direct 
food additive. 

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) recommends a 

maximum level of 127 milligrams of ethylene glycol per cubic meter of air (127 mg/m3) for a 15-
minute exposure. 

Glossary 

Acid: 
A sour substance 
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Carcinogenicity: 
Ability to cause cancer 

CAS: 
Chemical Abstracts Service 

Metabolic: 

• 

Chemical changes in cells that provide energy to the body 
Synthetic: 

Made by humans 

Reference 
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Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). 1996. Toxicological profile for 
ethylene glycol and propylene glycol (update). Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Public Health Service. 

Where can I get more information? 

ATSDR can tell you where to find occupational and environmental health clinics. Their specialists 
can recognize, evaluate, and treat illnesses resulting from exposure to hazardous substances. 

You can also contact your community or state health or environmental quality department if you have 
any more questions or concerns. 

For more information, contact: 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
Division of Toxicology 
1600 Clifton Road NE, Mailstop E-29 
Atlanta, GA 30333 
Phone: 1-800-447-1544 
Fax: 404-639-6359 

.,U.S. Department of Health and Huma~ Services 
Public Health Service 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

' 

. Link to ToxFAOs Home Page 

Link to ATSDR Science Comer 

Link to ATSDRHome Page 

ATSDR Information Center I ATSDRJC(ciJ,cdc.g!!'!, I 1-800-447-1544 
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· ~iminod1acer1c ac1u, clJ1yicucu1111l111u1.c1.1 ""'-""'1" 
') (HOOCCH,),NCH,CH,N(CH,COOH),. An 
.nic chelating agent. 

Properties: Colorle~s crystals, ~ecomposi~g at 240° C. 
Slightly soluble 1n, wa~er; 1nsolub~e in common 
organic solvents; neutrahz.ed by all:ah metal hydrox
hles to form a series of water-soluble salts contain
ing from one to four alkali metal cations. Low 
toxicity. ' 

Derivation: (a) Addition of sodium cyanide and 
formaldehyde to a basic solution of ethylenediamine 
(forms the tetrasodium salt); (b) hearing terrahy
droxyethylethylenediamine with sodium or potas
sium hydroxide with cadmium oxide catalyst. 

Uses: Detergents, liquid soaps, shampoos, agricul
tural chemical sprays; metal cleaning and plating; 
metal chelating agent; treatment of chlorosis; decon
tamination of radioactive surfaces; metal deacti
vntor in vegetable oils, oil emulsions, pharma
ceutical products, etc; anticoagulant of blood; 
:i;hHing ~~ent i.n ion exchange: to remove insoluble 
~, .. :pvci•'"" VJ. .:;;;.1~i;;rr; .:.:~.c: ~-. • .:.b~·c.1;~;:;,; ......... ,_...;; ::. ::..~·;.il:.:~ 
to improve dyeing, scouring, and detergent opera
tions; antioxidant; clarificarion of liquids; analytical 
chemistry; spectrophotometric titration; aid in re
ducing blood cholesterol; in medicine to treat lead 
poisoning and calcinosis; food additive (preserva
tive). 

Note: A number of salts of EDT A are available with 
uses identical or similar to the acid. The U.S.P. salts 
are called edetates (calcium disodium, disodium 
edctates); others are usually abbreviated to EDTA 
(tetrasodium, trisodium EDTA). Other salts, known 
chiefly under trademarked names, are the sodium 
ferric, dihydrogen ferrous, and a range of disodium 
1alts with magnesium, divalent cobalt, manganese, 
copper, zinc and nickel. 

ethylenediaminetetraacetonitrile (EDT AN) 
[-CH,NCH,CN,],. 

Properties; White crystalline soiid; melting range 
126-J32°C; bulk density 48.4 lb/cu ft. Slightly 
soluble in water; soluble in acetone. 

Hazard: Toxic by ingestion and inhalation. 
. Uses: Chelating agent and intermediate. 

!\:· 
:: Ethylene dibromide (EDB; 1,2-dibromoethane; ethy
'· '' lene bromide) BrCH2CH2Br. 

Properties: Colorless, nonflammable liquid. Sweet
ish odor. Emulsifiable. Miscible with most solvents 
and thinners; slightly soluble in water. Sp. gr. 2.17-
2.18 (20°C); wt/gal 18.J lb; b.p. l31°C; vapor 

.:· pressure 17.4 mm (30°C); f.p. 9°c; refractive index 
, · l.5?37 (25° C); flash point, none. 

Denvation: Action of bromine on ethylene. 
,~.Hazard: Toxic by inhalation, ingestion, and sl:in 

'.~ ~~orption. Carcinogen in rest animals. Strong 
lrTitant to eyes and skin. 

lJ>es: Scavenger for lead in gasoline; grain fun1igant; 
ten~ra! solvent; v,•aterproofing preparation£.; or
ianlc synthesis; fumigant for tree crop&. 

)Hnt. tnay j.JUl::>UU j.Jl<1.Ul1UJH >.:aca.1y;:.c.,. 

ethylene dichloride (sym-d' ')ethane; l ,2-dichlor-
oethane; ethylene chloride, ch oil). 17th highest-
volume chemical produced in U.S. (1979). 
CJCH1CH2CL 

Properties: Colorless, oily liquid; chlor()form-like 
odor; sweet taste. Stable to water, alkalies, acids, or 
active chemicals. Resistant to oxidation. Will not 
corrode metals. Miscible with most common sol
vents; slightly soluble in water. B.p. 83.5° C; f.p. 
-Js.s0 c; sp. gr. r.2ss4 (20/4°C); wt/gal 10.4 lb; 
refractive index 1.444; flash point 56°F (13.3°C). 

Derivation; Action of chlorine on ethylene with sub--
sequent distillation, with metallic catalyst; also by 
reaction of acetylene and HCL 

Grades: Technical; spectrophotometric. 
Containers: Drums; tank cars. 
Hazard: Toxic by ingestion, inhalation, skin absorp
tion. Strong irritant to eyes and skin. Tolerance, 10 
ppm in air. Flammable, dangerous fire risk; ex
".llci::-i,,1- 1.:_;1!t~ ir ,.,;,. f.. r1·. 1·~1?.1-.. 1'.·Li'" 'ne ::-:-1,~·1:::"1~·".'!'ii'.:. 

Uses: Vinyl chloride solvent; lead scavenger in anti-
knock gasoline; paint, varnish and finish removers; 
metal degreasing; soaps and scouring compounds; 
wetting and penetrati~g agents; organic synthesis; 
ore flotation. 

Shipping regulations: (P ... ail, Air) Flammable Liquid 
label. 

ethylene dicyanide. See ethylene cyanide. 

ethylenedinitrilotetraacetic acid. See ethylenedia
minetetraacetic acid. 

ethylenedinitriiotetra-2-propanol. See N ,N ,N' ,N'
tetrakis (2-hydroxypropyl) ethylenediamine. 

ethylene diphenyldiamine. See N,N-diphenylethy
lenediamine. 

l,1'-ethyieneM2,2'-dipyridinium dibromide. See di
quat. 

ethylene glycol (ethylene alcohol; glycol; l ,2-ethane
diol). CH20HCH20H. The simplest glycol. 28th 
highest-volume chemical produced in U.S. (1979). 

Properties: Clear, colorless, syrupy liquid; sweet 
taste; hygroscopic; lowers freezing point of water. 
Relatively non-volatile. Odorless. Soluble in water, 
alcohol, and acetone. Sp. gr. 1..1155 (20°C); b.p. 
197.2°C; f.p. -13.5°C; wt/gal 9.31 lb (IS/IS0 C); 
refractive index 1.430 (25°C); flash point 240.8°F 
(1J6°C); combustible; autoignition temp. 775°F 
(412°C). 

Derivation: (I) Air oxidation of ethylene followed by 
hydration of the ethylene oxide formed; (2) acetoxy
lation (q.v.); (3) from carbon monoxide and hy
drogen (synthesis gas) from coal gasification; (4) 
Oxirane process (q.v.). 

Grade: Technical. 
Containers: Drums; tanl: cars. 
Hazard: Toxic by ingestion and inhalation; lethal 



!!Ir I 
f~'. ' 
!~ t; 
1*' 
~f 
~-
-~-' 
l~~--

l~ 
~: 
0:1.~ 
~· .. 
~; 
~:. 
''1'\> 
t!i 
~i.l ' 
g1_.! ,,, ! 
~J 
~~1:-l 
~111 " ti-~ ' .. 

l!L 
~J) 
~rl 
ijf;~ 
''!''.''' [;.; 1!I 
~'..J.!\1, 
i1i;'I' 
~tt!1 ; 
f)l\il 
itlj 

'"LI' ~~;~ . 
j~lt'., 
1~;f I 
~'" 
11r.:,··1: 
j',-f, 

~f;:f ~1 
q(--~i~ 

~\!1 
fi:ll 
•t'·' l:k(! 

"fl trh 
;}; 
''r[ • ti\ 1 

,l··"·./.• ~-r:. 

ET!IYL~r'IE GLYCOL-BlS(HETA
AMINOETlIYL ETl!Ell)-N,N-TETHA 
ACETIC ACID 432 

dose reported to be 100 cc. Tolerance (vapor), 50 
ppn1 in air; (particulate), 10 mg per cubic meter of 
air. 
Uses: Coolant and antifreeze; asphalt-emulsion 

paints; heat-transfer agent; low-pressure la1ninates; 
brake fluids; glycol diacetate; polyester fibers and 
flhns; Jow-f reezing dynan1ite; solvent; extractant for 
various purposes; solvent mixtures for cellulose 
esters and ethers, especially cellophane; cosmetics 
(up to 5%); lacquers; alkyd resins; printing inks; 
wood stains; adhesives; leather dyeing; textile pro
cessing; tobacco; ingredient of deicing fluid for 
airport runways; humectant; ball-point pen inks; 
foam stabilizer. 

ethylene glycol-his (beta-an1inoethyl ether)-N ,N-tetra
acetic acid (ethylene bis(oxyethylenenitri!o)tetra
acetic acid) 
[ ~CibOC2l-£4N(CI!iCOOH)2]4. Crystals; m.p. 
241° (dee.). Soluble in water. 

Use: Chelating agent. 

ethylene glycol bis(ntercaptopropionate). See glycol 
diinerca pt o propionate. 

ethylene glycol bisthioglycolate. See glycol dimercap
toacetate. 

ethylene glJcOI di11cetate (glycol diacetate) 
ClhC00Cfl2CihOOCCH3. 

Properties: Colorless liquid; faint odor. Soluble in 
alcohol, ether, benzene; slightly soluble in water 
(!0%). Sp. gr. l.1063 (20/20°C); b.p. 190.5°C; 
vapor pressure 0.3 mm (20° C); flash point 205° F 
(96°C) (o.c.); wt/gal 9.2 lb (20°C); f.p. -31°C; 
refractive index (n 20/D) 1.415, Con1bustible. Low 
toxicity. 

Derivation; (a) Ethylene glycol and acetic acid; (b) 
ethylene dichloride and sodiurn acetate. 

Uses: Solvent for cel!ul.ose esters and ethers; resins; 
lacquers; printing inks~ perfume fixative; non
discoloriug plasticizer for ethyl and benzyl cellulose. 

ethylene glycol dibutyl ether C4HgOC2I-J4QCiHg. 
Properties: Practically colorless liquid; slight odor. 

Slightly soluble in water; sp. gr. 0.8374 (20/20°C); 
7.0 lb/ gal (20°C); b.p. 203.1° C; vapor pressure 0.09 
nim (20°C); freezing point -69.1°C; flash point 
J85" F (85° C). Cornbustible. 

Containers: I-gal cans; 5-, 55-gal drums. 
Uses: IIigh-b_oiling inert .solvent; specialized solvent 

and extraction applications. 

ethylene glycol di!Jutyrate (glycol bidutyrate) 
(-CH,OCOC,11;),. 

Properties; Colorless liquid; sp. gr. (0° C) 1.024; 
refractive index (25°C), 1.424; b.p. 240°C; f.p. less 
ti· 80°C; solubility in water, 0.050% by weight. 

9.4 mm (20° CJ; flash point 95° F (35° C); wt/ gal 7 
(20° C); f.p. -74° C. Immiscible with water. , :1l·, 

Grade: Tdchnical. 
Containers: I-gal cans; 5-, 55-gal drums. 
Hazard:-Flammable, moderate fire risk. 
Uses: Organic synthesis (reaction medium); sotVeii 

and diluent for detergents. ·:v,'; 

ethylene glycol diformate (glycol diformate) 
HCOOCH,CH,OOCH. .. 

Properties: Water-white liquid, soluble in wat~;j 
alcohol and ether. Sp. gr. 1.2277 (20/20°C); ro.2 
lb/gal (20°C); b.p. 177.l°C; flash point 201l"f 
(93° C); combustible. Vapor pressure 0.5 mm (20" C); 
f.p. -10°C. Hydrolyzes slowly, liberating formiC 
acid. 

Hazard: Toxic by ingestion. 
Use: Embalming fluids. 

ethylene glycol dimethyl ether (GDME; glycol ~ 
n1ethyl ether; 1,2-dimethoxyethane; glyme.) .-.;-
CH10CH2CH20CH3. '·~. 

Properties: Water-white liquid with a mild odor.'s· 
gL 0.8683 (20° C); b.p. 85.2° C; f.p. -69"C; refracti 
index !.3792 (20/D); flash point l04°F (40° 
soluble in water and hydrocarbons; pH 8.2. · 

I-Iazard: Moderate fire risk. 
Use: Solvent. 

ethylene glycol dinitrate. A freezing point-dep 
sant for nitroglycerine, used in low-freezing dy 
mites. iJ 

Hazard: Toxic; can penetrate the skin. Tolera 
0.02 ppm in air. · .. ~, 

. '~.i' 
ethylene glycol dipropionate (glycol propionate;· g. 

col dipropionate) (-CH20COC 21Is) 2• Liquid;,'! 
gr. (15° C) 1.054; refractive index (25° C) ).419J, 
211°C; f.p. less than -80°C; solubility iri·Wa' 
0.16% by weighi. Combustible. .:\'.! 

Use: Plasticizer. 

ethylene glycol n1onoacetate (glycol monoacetaf 
IIOCH2CH200CCH3 • ·:if~. 

Properties: C~lorless liquid; almost odorles_s; sotti; 
in water, alcohol, ether, benzene, and toluene; I 
181-182° C; sp. gr. 1.108. Flash p9int 215° F (101~ ~ 
Combustible. Low toxicity. . .. - ,-\~-~J 

Derivation: (a) Heating ethylene glycol with a 
acid (glacial) or acetic anhydride; (b)_p;i.ssing.et J 
ene oxide into hot acetic acid containing soditi 
acetate or sulfuric acid. 

Use: Solvent for nitrocellulose, 
camphor. 

•i(> 

ethylene glycol rnonobenzyl ether (benzyl "Cell 
solve"). C;H,CH,OC,H,OH. ·· l'i 

Properties: \1/ater-white liquid: -r ... int rose-like .od_~:_ 
sn. i!r. 1.070 (20/20°C); b.p. Y'C; vapor pf~s:~, .. 

·1.1-l··. 

~~~Solvent for cellulose acetate, dyes, inks, resins, 
;irfI;ime fixative; organic synthesis (selective hy
lteixyethylating agent); coating compositions for 
C8.lher, paper, and cloth; lacquers. 

~;}~~e glycol monobutyl ether (2-butoxyethanol, 
)iityl "Cellosolve"). HOCH2CH20CiH9. 
rOPCrties: Colorless liquid; mild odor; high dilution 
·aqo with petroleum hydrocarbons; soluble in al
Ohol and water. B.p. 171.2°C; sp. gr. 0.9019 

·20/20°C); wt/gal 7.51 lb (20°C); refractive index 
i.li-190 (25° C); vapor pressure 0, 76 mm (20° C); fi<tsh. 

·pclint 142°F (61°C). Autoignition temp. 472°P' 
{244° C). Combustible. 
~fade: Technical. 
O~tainers: I-gal cans; 5- and 55-gal drums; tank cars 
rid trucks. 
itZard: Toxic. Tolerance, 25 ppm in air. 
ses: Solvent for nitrocellulose resins; spray lac
}tiers:; quick-drying lacquers; varnishes; enamels; 

;dr)rcleaning compounds; varnish removers; textile 
(preventing spotting in printing or dyeing); mutual 
-solve;nt for "soluble" mineral- oils to hold soap in 
'Siliiition and to improve the emulsifying properties. 

{~~~glycol monobutyl ether acetate (butyl "Cel
,solve" acetate). C4H 90CH 2 CH200CCH]. 
)perties: _Colorless liquid; fruity odor. Soluble in 
}rdrocarbons and organic solvents; insoluble in 
ater. B.p. 192.3°C; sp. gr. 0.9424 (20/20°C); f.p. 
:3_5° C; flash point 190° F (87. 7° C). Combustible. 

:O\v toxicity. 
__ :ade: Technical. 
'illtainers: I-, 5-, 55-gal drums; tank cars; tank 
~ii"Cks. 
·~;High-boiling solvent for nitrocellulose lacquers, 

!P'oxy resins, n1ulticolor lacquers; film coalescing 
·'.d for polyvinyl acetate latex. 

.1<..· .. 

-_~zi~' glycol monob_utyI ether Jaurate (butoxy
~Jl'iaurate) C11H2JCOO(CH2 )20C4H9. 
P.Pei-ties: Liquid; sp. g~. (25°C) 0.985; f.p. -IO to 
S~C; insoluble in water. Con1bustible. Prob.ably 
fJOxicity. 
(Plasticizer. · 

HJ_~:·=1 
Jene glycol monobutyl ether oleate (butoxyethyl 
:~tb) C

0

nCOOCH2CH20C4H9. 
Perti.es: Liquid; sp. gr. (25°C) 0.892; f.p. less than 
r?~ C; .i~soluble in water. Combustible. Probably 
;w toxicity. 
0: Plasticizer. ;.n;:/; 

ylerie' glycol monobutyl ether stearate (butoxy
Jttl}ri stearate) C11HHCOOC2 H4QC4IJ9. 
'io

1
perties: Colorless liquid. Sp. gr. 0.882 (20° C); 

1

2.5° C) 1.446; vapor pressure<0.01 mm (20° C); b.p. 
_i10-233° C (4 mm); m.p. 16.5°C; insoluble in watr·
~~inbustible. 

433 
ETH\ 

135.6°C; sp. g 
(20° C); refract 
120" F ( 48. 9" c: 
ignition temp. 
carbons and w 

Grade; Technic. 
Containers: 1-g 

cars. 
Hazard: Moder 
Uses: Solvent 

thetic resins; 
soluble oils; la 
and printing 
solutions; !eat 
fuels. 

ethylene glycol 
solve" acetate; 
CHJCOOCH2 1 

Properties: Cole 
b.p. 156.3° C; s 
(20°C); refrac 
l.32 cp. (20° ( 
-6l.7°C; vap{ 
with aromatic 
water. Combu. 

Grade; Technic: 
Containers: 1-g< 

up to I 0,000 g1 
Hazard: Moder; 
risk. Tolerance 

Uses: Solvent 
retards ·"blush 
wood stains; te 

ethylene glycol rn 
C,, HnCOO(C 

Properties: Liq1 
-I l°C; insOJul 

Uses: Plasticizer 

ethylene glycol ni 
C11Hn(OH)CC 

Properties: Liqu 
-ID° C; insolut 

Use: Plasticizer. 

ethylene glycol 1 

solve"). C6H1 
Properties: Wat 

20"C); 7.4 lb/g 
.sure0.05mm(2 
(90.5°C). Coml 

Co'ntainers: 1-ga 
U se:__f!is.!l~.bpilir 

ethylene glycol r 
anal, methyl"( 

Prnnl'rfip.~· l'nl 
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CONVERSION FACTORS 

or, "How to maneuver in the land of little bitty bits!" 

one Part per Million (ppm) = 1 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg) 
1 milligram per liter (mg/l) 

10-6 1 microgram per gram (µg/gm) 
1 microgram per milliliter (µg/ml) 
1 second in 11. 57 days 
1 inch in 15.78 miles 
1 inch-square postage stamp in a 

6,944 square foot lot 

One Part per Billion (ppb) = 

10-9 

1 microgram per kilogram (µg/kg) 
1 nanogram per gram (ng/gm) 
1 second in 32 years 

One Part per Trillion (???) 

One Part/Quadrillion (ppq) 

10-15 

Just for laughs ... 

1 inch in 15,782 miles 
1 inch-square postage stamp in a 159 

acre farm 
15 inches on the way to the moon 

1 nanogram per kilogram (ng/kg) 
1 picogram per gram (pg/gm) 
1 second in 32,000 years 
1 inch in 15,782,828 miles (~ 2/3 of 
the way to Venus) 

1 inch-square postage stamp in a 
city of 249 square miles (~ 4 
times larger than Washington 
D.C. [like somebody cares!]) 

= 1 picogram per liter (pg/l) 
1 second in 32,000,000 years 
1 inch in 15,782,828,280 miles (~ 85 

roundtrips to the sun) 
1 inch-square postage stamp in 

249,000 square miles (all of 
New England, New York, New 
Jersey, Maryland, Virginia, 
North Carolina, and part of 
South Carolina) 

1 milligram = 0 .001 gram 
1,000 micrograms 
1,000,000 nanograms 
1,000,000,000 picograms 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

P.O. BOX 665 
51320 01.D PORTLAND ROAD 
SCAPPOOSE, OREGON 97056 

(503) 54~325 

503-543-6929 

The static water levels in the wells I have worked on in the area of Old Portland Road 
and Dutch Canyon all have been over 40 feet. I am sending three well logs of wells in 
the area. The logs show static water levels and the material the well driller went through 
when constructing the well. This area is well drained and the static water level does not 
change in the different seasons. There is a clay layer in most of this area that helps to 
seal of surface water from the ground water. If you have any other questions please 
contact me. 

l5oaV~ 
Crow Water Systems 

p.5 
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v.•c ;;v ~<"SOURC?:S t>UARTMl!:>fl:<"..;;:;;.----...., STATE OF OREGON Slat. Wdl Na. -----

, ~ ·~ ')!\ECO~ m10 (PHuc t7P'l •r JWtnt) 
within .30 day• 1~.m th• da\ 

ot ,..'f'll compl1:Uon. (D• ••l wrll• •kwe Lb&I llft•) 

l -~~~~~~~~--'>..,,,="..e.:::.....:....~~~~~.-~~~~~~~~~~--<~lfti..li..1&-il-¥-:l!-1:1-~ 
j !.\,.OWNER; (10) LOCATION OF WELL: 
i .. l Cj +-y p-F scapoose County Col nmhj a Drlll•r• ... n .Jijfij.2i;L~79 
i ·oiU... % s.cuon 13 T. 3N ft. 2W"'°'==---.:::.:!:::. 
. _.srapor;sp C .... e9on 9 ., 0 56 
, 2) TYPE OF WORK (check): 
·~ :•w Wcll)O t>ffpcntn1 C ReeondllhminC C Abandoa 0 
,j : ab•ndottl'l\crn\. d4'tcriDe m.'erlal •nd proc.dun ht Item U. 

: 3) TYPE OF 'WELL:_ 
.2i.ary QC Dnwn O 

(4) PROPOSED USE (check): 

l:>omatlc ;:O lndu•"1'1 0 MW>l•lpol 0 

1n1....... D Tftt w.u 0 ()11- 0 
!tbi.. a J~~ o 
'"' 0 :a...tdQ 

:;) CASING INSTAIJ.ED: ~ O WoldtdXl . 

~ 11~· J:>lam. ..,...., 0 ft. 1o ,..1..li§__ ft. C•r• • 37 5 
J '.l.2.:..• J:Jl•m. tram 185 ft. .., 1869 ft. c;,,. • 250 
i -· Diam.. trom ft. to ft. Cqe 

.' !i) PERFORATIONS: Ptt<oro1oc1• C y.. SQ Ho.. 

~el pe:rta..,.lm" us.d 

Ill. 

I'----'- penorall- ........ ----- ft. to----- ft. 

----- ~onitionl 1:r'OrD ----- ft. "' ft. 
MrloraUons ftom ft. to ft. 

J SCREESS: w.n......,. lnstollod• Xl ,. .. a"" 
Pll!•ctum'r Nam. • Jobnson Co. 
1....1.;-s.tain~.s_s_t.eel . - Ho.-----

1 *""' 1 2 t Mot •IM -5.Q_ s.t ....... 1.86 I 9 ft. ,,2Qg I 9 n ft. 

~ 2m. .J.2_ Slot rlzo ..fill__ Set U<lm206' 9 ft. to'.216 I 9 ft. 

'I ' 12 80 216 I g 226 I 9 
.) 'WELL TESTS• l)nowdown 1s - water 1evo1 Jr 

: '" Jo.v.d "loW 11tal.1c 1""'111. 

! as• pump tut mad•• Iii Yer o Mo u za. "7 -• Driller 

''1.· :Id: 500 cot./ln~ w1t11 7 2 n. dro: oftor 48 Im. 

, .t"'' test P1J;alA. wtttr. tt. dn•down div bra.. .. , 
· j ~t-Slan flow 1.p.m.. 

i ::i:tcnt11N •f wat•r n.ptb U1c:daa flew a:u:ountend 

l ' CONSTRUCTION: . 

I 
;, , ...... ;.1.,.,,.1 ••td --~em.e.!Jj;. -·------·--
~1 .,S••JH lr.m l•nd aurlace \0 _4 It. 

! ~•\e; at well ffn le --i.nti Of H•1 16 Sn. 
1 im•lcr Of weU bon b.tow seal __l.2 ___ In. 

j ~tioer •t Nc:U •f eemcn; ~ In ..... n aeal --3.6, _____ •aeka 
I ! w wu .. m.,., ,_,, pla...tt pr.essu:c.e. . ..pumped._ __ _ 
' 

~n 
1 .1 ~Ive- ahoc UStd1,:)Q Yes 0 Ho Plues -- Slac: location - it, 

__ ) ah'•ta ff._t•'n "1nv••"lc ...,•t~rt Q Ya 9 No 

.., at wttert ilk'oth of tWU. 

(1%) WELL LOG: 

- drill.d 228 

8 

FtnNUclll; ~ eoktr, ~ 1ta1n Jbc and IU'UCIUn •t 111a1e11111; 
-.n4 .taow 1>k:knen and fta""'9- ol ••clli .uw,,um an4 aqu.Utt ,..ars\ccl. 
'Wltb at l•ut one entl7 lot oda cnantf! of timnatlon. -.,..~ cA.dt. ebaare 1A 
PoMIU.a •t lta& Watar Lewel a.a• buUuta prbtetpal wat.er·~••r.S.r n.rala. 

Se;pt , 7 1t 7 8 Compl•tcd 1 a 11 2a 
9/25/ " 7'3 

Drillhl« Madzl"" OpeDIOr'a Ccrlllloaffoa: 
Th!i well wu oorutnlcted undu r117 direct 1upervislon. 

Materials med Ind lnfonnatlon re above are uue ta m:r 
bc'it knowl llld,b.. · !(I. . 
!SlsntdJ · _ Date .JJ./..L., ul{l-
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RECl!IVED 
MAR 201998 

Sl'ATE OF OltEGON 
WATER SUPPLY WELL llEl'OllT 

(• ........ ~OllS53'7.11!!1) 
WATER RESOURCas DiP'ffelllLl.D.f u! --"''""36.,..2;.uQc__ ____ _ 

or~~..._ SALEM,OR!GON STAllTCAltDt_1_1n_2_7_7 ______ ~ 

w.u ____ _ 

-. 51583 cm.tlllSIA RlV.m HWY, 
93 sgm•g - m 
(l) n1'£0FWOU: 

ZI! 27Q56 

[!Naw'Woll jJDr l d''C QAlkndoal)epU'ltv di' >0> .... ' ,., 4 

('l}' Dldt Al'1W 
g)a.yA!r QRoaryMoii QCll>lo OA•pl' 

,li?PiomiD ust 

Spoclal ~_..a DY• [lMo ll<PbofC. , .... .,,,,111 .18Z..ll. 
lllq>loohcluocl DY• [].N'• '!)po -----

HOLE DAL 

- - To - - To .,.. ... ,_ 

·~ 1,g r~rte1 , I" 121 

... 

-ea.· 8" -

Uior. "'" fi" 

Ol'Un\> 

.,._ 
'lit G--+Z 176 

1.:? 1"'"' 
1R3 1R7 

oe.n.. --

2511 Kl 
D 
0 
D 

.,IM I]: 
I ?"11 [J; 

--D QD 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
D Iii 
D IXI 

-0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LH-

~ 
0 
0 
0 

'fm4ioiolme ofw- i;;;i'£ DoplhAnebaPJo.. Foaod ___ _ ..,,... , _ _,,ii_, 0 y,. By,.,,...,_, _____ _ 

Dldlll)'--Wllerno&..-foc-ue? O Toollllle 
r1....., nMaddv MOdor Oo.lored 12J00ier_.1rcn===---

(9) 1,0CATION OFWEU. hJ ...... deoaiptiam: 
o.a,-COI.tMllA ~ i....-___ _ 
TuwaoNi! 36 N ot S llmp 2W B « W. WM. 

Sec:lim 13 SE 1/4 1!M 114 
'l'llLot 12000 Lot Bled: S•--·---
-AdthuofW.U(or--) 51577 01UNJA RIYFS 

lftt~.CI (1•5 wxnc w~ 
43 II. W.... lood ..,_ 

Anoliln- 11>. p« ... mm. 
(ll) WAiii llAIUNG ZONUI 

DU 03/16/98 
llllo 

-177 
10 

183 
-Plowbe SWL 

II~ 4.-~ 

(U) Will.LOG: --........... - 10 """ 
Brown sil...., clav - .......,,, -o 17 
Brown ,, " --- 17 Q'7 ........ ,~~-

----" . , q7 111 IA':! 
---~ •- ,, 114 . .,., II 

~ ... _;-"'- .... -~ i. . .... ~ 
··~ II -

---~ ' . ··- ·-- " .. __ .: .. . . ·-- · -- " , __ ,_ 
' ·-- . -- . .., 

-----" 

DU mRDd 02 /24 /98 Coqileted 03 /1 § tqe 
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o 1tm>i ut1on 

0Abmdcmmmt 

(4) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION 

Sptcill Slandud• 0 v l)qldl of I ...... ...u I + ~ 
0 

Prole!:liveoulq-.... of 

c: Lmlllld-

c 
Filt<z 
pack: 
$tt. 

0 TO 
. l'W It. 

(5) WELL TFSJ': 
Q!'ump Qlloilet fiCJ AD o Flowina Ano.Ian 

Pemabllity ______ Y'ield .!ft>+. GPM 

Condodivity I'll. _____ _ 

T""'!"...,..of- ff' ~ Dopll....,ian.llowfoand~-~ft. 
Wu w11cnnalyli1 doao7 QY•'LJ l'!o 
ey..-1 ________________ _ 

503-543-6929 

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 
!!i ;'.I R. below Imel ...,_ 

kwiaa l'ftol-_ll>'tq. in. 

(8) WATERBEARJNGZONFS: °""" ......... - fint(oaad -"- To Ell. Flow Ra 

//A 1 fl/JI S:I- a~ .... 
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David Graham 

TAX LOT 
1000 

APPRO)(!MATE 
WELL LOCATION 

TAX LOT; 1000 

O~ERS: 

GEORGE B. HAYFMEN 
MIKE D. HA YFMEN 
P.O. BOX 1087 
SCAPPOOSE, OR 97056 

TOWNSHIP /RANGE: 

503-543-6929 

S.W. 1/4 SEC. 13, T.3N.,R.2W., W.M. 

RECEIVED 
MAR 31 1997 

WATER RESOURCES DEPT. 
SALEM. OREGON 

DESIGNED B'l':PS CHECKED BY: RW PROPER1Y MAP -• 

p. 1 
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MUfil'HY Daniel E . 
• > 
-"Om: 

•nt: 
~ d; 
Subject: 

COX Anne 
Monday, August 14, 2000 08:04 AM 
MURPHY Daniel E 
Reggie Huff and antifreeze down a stormwater drain 

Reggie Huff has requested copies of phone Jogs, complaints. etc., concerning this enforcement action. could you please 
print up any complaints on this from the data base? Thanks. 

Anne Cox 
(503) 229-6653 
-Original Message-
Ftom: cox Anne 
SGnt: Friday, February 25, 2000 04:39 PM 
To: EllDLEMAN Lucinda: DULAY Renato C 
Cc: HICKMAN Jane; CLINTON C~uck; BAUMGARTNER Roberti'; MURPHY Daniel E; SCHAEDELAndrew L 
Subjact: antifreeze down a stormwater drain 

Dan murphy has taken complaint on this one from the land lord. Jane and I conference called today with the landlord 
Robert Jackson. 366-3710. lhe tenant has now testified in a court of law (Dec 1999) and at a deposition (for his FED) 
that he did indeed dump 400 gallons of used antifreeze down a storm drain on the property he's renting, a business 
property south of Scappoose. I think the renter has some sort of automotive or engine business at the site. Jane says the 
sworn admissions are good evidence. 

the landlord says that he checked with city of Scappoose, the storm drain does not connect to sanitary sewer, there are no 
city storm sewers in the area. It is either a gravelled drywell-or there could be piping of some sort from the sump to a 
waterway-he doesn't know. 

We'd need to investigate the storm drain to see if it is dead end or if it does in tact get piped off to somewhere. 

is would seem. to be haz wa.ste violations as w~n as W?- violatio~s. ~lso, the fed might be interested in this particu1<!0Y 
-o1reg1ous acL mrght want to piggy back on anything we drd. UIG vrolatrons come to mrnd. Anyway. the landlord 1s mailing 
the transcripts to me. 

I'll keep you posted. Any other ideas on specific violations ... 

Anne Cox 
(503) 229-6653 

1 



Complaint Wednesday, August 16, 2000 10:15:17 Page 1of1 

Complaint Number: NWR-1999-1222 County: COLUMBIA 

Date/Time Recv'd: 12/06/1999 08:28 AM 

Observed: ONGOING 

By: Duane Altig ? >- 1 - '>'>'f '>-
12""" l'VP'f(..,I -; ?- 0 C:->'f-r 

Source: ACRO-TECH (REGGIE D HUFF & LISA HUFF) 

Pollution LQcation: 51377 SW OLD PORTLAND RD 

SCAPPOOSE 

Description: 300 TO 400 HUNDRED GALLONS OF COOLANT WAS 
PUMPED INTO STORM DRAIN ON PROPERTY. 

Referred to: 

Program: 

Potential 
Resp. Party: 

Complainant : 

Phone: 

Action Taken: 

Contact Date: 

Site Visit Date: 

COMPLAINTS 

WQ/MISC Program Contact: 

CONFIDENTIAL 

OR 

Home: Work: 

LOGGED IN. 

Inspector: 

Resp. Party Confirmed? 0 

Confalential? l'.!11 

Anonynwus? I ! 

Resolution Date: Resol. Days: Staff Hours: 

NON Issue Date: Enforcement Referral Date: 
Permit No: Facility /Site ID: 

Entered By: Unlq'lown 

Last Updated By: Unknown 

j~~le" ~ Jo•·s ,;..,,.1;.,.._,., ....... ;h o ...... u .. .,,,..-.."' 

J.. .. "' /,/ • ' · ;;,. ..-1 !! lz 4 -:i::Lzi:=""'"'""J .. rw:f,.,~ 
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Hon. Judge Kevin Anselm 
Oregon Employment Department 
875 Union Street NE 
Salem, OR 97311 

February 14, 2001 

Dear Hon. Judge Anselm: 

Enclosed please fmd a copy of my affidavit submitted for your review, which I intend to submit at the 
hearing. 

Thank you. 

Reggie D. Huff 
President 

RDH/lgh 

CC: Susan Greco 

,.,x·Hn::i t:, _,f' ~ R f.,;; ci 
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AFFIDAVIT OF REGGIE D. HUFF 

State of Oregon 

County of Columbia 

} 
} 
} 
} 

I, Reggie D. Huff, being frrst duly sworn, do depose and say that: 

l. I run the president of ACRO-TECH, Inc. 

2. In my capacity as president of said ACRO-TECH, Inc. I purchased 55 gallons of ethylene glycol for 
use in our dynamometer cooling system on November 15, 1996, · 

3. Within one week of the purchase date of said ethylene glycol I added it to our cooling tank, whicli:ij 
contained 450 to 500 gallons of Scappoose, Oregon city water. ~ 

4. Our cooling system is an open system, exposed to the atmosphere at both ends, both at the largel';I 
storage tank area, where the bulk of the cooling fluid is stored, and at the staging tank, near the i 
dynamometer. The sys~em remained open at all times. ~ 

5. On or about February of 1999 I checked the specific gravity of the said mixture and determined that it ;i 
had returned to the specific gravity of basic water. ~J 

6. On or about March of 1999 I contacted the Oregon Department ofEnviromnental Quality and asked to , .. ~. 
talk to someone knowledgeable of the requirements regarding the disposal of an old ethylene glycol ;( -
solution. I was turned over to a man who purported that he was knowledgeable of the requirements to <i@. 
dispose the cooling solution. I stated to him the above facts. He relayed to me that this substance 
sounded to him to be of minor consequence, and could be discharged on dry ground. I was not 
sanguine with this answer and inquired further. The said DEQ personnel then recommended I contact 
the City of Scappoose to ask if they_ would have any concerns about a discharge into their sewer 
system. 

7. On February 4"', 2001 I thoroughly boiled a glass container and its lid and seal, as well as a plastic 
syringe and all of its parts. Immediately upon their being removed from the boiling water and air dried 
I placed the syringe and all of it parts in a plastic bag and sealed it,· and I reattached the lid and seal to 
the glass container, and sealed it as well. 

8. On February 4"', 2001, at approximately 8 PM I collected a sample, using the said container and 
syringe, ofth_e said cooling fluid from a cement enrll~_~rj)}~d_f':r~f1q0r.rfre 'Nhich ha~~-"-~:1,!?.i~ed-t-h!"'_f!~.t~ -
since the inception of the system and had been undisturbed since the system had been shut down in the 
winter of 1998. Nothing had been added or taken away from)lJ-fi' contained in the said pipe. 

9. On February 5"', at 1:30 PM I turned the sample over ~~ek Analytical, Inc. for an. alysis. 

The above is true as I verily believe. · /~. ~ A~4? 
/{__~~ ~ '/(/ 7 

Reggi<i1Y!'iuff ,._ 

Subscribedandsworntobeforemethis 14thdayofFm200L _ . 0 . . j· . 

, . '.flC{J!, k' f.-'--v o ( .J Q Gi:-

OFFICIAL SEAL 
LINDA K REICHELT 

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 326535 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUG 25, 2003 

NoTARY PUBLic FoR OREGOl':f , . 
Mycommissionexpires: '~- ;::)5, ;;;)0[)3 
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.., Lisa Louise Nelson, 35, Scappoose, 
; c'.:and Dale Allen Nelson. 33, Portland. 
. -1.-

~-f-_ Connie Marie St. Clair, 45, and 
;,•;David Brian St. Clair, 41, both of 
P~-! . 

;)-..l-.... Deer Island. 
:~~ Charles D. Martin. 32, Banks. and 
~!-Pamela C. Martin. 45, St. Helens. 
"i--· 
~"" Kaleen K. Bateman-Seibert. 30. 
, t'Portland, and Lemel B. Seibert. 30, 

\...,VIC VI 1Y.l.Vlll<lll£l, ">JA ,51(.1.UU...,tu><.u'-'''' 

eight great-grandchildren; and 11 
great-great -grandchildren. 

Disposition was by cremation. 
Remembrances: Diabetes Associa

tion. 
Arrangements: Columbia Funeral 

Home. 

Vernonia. Terri Lynn Crommett 
Ryan Fisher, 35, and Tiffany \\liJson Memorial services for Terri Lynn 

Fisher, 32, both of St. Helens. Crommett, a former resident_ of St. 
Lora Lynn Watson, 30, St. Helens, Helens. were held Oct. 26 in 

and Ronald Scot) \Vatso{l, 39, Vancouver, Wash. 

Portland. ~~ v:,., f j;;t f '!rs. C-;;rnmmet~OOO, 
~ i " -J'" (' 1 v( c."7- /\ 0 ~o 

1\-- ~f; ! ~"- f ~~-} ~ r.1.? lt 6~1 ""' 

"'v v~ ~ l~ '( :::1 ~ v'\ ~! / 

a -·worry-rree·· parry ror youngsters. 
Meadow Park Care Center is located 

at 75 Shore Drive . 

Illegal disposal 
draws fine 
The Oregon Department of Environ

mental Quality has levied a civil 
penalty of $4,200 against Reggie D. 
Huff of Scappoose for iliegal disposal 
of 500 gallons of antifreeze into a dry 
well leading into groundwater. 

The civil penalty, one of nearly 30 
civil actions taken by the DEQ in 
August and September, was announ
ced Oct. 23 by the state agency. 

[ 

I 
I 

I 



February 19, 2001 

Reggie D. Huff 
Aero Tech Inc. 
51377 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Re: Cooling Water Analysis 

Seattle 11720 North Creek Pk~vy N, Suite 400, Bothell, VI/A 98011-8223 
425.420.9200 fax 425.420.9210 

Spokane East 11115 Montwimery, Suite B, Spokane, WA 99206-4776 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 

Portland 9405 SW Nimbus Avenue, Beaverton, OR 97008-7132 
503.906.g200 fax 503.g06.9210 

Bend 20332 Empire Avenue, Suite F-1, Bend, OR 97701-5711 
541.383.9310 lax 541.382.7588 

North Creek Analytical performed EPA method 8260B for volatile organic compounds on a sample 
provided by you (NGA sample # P1B0103-01 ). Analysis results showed a 2-butanone (methyl ethyl 
ketone) concentration of2.14 mg/L. 

Please note that the EPA regulatory level for 2-butanone is 200 mg/L, approximately 100 times higher 
than the concentration found in the cooling water sample. No other compounds detected have a 
regulatory limit as defined by the EPA. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 503 906-9239. 

Sincerely, 

Brian L. Cone, CHMM 
Industrial Services Manager 

North Creek Analytical, Inc. 
Environmental Laboratory Network 



Aero Tech Inc. 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Sample ID 

Under Floor Cooling Pipe Sample 

rth Creek nalytical - Portland 

Seattle 11720 North Creek Pkwy N, Suite 400, Bothell, WA 98011-8223 
425.4-20.9200 fax 425.420.9210 

Spokane East 11115 Montgomery, Suite B, Spokane, WA 99206-4776 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 

Portland 9405 SW Nimbus Avenue, Beaverton, OR 9"/008-7132 
503.906.9200 fax 503.906.9210 

Project: Cooling System 

Bend 20332 Empire Avenue, Suite F-1, Bend, OR 97701-5711 
541.383.9310 fax 541.382.7588 

Project Number: na Reported: 

Project Manager: Reggie D. Huff 02/07/0l 16:23 

ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES 

Laboratory ID 

PIBOI03-0I 

Matrix Date Sampled Date Received 

Water 02104101 20:00 02/05/01 13:30 

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of 
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety. 

North Creek Analytical, Inc. 
Environmental Laboratory Network 

1 of 4 



Aero Tech Inc. 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd 
Scappoose, OR 97056 

Seattle 11720 North Creek Pkwy N, Suite 400, Bothell, WA 98011-8223 
425.420.9200 fax 425.420.9210 

Spokane East 11115 Montgomery, Suite B, Spokane, WA 99206-4776_ 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 . 

Portland 9405 SW Nimbus Avenue, Beaverton, OR 97008-7132 
503.906.9200 fax 503.906.9210 

Project: Cooling System 

Bend 20332 Empire Avenue, Suite F-1, Bend, OR 97701-5711 
541.383.9310 fax541.3827588 

Project Number: na Reported: 

Project Manager: Reggie D. Huff 02/07/01 16:23 

Volatile Organic Compounds per EPA Method 8260B 

North Creek Analytical - Portland 

Analyte Result 

Under Floor Cooling Pipe Sample (PlB0103-01) Water 

Acetone 217 
Benzene ND 
Bromobenzene ND 
Bromochloromethane 
Bromodichloromethane 
Bromoform 
Bromomethane 
2-Butanone 
n-Butylbenzene 
sec-Butylbenzene 
tert-Butylbenzene 
Carbon disulfide 
Carbon tetrachloride 

·robenzene 
.• oroethane 

Chloroform 
Chloromethane 
2-Chlorotoluene 
4-Chlorotoluene 
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 
Dibromochloromethane 
1,2-Dibromoethane 
Dibromomethane 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
l ,4-Dichlorobenzene 
Dichlorodifluoromethane 
1, l-Dichloroethane 
l ,2-Dichloroethane 
l, l-Dichloroethene 
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 
trans- l ,2-Dichloroethene 
1,2-Dichloropropane 
1,3-Dichloropropane 
2,2-Dichloropropane 
I, 1-Dichloropropene 
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 

th Creek Analytical - Portland 

e, Industrial Services ~tanager 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

2410 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

Reporting 
Limit 

100 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
50.0 
100 

50.0 
10.0 
10.0 
100 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
50.0 
10.0 
10.0 
50.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
50.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

Units Dilution Method Prepared Analyzed Batch Notes 

Sampled: 02/04101 Received: 02/05/01 

ug/l 10 EPA 8260B 02/06/0 l 02107101 1020165 

The results in this report apply ta the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of 
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety. 

North Creek Analytical, Inc. 
Environmental Laboratory Network 

2 of 4 



Aero Tech Inc. 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd 

Scappoose, OR 97056 

Analyte 

Seattle 11720 North Creek Pkwy N, Suite 400, Bothel!, WA 98011-8223 
425.420.9200 fax 425.420.9210 

Spokane East 11115 Montgomery, Suite 8, Spokane, WA 99206-4776 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 -

Portland 9405 SW Nimbus Avenue, Beaverton, OR 9700B-7132 
503.905.9200 fax 503.905.9210 

Project: Cooling System 

Bend 20332 Empire Avenue, Suite F-1, Bend, OR 97701-5711 
541.383.931 O fax 541.382.7588 

Project Number: na Reported: 

Project Manager: Reggie D. Huff 02/07/01 16:23 

Volatile Organic Compounds per EPA Method 8260B 

North Creek Analytical - Portland 

Result 
Reporting 

Limit Units Dilution Method Prepared Analyzed Batch Notes 

Under Floor Cooling Pipe Sample (PIB0103-0l) Water Sampled: 02104101 Received: 02/05/01 

Ethylbenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
2-Hexanone 

lsopropylbenzene 
p-Isopropyltoluene 
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 
Methyl tert-butyl ether 

Methylene chloride 
Naphthalene 

n-Propylbenzene 
Styrene 
1, I, 1,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1, 1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
- '-rachloroethene 

Jene 
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

I, I, I-Trichloroethane 

1, 1,2-Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethy!benzene 

Vinyl chloride 
a-Xylene 
m,p-Xylene 

Surr: 4-BFB 
Surr: l,2-DCA-d4 
Surr: Dibromofluoromethane 
Surr: Toluene-dB 

ih Creek Analytical - Portland 

Brian 

ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 

10.4 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 

ND 

99.0% 
112 % 
109 % 
103 % 

10.0 
20.0 
100 

20.0 

20.0 
50.0 
10.0 
50.0 

20.0 
10.0 
!0.0 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

10.0 
10.0 
!0.0 

10.0 
10.0 

!0.0 

10.0 
!0.0 
10.0 

10.0 
10.0 
20.0 

75-125 
75-125 
75-125 
75-125 

ug/I 10 EPA 8260B 02106101 0210710 I I 020165 

The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with the chain of 
custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirety. 

North Creek Analytical, Inc. 
Environmental Laboratory Network 

3 of 4 



Aero Tech Inc. 

51377 SW Old Portland Rd 

Scappoose, OR 97056 

DET Analyte DETECTED 

Seattle 11720 North Creek Pkwy N, Suite 400, Bothell, WA 98011-8223 
425.420.9200 fax 425.420.9210 

Spokane East 11115 Montgomery, Suite B, Spokane, WA 99206-4776. 
509.924.9200 fax 509.924.9290 

Portland 9405 SW Nimbus Avenue, Beaverton, OR 97008-7132 
503.906.9200 fax 503.906.9210 

Bend 20332 Empire Avenue, Suite F-1, Bend, OR 97701-5711 
541.383.9310 fax 541.382.7588 

Project: Cooling System 

Project Number: na Reported: 

Project lvlanager: Reggie D. Huff 02/07/01 l 6:23 

Notes and Definitions 

ND Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above the reporting limit 

NR Not Reported 

dry Sample results reported on a dry \veight basis. lVIRLs are adjusted if%Solids are less than 50%. 

wet Sample results reported on a wet \veight basis 

RPD Relative Percent Difference 

th Creek Analytical - Portland 

ff tr..., cm .. ,''"'"'_,,, 
The results in this report apply to the samples analyzed in accordance with rhe chain of 

custody document. This analytical report must be reproduced in ils entirety. 

North Creek Analytical, Inc. 
Environmental Laboratory Network 

4 of 4 



CJ::Anca'" ~ Nru1h CreekA1111lytical. Inc. 

11720 Nunh Creek Pkwy N, Suih! 400, Bolhdl, \VA 98011-82..f-l 

Easl 11l15 /\-lonlgomery, Suite B, Spokane, V/A 99206-4776 

9-105 S. W. Nimbus Avenue, Beuverton, OR 97008-7 J J2 

203.t:~ Empire Avem1i::. Suite F-1, fiend, OR 97701-571 i 

(-l25} 42()-9200 

(509) 92-1-9200 

(503) 906-9200 

(54 J) 383-9310 

FAX 420-9210 

FAX 924-9290 

f:AX 906-921 O 

FAX 382-7588 ~ ' Environm1'nlal laboratory Ne/work 
www.ncalabs.com 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY REPORT Work Order #: P \B0103 
CLIENT: 'j:? ogq -~ ./) «!-~",{( - fl .,,v"~ - I-;: 0--. p 'LC'.. INVOICE TO: TURNAROUND REQUEST in Business Days* 

REPORT TO: I? ''-'J ~I .0. ,,..JA-{t 
Organic & [norgunic Analyses 

1:2!:1 1..2.J W I=:!) 12] D W I:;:!] 
ADDRESS: J <f r,o,P> 1:, '0 • """""' 

,r; ._(,-.t..._,_(,..._ ,.-= L<vt- {LV\ 

":; T ' 1-0.-l'-.A/> <'.) n__ 4/0 S-( S1V. Petroleum 1-iydrnocarbon Analyses 

PHONE: <;c ) - J4'Cp- c,,J,J? FAX: S:--?1-"'--X P.O. NUMBER: l~r~[iJ0WI~ 
PROJECT NA~H:: REQUESTED ANALYSES STD. 

[-~):~llli-I{-- Please Spet'.ify 
PROJECT NUMBER: 

SAMPLED BY: R. lJ' ~-"' •fo11wm11ml /(n/11!'.!/~ fr.u 1/1<1111111111/w~/11u1,1 inn<r lforh (/w1:~n·. 

CLIEN'I' SANlPLE SA~1PLING ~~ MATRIX #OF Nt la 
IDENTIFICATION DATEfflME (\V,S,0) CONT. COMMENTS ID 

f,.h~ r ~,~'-{ ~-l~I 
1.PJ?..o -;~G'">--···.JJ.~ ~11/01 - \;:",' O• p "'I x Vv 
2. 

3. 

4. -
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

I I. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

RELINQUISl\ED BY: llAIE 0/5/0 I IUiCEIYEll llY: "°:;>7'f/ ~....-<_.-<'---- DATE: -:l-f?/.?/ '!:: , iJ~!F PRINT NAME; "'Jj-d '1. FIRM; /{} c ,4 -T« <·"'- ~lTIME; I: '10 pi., PRINTNAME:4. ,_,._\A_, ,,..., _ _.. , ..,-·-. , FIRM: ~ t'.A TIME: 00(] - ·' REUNQUISllED BY: DATE: RECEIVED BY: DATE: 

PRINT NAME: FIRM: TllvlE: PIHNTNAME: FIRl\·1: TIME: 

ADDITIONAL REt-..; ,, 
' - I~-··- I 



02-22-2001 09'50AM FROM TO 85032295945 P.01 

FAX 
To: Susan Gr.eco · 

I 
Seattle I 
Spokane I 
Portland I 
Bend ' 

Date: 2/22/01 

Total Pages: 2 

425.420.9200 
509.924.9200 
503.~06.9200 
541.383.9310 

I 
ifi;AX 420.9210 
lFA.,\'. 924.9290 
'FAX 906.9210. 
iFAX 382.7588 
I 

I 
I. 

I. 

From: Brian one 503-90619239 

Company: Oregon DEQ i Company: NC4- Portland 

Fax: 503 229c6945 bcone@ncalabs.com 

I 
'D 

I 

P~ease R~ply ASAP 0 Q , Please Confirm Receipt 
I 

Urgent 

Hello Susan! I . 

Attached is the letter clarifying glycol methodology. Call me if yoh have: any que!stions. 
I . • 

Thanks! 
l I 
I : 

.. 
; ! : 

i 
I . 

· i : I · . . . . Confidentiality Notice: . : 
This ines~aga. is ii;i.tended ~lly: ~or ~e use of fhe ~adivi~.unl or enr~~y t.o whl~ It is :iddre.~<1ad ~nd mtl.Y ~~nt~in In ~rm;i.tlon ~~::i~ is ~riviie~ed, confidenthil, ~nd
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Sellttlt: 

Spokane 

Portland 

Bend 

February 22, 2001 

Susan Gieco 
Oregon De~artment of Environmental Quality 
2020 SW4 Ave i 
Portland, OR 97201 

Re: Cooling Water Analysis 

85032296945 P.02 
11no Narrh Qrtek Pkwy Ni Suite JOO, BothJ_U."WA 9S0ll·B2:44 
<25.420.9200 :for.425.420.9,210 : ; 
E~r 111 !5 Mb1ngomery, Suite B, Spok;ne. WP, 9920(')··4776 
509.924.S'Z.00 ~fax 509.92L.9?-QO : . 
.9d05 SW Nim.bus Aven:.ie, Beaverton, OR 97P09· 7132 
5US.901:i.9.200 ) fax 503.S0&.9;110 : 
20332 Empire1Avanue, Suits F· 1, Sand, OR 91701·5711 
541,333.931 o j fox 541.382.1~33 
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Dear Susan: : · · ti : . . · · 
North Cr~el< 

1
Analy1i<;al /Peffor~ed EPA methcx! 82608 fpr volatile org~nlc .co. poundJ On ¥ sam.ple ! • 
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8260B, Method 80151)'1 (f!1od1fied) 1s. a GCIFID prOCBdure that 1.s used 1o .an l~e wa\er samples: for 
glycols. This test was n?l performed on the Aero Tech sample·: · · J · · 1 : ' 

If you have any questioris, please .call me at 503 906-9239. I 
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Brian L. Cone, CHMM 1 . · 
•.• : ! : 

Industrial :Services Man~ger 
I . 

I 
i I·· 

I 
I 
I 

i 
I 
I 
I 

: 

I. 

' 

I i 

I 
I 

• I 

. ' i . ' 

I . . . 
North Crfek A11tJlyt,ica/, Inc. 
Environ,snta/ lnbfrntary; Network 

I . 

TOTAL P.02 







----- I ---~ I 



This is not an advertisement. Written and approved by the editorial staff of Motor Trend Magazine. - August 1994. 

TECHNOLOGUE 
ACRO-TECH'S VENTED VALVE 

An internal-combustion engine is essen
tially an air pump, and its power output 
is a function of how much air can be pro
cessed through it. Innovations like multi
ple valves, tuned intake and exhaust sys
tems, and variable valve timing are all 
mechanical means of increasing the 
amount of air an engine can breathe dur
ing its intake cycle. Turbochargers and 
superchargers also are pumps, external 
to the engine, which :increase airflow by 
force-feeding intake air at higher (than 
atmospheric) pressure. 

Despite all the mechanisms to increase 
airflow, the single most significant intake 
restriction remains the intake valve it
self, especially at low valve lifts. The in
take charge fl.owing down the induction 
port has its highest kinetic energy at its 
center, yet as it reaches the head of the 
intake valve, all the incoming airflow 
must squeeze out around the periphery 
of the valve to enter the combustion 
chamber. This causes the highest energy 
portion of the intake flow to stack up on 
the back of the valve head, creating a 
pressure that opposes intake flow. 

Aero-Tech fuc., a small research compa
ny in Oregon (503/531-9394), has come up 
with an elegant solution to this problem, 
which, according to its preliminary test-

A 
VALVE-IN-VALVE 

DESIGN 
TO INCREASE 
VOLUMETRIC 
EFFICIENCY 

ing, promises some significant gains for 
the internal-combustion engine. Aero-Tech 
replaces the standard intake valve with a 
vented, two-st.age valve, which is actually 
a valve-in-valve design. Entirely contained 
within the head and stem of a convention
al intake valve, it features a small titani
um inner valve, controlled by self-con
tained coil springs. The small springs are 
sized so that the openillg point, lift, and 
closing point of the inner valve is deter
mined by the difference in pressure be
tween the intake tract and the combustion 
chamber. At low-throttle openillgs and low 
rpm, the pressure difference is small, caus
ing the inner valve ''timing" to be conser
vative. Full throttle and high rpm cause it 
to open sooner, with more lift, and close 
later. Since opening and closing of the in
ner valve is a function of engine demand, 
it can be thought of as the quintessential 

variable valve timing system. 
When the inner valve is 

open, incoming air can flow 
through vents in the outer 
valve head directly into the 
combustion chamber, as well 
as around the periphery of the 
conventional valve head. This 
increased intake flow through 
the inner valve not only in
creases volumetric efficiency, 
but enhances turbulence and 
helps atomize fuel droplets for 
improved flame propagation. 
Aero-Tech claims the more ho
mogeneous mixture burns 
much faster, allowing spark 

advance to be reduced 

frorn the typical 35 degrees BTDC (before 
top dead center), to 15 degrees BTDC, 
this decreases negative work on the 
crankshaft prior to TDC on-the power 
stroke. This faster burning also means 
there's less residual gas released into the 
exhaust at the end of the power stroke, 
which reduces emissions. 
J'irst testing of the vented valve con

cept was done at the Vehicle Research In
stitute at Western Washington Universi
ty, in Bellingham, Washington. The 
vented valves were installed in an '89 2.0-
liter J\1.itsubishi SOHC two-valve engine. 
Installation required only that the stan
dard valve guides be reamed 1 millimeter 
oversize, to accommodate the slightly 
larger valve stems of the vented valves. 
Ignition timing was reduced as men· 
tioned above, but in all other respects, the 
engine was standard. 

Since this was the first test of the vent
ed-valve concept, no changes were made 
to the engine computer to optimize the 
fuel/air ratio for the increased airflow. In 
spite of that, the gains were significant. 
Power was increased across the entire 
rev range an average of approximately 35 
percent, and torque increased even more. 
Of particular interest is the flatness of 
the torque curve with vented valves. Flat 
torque curves are the Holy Grail for en· 
gine designers because they make power
plants highly flexible, improving perfor· 
mance at low engine speeds, where 
they're more fuel efficient. 

The potential of this vented-valve con
cept seems enormous. Further work to 
tune the engine to better accommodate 
the valves, and additional development of 
the valve itself, hint at greater improve
ments. Adapting vented valves to four
valve layouts could perhaps be the most 
promising application of all, addressing 
the four-valve layout's typical poor torque 
at low engine speeds. 

It's just such innovations as these that 
continue to breathe new life into the in
ternal-combustion engine. Mr 

TECHNICAL DRAVVlNG BY GROVER BEHRENS WITH AIRBRUSH BYTIM KILIAN Reprinted with written permission from Petersen Publishing ARROYO DESIGN 
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August 17, 2000 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
Columbia County Courthouse, St. Helens, Oregon 97051 

Phone: (503)397-1501 Fax: (503)366-3902 
www.CoColumbia.or.us 

To Whom it may concern, 

This office has performed On-site work at each of the properties indicated by a star on the 
attached map. At cacl1 site, a soils evaluation vvns performed tc a depth of five feet. These 
evaluations have been performed at varying times throughout the year. At no time has 
groundwater been observed to be within the top five feet of soil. Some of the soils in the area do 
demonstrate Indicators Associated with Saturation but the indicators have been found to be relic 
features. This area is well know by the local population (i.e. Columbia county contractors and 
county Environmental Services [Soils] staff) as one of the deepest and best drained area 
available in the entire county. 

Should you have any questions, please call. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Wilson 
Soil Scientist 

enc: Tax map 3N-2W-13-030-(approximately east half) 



regon Department of Environmental Quality 
' 811 SW Sixth Avenue 

John A. Kitzhaber, l'YLD., Governor 
Portland, OR 97204-1390 

(503) 229-5696 

September 18, 2000 TDD (503) 229-6993 

Mr. Reggie D. Huff 
51377 S.W. Old Portland Road 
Scappoose OR 97056 

Dear Mr. Huff: 

Re: Mutual Agreement and Order 
In the Matter of: 
Reggie D. Huff 
No. WQ/l -NWR-00-125 
Columbia County 

On August 1, 2000, the Department issued you a Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty 
(Notice) for violations of Oregon's water quality statutes. The Notice assessed a 
penalty of $4,200 for the violation. You responded to the Notice and requested an 
informal discussion with the Department. 

Based upon the information you provided to the Department in the informal discussion, 
the Department has approved mitigation of the $4,200 civil penalty to $1,200 by 
changing the class of the violation from Class I to Class II and reducing the negligence 
factor from 2 to 0. 

I have enclosed a Mutual Agreement and Order (MAO) reflecting these reductions for 
your signature. After the document is signed, please return it to me by September 29, 
2000. A check for $1,200 made payable to: "State Treasurer, State of Oregon" rnust 
accompany the signed MAO. When the MAO is approved by the administrator of the 
enforcement section, I will send you a copy of the fully signed MAO. 

If you have any questions or need more time to respond, please contact me at (503) 
229-5152. 

Enclosure(s) 

rrely,, 

~)It/~, 
'-'Sul.ftfreco 

Environmental aw Specialist 

cc: Anne Cox, Northwest Region, DEQ 

DEQ-1 
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3 

4 

5 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALlTY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
REGGIE D. HUFF, 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

MUTUAL AGREEMENT 
AND ORDER 
No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 
COLUMBIA COUNTY 

6 WHEREAS: 

7 1. On August 1, 2000, the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) issued 

8 Notice of Assessment of Civil Penalty No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125 (Notice) to Reggie D. Huff 

9 (Respondent). The Notice assessed a $4,200 civil penalty against Respondent for violations alleged 

10 in the Notice. 

11 2. On or about August 10, 2000, Respondent filed a request for hearing and an Answer 

12 to the Notice. 

13 3. The parties agree to compromise and settle this contested case on the following 

14 terms. 

15 NOW THEREFORE, it is stipulated and agreed that: 

16 4. Respondent hereby waives any and all rights and objections it may have to the form, 

17 content, manner of service and timeliness of the Notice; to a contested case hearing ~nd judicial 

18 review of the Notice; and to service of a copy of this Mutual Agreement and Order (MAO), which 

19 shall be effective when signed by the Director on behalf of the Environmental Quality Commission 

20 (Commission). 

21 5. Based upon new information submitted by the Respondent, the Department agrees 

' 22 to amend Exhibit 1 of the Notice by reducing the class of the violation to Class Il, which results in a 

23 reduction of the base civil penalty from $3,000 to $1,000. Additionally, the Department agrees to 

24' amend Exhibit 1 of the Notice by reducing the "R" factor from 2 to 0. 

25 6. The Department and Respondent agree that the total ci vi! penalty should be reduced 

26 from $4,200 to $1,200. 

27 

Page 1 - MUTUAL AGREEMENT AND ORDER 
(CASE NO. WQ/l-NWR-00-125) 



1 7. Pursuant to OAR 340-12-030(14), the violation(s) alleged in the Notice will be 

2 treated as (a) prior significant action(s) in the event a future violation occurs. 

3 

4 

8. The Commission shall enter a final order: 

a. hnposing upon Reggie D. Huff a total civil penalty of $1,200 for the 

5 violations alleged in the Notice. 

6 b. Finding that the Department and Commission have satisfied all the 

7 requirements of law and that mitigation of the civil penalty is consistent with public health and 

8 safety, and is in the public interest. 

9 

10 

11 Date Signature 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Date 

IT IS ORDERED: 

Date 

Name (print)------------
Title (print) __________ _ 

DEF ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Neil Mullane, Administrator, Enforcement Section 

FINAL ORDER 

ENVIRONMENT AL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Neil Mullane, Administrator, Enforcement Section 
Pursuant to OAR 340-011-0136(1) & OAR 340-012-0047 

Page 2 - MUTUAL AGREEMENT AND ORDER 
(CASE NO. WQ/1-NWR-00-125) 



EXHIBIT 1 

FINDINGS AND DETERMINATION OF RESPONDENT'S CIVIL PENAL TY 
PURSUANT TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULE (OAR) 340-012-0045 

VIOLATION: 

CLASSIFICATION: 

MAGNITUDE: 

Placing wastes such that the wastes are likely to enter public waters 
by any means. 

This is a Class II violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-0055(2)(c). 

The magnitude of the violation is moderate pursuant to OAR 340-012-
0045(1 )(a)(B), because there is no selected magnitude for this 
violation. 

CIVIL PENAL TY FORMULA: The formula for determining the amount of penalty of each 
violation is: 
BP+ [(0.1 x BP) x (P + H + 0 + R + C)] + EB 

"BP" is the base penalty, which is $1000 for a Class II moderate magnitude violation in the 
matrix listed in OAR 340-012-0042. 

"P" is Respondent's prior significant action(s) and receives a value of o. 

"H" is the past history of Respondent in taking all feasible steps or procedures necessary to 
correct any prior significant action(s) and receives a value of 0. 

"O" is whether or not the violation was a single occurrence or was repeated or continuous 
during the period of the violation and receives a value of 2 because the violation was 
repeated over ten days. 

"R" is the cause of the violation and receives a value of O because there is insufficient 
information on which to base a finding, 

"C" is Respondent's cooperativeness in correcting the violation and receives a value of O 
because the violation could not be corrected. 

"EB" is the approximate dollar sum of the economic benefit that the Respondent gained through 
noncompliance according to OAR 340-012-0045(1)(c)(F), and receives a value of O 
because Respondent did not delay or avoid any costs in committing the violation. 

PENAL TY CALCULATION: 
Penalty = BP + [(0.1 x BP) x (P + H + 0 + R + C)] + EB 

= $1000 + [(0.1 x $1000) x (O + 0 + 2 + 0 +OJ+ ($0) 
= $1000 + [($1000 x 2] + $0 
= $1000 + $200 + $0 
= $1200 

-Page 1 -
CASE NAME: Reggie D. Hutt 
CASE NO. WO/l-NWR-00-125 



January 7, 1994 

Center for Hazardous Materials Research 
University of Pittsburgh Applied Research Center 
320 William Pitt V'!ay - Pittsburgh, PA 15238 
Fax (412) 826-5552 
( 412) 826-5320 

Small Business Innovative Research Program 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, SW (RD-675) 
Washington, DC 20460 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter is written on behalf of Aero-Tech, Inc. of Tigard, Oregon in support of 
their application to the Small Business Innovative Research Program. 

In October 1991, Mr. Huff submitted an application to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's Pollution Prevention By and For Small Business Grant 
Program. Administered by the Center for Hazardous Materials Research (CHMR), 
this unique national program was designed to assist small businesses develop and 
demonstrate innovative pollution prevention technologies and techniques. Acro
Tech's proposal, Phase II and Ill Vented Two-Stage Valves for Internal Combustion 
Engines, was selected as one of 14 award winners from 203 proposals submitted 
for FY 1992. 

In May 1993, Aero-Tech successfully completed Its project. Acro-Tech's conduct 
of work during the Grant Program was most satisfactory. All technical progress 
reports and financial updates were complete and submitted on time. The final 
report was well written, and EPA is expected to publish the results of the project In 
early 1994. We are hopeful that their forward-thinking research in auto emissions 
reductions through increased engine efficiency can continue. 

Thank you for your consideration of Acro-Tech's application for your grant ; . 
program. We are looking forward to following Acro-Tech's progress as they 
expand their research efforts. 

Sincerely, 

%.y~ 
President . 

A subsidiary of the University of Pittsbufgh Trust. 
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-Oregon· 
JohnA. Kitzhaber, lvf.D., Governor 

March 8, 2001 

Susan Greco 
Envrionmental Law Specialist 
DEQ Enfocement Section 
2020 SW 4th Ave., Suite 400 
Portland, Oregon 97201-4959 

Employment Department 
875 Union Street NE 

Salem, OR 97311 
(503) 947-1394 

TTY 1-503-947-1391 
www.emp.state.or.us 

Re: Transmittal of Question regarding Reggie D. Huff and the Department of 
Environmental Quality Civil Penalty No: WQ/I-NWR-00-125/G60417 · 

Dear Ms. Greco: 

Pursuant to OAR 137-003-0635, I am transmitting a question to yoµ regarding the 
Department of Environmental Quality's interpretation of ORS 468.130 and OAR 340-
012-0045. Please advise me immediately if this request should be addressed to another 
person. 

In the Huff case, the Department includes a factor in the civil penalty determination for a 
negligent act (OAR 340-012-0045(1)(0) Civil Penalty Determination: Procedure). ORS 
468.130 also requires that various factors be considered in imposing a civil penalty 
including, (2)(±) "whether the cause of the (l)(D). violation was ... negligence ... " 

What is the Department's interpretation of the meaning of the terms negligent and 
negligence in the referenced rule and statute? 

I would appreciate your response at your earliest convenience. Ifl should not expect a 
response by March 30, 2001, would you please let me know when I may expect your 
response so that I can determine whether I need to advise the parties to anticipate a 
different issue timeline for the proposed order? Thank you for your continued 
courtesies. 

Sincerely, ' 

~'rt, au,adwc-

Kevin Anselm 
Hearing Officer 

cc: Reggie D. Huff 



Reggie D. Huff 
51377 SW Old Portland Rd. 
Scappoose, OR 97311 

Re: March 15, 2001 request letter 

Dear Mr. Huff: 

March21, 2001 

Employment Department 
875 Union Street NE 

Salem, OR 97311 
(503) 947-1394 

TTY 1-503-947-1391 
www.emp.state.or.us 

I received your letter requesting an opportunity to rebut the Department of Envrionrnental 
Quality's (DEQ) response to my letter of March 8, 2001. I will accept your written 
comments or rebuttal postmarked or faxed no later than 10 calendar days after the DEQ 
response is postmarked. Your timely filed comments or rebuttal will be included as part 
of the hearing record as will the DEQ response. Please provide a copy of anything you 
file with me to Ms. Greco. 

Thank you for your continued courtesies in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

,tfoe~a~ 
Kevin Anselm 
Hearing Officer 

Fax: 503/606-2950 

' 
cc: Susan Greco, Department of Environmental Quality 

' . 
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Office of Compliance and 
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Hon. Jndge Kevin Anselm 
Oregon Employment Depa.-tment 
875 Union Street NE 
Salem, OR 97311 

RE: Question regarding Reggie D. Huff aud DEQ Civil Penalty No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125/G60417 

March 15, 2001 

Dear Hon. Judge Anselm: · 

I am in receipt of a request for the DEQ's own interpretation of the meaning of the terms 'negligent' and 
'negligence'. Since the DEQ is an adverse party in the above action I would respectfully submit that its 
answer to this important question will be biased aud therefore I respectfully request au opportunity to rebut 
their response. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

Sin~.ely,-/ 
.,,.,#" ,-· ,,~ 

//\ -~~ /}. ~~ 
Reggie D. Huff 
President 

RDH/lgh 

CC: Susan Greco 
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HMIDY MYERS 
Attorney General 

Kevin Anselm 
Hearing Officer 
875 Union Street NE 
Salem, OR 97311 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
GENERAL COUNSEL DIVISION 

April 4, 2001 

·Subject: Response to Transmitted Question 
Reggie D. Huff and the Department of Environmental Quality 

Civil Penalty No. WQ/I-NWR-00-125/060417 

Dear Hearing Officer Anselm: 

PETERD. SHEPHERD 
Deputy Attorney-General 

Susan Greco of the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ or the Department) has 
asked our office to respond to the question you transmitted in your letter dated March 8, 2001. 
Werespectfully do so in this letter. 

The Agency's Interpretation of the Term "Negligence" 

Your question was: "What is the Department's interpretation of the meaning of the terms 
negligent and negligence in the referenced rule and statute?" The statute you referenced was 
ORS 468.130, which lists several factors that must be considered by the agency in imposing a 
civil penalty. The factor stated in ORS 468.130(2)(£) is: "Whether the cause of the violation was 
unavoidable accident, negligence or an intentional act." Emphasis added. 

Using its rulemaking authority, the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) has 
adopted a set of rules to interpret and implement its statutory enforcement powers. E.g., 
ORS 468.020. As the hearing officer correctly noted, these rules include a provision that 
specifically parallels the civil penalty factors in ORS 468.130. The negligence factor is found in 
OAR 340-012-0045(l)(c)(D)(emphasis added).1 

With these statutory and rule provisions in mind, we now turn to your specific question
"What is the Department's interpretation of the meaning of the terms negligent and negligence in 
the referenced rule and statute?" In this case, the answer lies in the same set of rules that the 
hearing officer is seeking to interpret. The enforcement rules include a definitions section. 

·;R iC:<:~~ fif\/~ir-·.: 
1 It should be noted that the rules clearly use the penalty factors only to determine the amount of the civil penaifY:~ 
not whether to impose a penalty in the first instaoce. 
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OAR 340-012-0030. The section includes the following definition: "Negligence" or 
"Negligent" means a failure to take reasonable care to avoid a foreseeable risk of committing an 
act or omission constituting a violation." OAR 340-012-0030(11). 

Thus, the agency has specifically interpreted the term in question by an administrative 
rule, and its interpretation essentially summarizes and adopts Oregon negligence law. Notably, it 
establishes the duty of reasonable care based upon the foreseeability of the risk. In the following 
section, we will cite some agency decisions that elaborate on the basic principles. If the hearings 
officer wants further elaboration on Oregon negligence law, we would certainly provide it. 

In sum, the answer to your question is short: DEQ interprets the term "negligence" 
as specifically established in an administrative rule adopted by the EQC-namely, as a 
failure to take reasonable care to avoid a foreseeable risk of committing an act or omission 
constituting a violation. 

Our response could well stop at this point. We proceed, however, to offer a couple 
additional thoughts, in hopes that we might anticipate other questions the hearing officer may 
face as she considers and applies the agency's definition of negligence. 

Agency Application of the "Negligence" Factor 

Our office has not been asked to, and will not, apply the negligence factor to the 
particular facts of this case. For the hearing officer's information, however, there are a number 
of agency (both EQC and hearing officer) decisions that discuss the negligence factor in 
ORS 468.130(2)(:!). In some cases, the negligence factor is discussed solely in the context of 
concluding that the enforcement statutes impose strict liability.2 A few of the other, more 
pertinent agency decisions are as follows: 

(1) InDEQ v. Lakea Corporation, HW-NWR-91-130, 1992 WL 90309, April 14, 1992 
(Or. Env. Qua!. Com.), the corporation received multiple citations relating to storing hazardous 
waste for over 90 days without a permit, actions which the DEQ urged were grossly negligent or 
at least negligent. The level of negligence was a factor in determining the penalty. 

(2) The fact that the violations were seen by DEQ as negligent affected the amount of the 
penalty for failing to remove friable asbestos materials before dismantling a facility and for 
openly storing/accumulating friable asbestos materials in DEQ v. Fuel Processors, Inc., AQAB
NWR-90-18, 1991 WL 105467, May 20, 1991 (Or. Env. Qual. Com.). 

2 We are not aware that there is an issue of strict liability in this case, and therefore we will not address it. 
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(3) Illegally storing hazardous waste and violating a previous compliance order in DEQ v. 
Bolch, Bolch and Star Concrete, Inc., HW-SWR-92-241, 1995 WL 870802, Sept. 8, 1995 (Or. 
Env. Qual. Com.), was found to be a negligent action in the penalty assessments by DEQ. 
Additionally, the parties to Bolch asked the hearing officer to address whether respondents were 
legally negligent. 

(4) The value of the "R" factor in the penalty calculation was assigned based the city's 
alleged negligence where the city discharged wastes into state waters that reduced the water 
quality below water quality standards established by the EQC and violated a condition for its 
NPDES permit by allowing sewage to bypass treatment facilities. EQC v. City of Coos Bay, 
WQMW-WR-96-277, 1998 WL 481883, August 11, 1998 (Or. Env. Qual. Com.), rev'd on other 
grounds, 171 Or. App 106, 14P.3d649(2000). 

Deference to Agency's Interpretation 

DEQ appreciates your courtesy in allowing Respondent an opportunity to respond to the 
agency's interpretation of the statutes and rules in question. At the same time, however, both 
DEQ llild the Department of Justice urge care in how the Respondent's position is used .. The 
hearing officer must give deference to an agency's interpretation of a statute or rule unless the 
agency's interpretation is unreasonable and inconsistent with the wording and policy of the 
statute or rule. See, e.g., Jeld-Wen v. Environmental Quality Commission, 162 Or ApplOO, 986 
P2d 582 (1999).3 This is particularly true when the legislature has delegated the authority to 
define a statutory term to the agency, as in this case. The opportunity to respond should be 
limited to those issues. 

3 This case also involved inteIJlretation of a statutory term, "available," that the EQC had sought to inteIJlret itself 
through administrative rulemaking, as well as in the order under review. The court's analysis is notable in at least 
two regards. First, the court offers, albeit briefly, its view of the relationship between Springfield and POE, the two 
seminal administrative law cases dealing with the respective roles of the agency and courts in inleIJlreting statutory 
terms. Second, while avoiding use of the word "deference," the court strongly argued for acknowledging the value 
of having the agency offer its view of what the legislatore intended. The court concluded this portion of its analysis 
with the following passage: 

Under Springfield and POE, when a term is both inexact and ambiguous, the 
administrative orocess may assist both in applying the legislative policy to the specific sitoation 
and in resolving the overall ambiguity in the term. In complying with its obligations under 
Springfield, the agency may describe the practical application of the term in a way that will 
suggest the meaning that the legislatore intended in using it. Under both cases, this court has the 
responsibility for constroing the statote, but we do so in the context of the agency's initial 
authority to act under it. In this case, where we reach the third level of analysis under POE, 
EQC' s explanation of the practical application of the statote can be particularly helpful in 
understanding what the legislatore intended by adopting it. 

162 Or App at 105-106 (citations omitted). 
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Thank you very much for employing the tool of transmitting questions to the agency 
under ORS 137-003-0635 and thereby allowing the agency to offer and explain its interpretation 
of a statutory term. 

MBH:lan/GEN80!55.DOC 
cc: Susan Greco, DEQ 

Reggie D. Huff 

Sincerely, 

fV(Lef?Ae.lll. //1AAJ:l:t:0U 
.,L.5 .s ' 

Michael B. Huston 
Assistant Attorney General 
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Hon. Judge Kevin Anselm 
Oregon Employment Department 
875 Union Street NE 
Salem, OR 97311 

RE: Rebuttal to Transmitted Answer to Question 
Reggie D. Huff and the Department of Environmental Quality 
Civil No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125/060417 

April 11, 2001 

Dear Hon. Judge Anselm: 

I am in receipt of an answer to your question regarding "Negligence" from the Department of Justice and 
Michael B. Huston on behalf of the DEQ. 

The DEQ has chosen to answer your question in general terms and not in the context of this case. In your 
March 8th, 2001 letter to the DEQ you used the term "in the Huff case" [emphasis quoted] in the context of 
asking your question. Since the term "Negligence", as well as many other key terms, can and do have 
multiple interpretations, depending on the context. The general interpretation with no arguments on its 
relevance to this particular case is insufficient. 

The response cites a case on Page 2 (DEQ v. Lakea Corporation, HW-NWR-91-130, 1992 WL 90309, 
April 14, 1992) and states that "the level of negligence was a/actor in determining the penalty." [Emphasis 
supplied.] 

This aptly illustrates my point that there are varying interpretations of negligence depending on the 
individual facts in a particular case, and these varying interpretations are factored in determining the 
penalty, as they should be. 

The response also states: 

"The agency has specifically interpreted the term in question by an administrative rule, 
and its interpretation essentially summarizes and adopts Oregon negligence law." 

This further illustrates my point, since "Oregon negligence law" requires many factors to be considered, 
such as level of fault, culpability, etc. 

Therefore, I will state that I disagree with the agency's application and definition of the terms "negligence" 
and/or "negligenf' as it applies to this case. 

The only way to properly answer your question as asked is to first defme the charge and then apply the 
relevant facts, and thereby demonstrate what interpretation or "level" of negligence should be applied, if 
any. All of the following is directly related to the question of negligence "in the Huff case" . 

.ARGUMENTS & AUTHORITIES 

We now know that the DEQ ignored the recommendations of two of its own investigators to properly 
investigate the site of the alleged violation, and other relevant facts before assessing a penalty. 

On August I, 2000 the DEQ charged me with a violation of ORS 468.025(1)(a) and charged that I had 
"disposed of approximately 500 gallons of waste antifreeze hito a dry well that discharged to 
groundwater." [Emphasis supplied.] This was charged as a Class 1 violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-
0055(l)(b), stating as if to fact that I had "caused pollution of the waters of the state". 

I subsequently conducted my own investigation and presented the results to the DEQ at an informal 
meeting a few weeks later. At this meeting I proved that the DEQ had no evidence that the discharge ever 
went to groundwater or any other "waters" of the state. I also proved that such a charge could never be 
proven to any standard. 

Since an actual discharge that in fact "enters waters of the state" is necessary to sustain a Class I charge 
the DEQ was forced to retreat to charging a Class II violation on October 30, 2000 pursuant to OAR 340-
012-0055(2)( c ), and thus attempting to hide its error by using the more ambiguous language of that rule as 
a cover. 
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The Class II violation is stated specifically as: 

"Placing wastes such that the wastes are likely to enter public waters by any 
means." [Emphasis added.] 

This is very imponant because the assessment of civil penalties for violations of ORS is done through the 
OAR. The Assistant Attorney General himself made arguments that the legislature has given the authority 
to state agencies to adopt rules that reflect its interpretation of the statutes and he argued using case 
authorities that the courts give some deference to the various state agencies. 

Therefore, in order for the DEQ to assess a penalty it must fmd a violation within the language of its own 
rules. According to the DEQ and the Justice Department, any distinction between the statute language and 
that of the OAR should be weighed in favor of the OAR. Right or wrong that appears to be their position. 

All this being said, in order to properly apply any negligence standard we must first understand specifically 
what the charge is. 

The charge is specifically that a Class II violation pursuant to OAR 340-012-0055(2)( c) has occurred. 

There is a clear distinction between the OAR rule and that of the ORS. 

ORS 468B.005(8) defmes "the waters of the state" to include both public and private waters with a clearly 
defmed exception. This statute affirms that there is a distinction between public and private waters in the 
law. A Class I violation under OAR 340-012-0055(l)(d) uses the term "waters of the state", but a Class II 
violation in the same section under (2)( c) clearly applies only to "public" waters. I will illustrate the 
relevance of this later, but now we can focus on the actual language of the actual charge that the DEQ is 
making. 

DEFINITIONS: 

The DEQ must first prove its charge before any defmition of "negligence" can be applied. 

By "definition" the DEQ has not and can not do so. By definition I mean as defmed in the ORS and/or the 
OAR. 

ORS 468B.005(7) defmes "wastes" as: 

"Sewage, industrial wastes, and all other liquid, gases, solids, radioactive or other 
substances which will or may cause pollution or tend to cause pollution of any 
waters of the state." [Emphasis supplied.] 

Therefore, the term "wastes" is directly linked to the defmition of "pollution" which is paraphrased to 
mean: 'the alteration of the water to a degree that it is either physically perceptible and/or factually 
detrimental to the safety and welfare of humans, livestock, and/or wildlife.' 

Accordingly, unless the substance in question alters the water in this marmer it does not meet the definition 
of"wastesn no matter where it comes from. 

Some proportionality and common sense needs to be applied to the "cause pollution of any waters of the 
state" section of the "wastes" defmition. A glass of Alka Seltzer poured into a tide pool containing one 
gallon of water may teclmically meet the defmition of pollution even though it would do no ecological 
harm. But what if that same glass is poured in the Columbia River. Now it does not even come close to 
becoming far away from meeting that definition. Therefore, I should hope that we would never see the 
DEQ prosecute someone for accidentally dropping a couple of AL1<a Seltzer in the Columbia River, even 
though in another context it technically would cause pollution. The DEQ and the legislature would be the 
laughing stock of the civilized world if this was the way these terms were meant to be defmed. 

Therefore, technically, in order for the DEQ to charge that "wastes" were placed where they were likely to 
enter the waters of Oregon, it must first show that if the discharge ever got to where they claim it was going 
it would meet the common sense standard of causing pollution. 

This causes serious problems forthe DEQ case. The elements of proof necessary are as follows: 
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I" - The DEQ must prove that if the organic, biodegraded and biodegradable, highly 
diluted cooling water, which is the subject of this case, was gradually discharged 
uualtered over a 10-12 day period directly into the waters of Oregon it would meet 
the common sense definition of "pollution". 

2•• - The DEQ must prove that it is "likely", meaning 'reasonably certain or probable or 
foreseeable', (Sierra Club v. Marsh, C.A. l(Me.), 976 F.2d 763, 767, and Crenshaw 
v. Pendleton Mfg. Co., 54 S.E.2d 61, 64, 215 S.C. 66.) that the substance would be 
unaltered and indeed still meet the defmition of "wastes", despite whatever it 
would come into contact with along the way before it reached the "waters". 

3" - The DEQ must prove that the location and the timing of the discharge provides a 
"likely" clear path for all or most of the substance to actually reach the "waters" in 
whatever condition. 

4th - The DEQ must prove that the "waters" it reached are in fact "public waters". 

s'" - The DEQ must prove that reasonable care, based on the average person's 
uuderstanding of modem public waterworks technical nomenclature, was not 
exercised, therefore proving "negligence". 

It is important to note that the DEQ must prove all five elements to sustain its case as charged, which is the 
only context in which negligence can be considered. 

The DEQ has in fact proven zero (0) of these elements 

DISCUSSION OF ELEMENTS OF PROOF 

I. The question is: 

If the subject cooling water was discharged unaltered, gradually, over a 10-12 day 
period, into the underground aquifer, which runs 40-60 feet below tbe discharge 
point, would this event be like dumping a glass of Alka Seltzer in the small tide pool 
or something more akin to dumping a glass of Alka Seltzer into the Columbia 
River? 

The fact is it is far closer to the latter than the Former. 

The City of Scappoose maintains a well approximately 300 feet south of the subject discharge point. 
(See Well Log #D-159-78; Owner: City of Scappoose). The city states that it pulls up to 700,000 
gallons of water from this well per day. Taking this fact, along with the other operating wells in the 
area, and the fact that the aquifer levels are not negatively impacted by thls usage, and by any measure 
you have literally !Os of millions of gallons of water passing through this aquifer every day. 

I submit that if samples were taken directly from the aquifer 5 feet away from the discharge area, (if by 
some miracle the discharge got there unchanged), not one would meet the definition of "pollution". 

2. The rule states that it is a violation to place "wastes" where they are "likely" to enter public waters. It 
does not say that placing wastes where they will become non-wastes before entering pubic waters is a 
violation. Nor does the defmition of ~·wastes" even imply that wastewater is always wastewater 
forever. Wastes are only "wastes" when they meet the definition of "wastes". Otherwise simply 
watering lawns could be a violation. 

We now know there are only two scenarios in which the discharge could have ever reached the waters 
of the state, which are: 

A: It followed the only downward slope leaving the discharge property, made its way due 
east, 1-3 feet below the surface, above the clay layer, over Y, mile, to the only available 
wetlands in the area, namely a private wetlands and lake in the middle of a manufactured 
housing development owned by Dave Scharf; 

OR, 
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B: It traveled straight down through 30-35 feet of clay to the huge underground public 
aquifer. 

Testimony from Miss Cox at the hearing revealed that biological and microbial activity takes place 
down to 3 feet below the surface. I believe that it is typically even further than 3 feet becanse the roots 
of trees can go far deeper and would encourage this bio-activity. Miss Cox also testified that microbes 
would eat the ethylene glycol. After all, it is a simple organic compound. (See Enclosure.) The DEQ's 
own evidence stated that ethylene glycol begins to break down almost immediately in water and soil. 

The DEQ's own evidence and simple logic dictates that it is impossible for the cooling water to pass 
through Scenario A and not be transformed into non-waste before exiting. Mountain spring water is so 
good because it is water that has been filtered through the ground. The ground is the most universally 
effective water filtration system. This is especially so where simple organic compounds are involved. 

Scenario B is simply far closer to the impossible than the probable. Even if it did occur the cooling 
water would be transformed into something more akin to mountain spring water than "wastes'9

• 

Remember, the statute and the rule employ the term "likely", which has a clear meaning in law, 
essentially 'reasonable certainty'. The DEQ has not even proven that its fantastic scenarios are 
possible, let alone probable. Even if the DEQ could. prove a 50/50 probability it would not meet 
the statutory requirements and their case must be dismissed. 

3. The discussion of element two illuminates the problems of proving element #3. 

The discharge amount was 450-500 gallons. 500 gallons spread 1/16 of an inch thick over solid glass, 
with evaporation held to zero (0), would only cover 13,670 FT2

• In other words, it would not even 
leave the property. But, this discharge, apportioned out in small amounts over ten to twelve days, went 
into the ground where it would not be able to create a plume that covered even a tiny fraction of that 
area. Therefore, on its own, the discharge was not large enough to even leave the confmes of the small 
property it was on. It would take an enormous amount of water coming continually behind it to push 
the discharge over Yz mile away. I do not believe we came anywhere near that amount of water in the 
spring of 1999. However, even if there was enough water to accomplish this, the original discharge 
would be so highly diluted from this activity that even if there was no filtration effect by the time it 
reached its destination the dilution effect would have transformed· it into a non-waste. Therefore no 
"wastes" would have entered the "waters of Oregon" and the Statute and the rule have not been 
violated in any manner, shape, or form. 

As to traveling straight down through 30-35 feet of clay, this is just ridiculous. You don't have to be a 
scientist to know that fluid will always take the path of least resistance, and porous soil has far less 
resistance than hard clay. Once again we are talking about impossibility rather than probability. The 
DEQ must prove their scenario, which they have not even put forward, is "likely", or it is wasting 
everyoneis time and the taxpayers' money. 

The theory that since aquifers are charged by rain water then the subject discharge had to have gone to 
groundwater is based on pure nonsense, and is defeated by simple common sense. Since aquifers can 
run for hundreds of miles, this kind of reasoning would have to assume that all points provide equal 
access to the groundwater. This is simply absurd reasoning. 

' 4. The DEQ must prove that whatever impossible odds were defied, the waters that would be effected are 
in fact "public waters". The wetlands and lake over Yz mile east of the discharge point are in fact 
"private". This leaves only the clay scenario. 

5. Since no violation has occurred, the DEQ caunot claim "negligence" under any defmition. I do not feel 
that I in any way demonstrated ''negligence", but rather took extra precautions to ensure that 1 was 
doing the right thing. However, if, by the opinion of some, my precautions did not extend to their 
preference, a charge of "negligence" still cannot be maintained if no violation has occurred. 
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CONCLUSION: 

The defmition of "negligence" has to be taken in context with the facts in this case. The "degree" of 
negligence must be considered, and the degree can only be measured against any actual violation. Since no 
violation has occurred in this case the "degree" of negligence is zero (0). 

In order to illustrate the true meaning of "negligence" a contrasting example is helpful. 

We now know and can prove that the DEQ ignored the recommendations of at least two (2) of its own 
investigators, and decided to charge me with violations that it had no evidence to support. 

I subsequently conducted my own investigation, which revealed many relevant facts that countered the 
DEQ's charges. Only after I brought these facts to the DEQ, which they could have easily uncovered with a 
minimum of effort, did they recognize they had erred. 

In addition, they became aware that the source of their false and slanderous information had sworn, both on 
tape and in writing, that he would bury my family and my business in frivolous litigation if we did not tum 
over our business to his criminal enterprise. This should have been ample incentive for them to put forth the 
effort to truly confirm or rule out the legitimacy of the information. 

However, rather than drop the case and allow me to try to focus on developing products to help the 
enviromnent, to save face they simply shifted to another charge for which they have no facts to support. 

Furthermore, they really crossed the line when it appears they purposely released false information to the 
media for publication, at a particularly strategic time, within days following my refusal to accept their 
altered accusation. And/or they negligently allowed false information to be released two and one-half (2 ~) 
months after they knew the charges were false, and after they had already admitted in writing they were 
false. 

The local newspaper did a special little article just about me and these false charges, and other media in 
other areas may have done the same. The DEQ has done nothing to rectify this slander. 

The DEQ has been absolutely "negligent" in this case. 

The DEQ has wasted taxpayer money on a case it should have dropped a long time ago. 

The DEQ has conducted itself in a manner that has opened up to a potential laws.nit for liable. 

The DEQ has acted maliciously and recklessly to stigmatize an innocent citizen as a polluter for the rest of 
his life, and damage the reputation of his legitimately enviromnentally conscientious business, and its 165 
investors, creating a stigma that can have far reaching consequences today. 

The DEQ has abused it political capital as an agency that protects the enviromnent. The DEQ should be 
held to the same, if not a greater standard of conduct, since its charges can be so much more damaging than 
those of other agencies. 

Therefore, my answer to your question is that "negligence" is best defined by the conduct of the DEQ, not 
myself, and I therefore once again move that the hearing officer dismiss this case on the basis of lack of 
evidence and/or prosecutorial misconduct. 

Please advise me of any other questions you may have as I will do my best to answer them in a timely 
manner, and in accord with how they are asked. 

i 

Thank you~ely for your conscientious approach to this matter. 

Y~oH:tufy,// 

.~ ... ·. - <~--;/v-. ~ ;_:~~ ~. ~'] "i/«A-2: ,,/ // 
Reggie D. uff 
President 

RDH/lgh 
Enclosures 
CC: Susan Greco, DEQ 
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cates the fundamental unit may be repeated n times 
and the resulting chainlike structure is called a poly
mer. For example, if n = 3, the resulting compound is 
propane (see Section 13-8). This simple example is 
meant to introduce the concept of repeating units, 
and it should be kept in mind that the polymers 
occurring in nature, or prepared synthetically, may 
have repetition numbers (n) which may be in the 
thousands or hundreds of thousands. In addition, the 
fundamental unit may itself be quite complex and the 
chain con.figurations and variations may differ 
greatly. 

Nature has been in the business of making large 
complex molecules for a long time. All living and 
growing matter is composed of these molecules, some 
being so complex that they are still not completely 
understood. The complexity of nature's molecules 
should come as no surprise since they compose the 
structure of life itself. The newest frontier of science is 
concerned with determining the structures and inter
actions of the complex molecules of which living 
things are made. Society someday may be forced to 
make some fundamental decisions regarding how far 
it will allow science to go in solving the mysteries of 
life. 

16-1 
COMMON ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 

The number and complexity of the organic com
pounds in nature can, in large part, be attributed to 
the ability of the carbon atom to form single, double, 
and even triple bonds with itself and other elements. 
There are over a million organic compounds, and
their identification, classification, and structural de
termination has been-and still is-- the task of work
ers in the field of organic chemistry. Only a few of the 
more common compounds will be presented here, 
most of which should be familiar to the student be
cause of their usage and occurrence in everyday life. 
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First, consider the following list of classes of 
compounds. A specific example from each class is 
given to show how the complexity of molecules can 
develop, starting with just a simple hydrocarbon. 

l. Alkyl halides 

2. Alcohols 

3. Aldehydes 

4. Acids (organic) 

5. Esters 

H H 
I I 

H-C-C-H 
I I 

H H 
Hydrocarbon (Ethane) 

H H 
I I 

H-C-C-CI 
I I 

H H 
(Ethyl chloride) 

H H 
I I 

H-C-C-H 
I I 
HOH 

(Ethyl alcohol) 

H 
I ".o 

H-C-C I ·-1-1 
H 

(Acetaldehyde) 

H 
I o 

H-C--C 
I -ui 

H 

(Acetic acid) 

H 
! /() 

1-1--c--c 
1'1 ·o-c2H5 

(Ethyl acetate) 

The colored portions of the formulas indicate the 
organic functional group that characterizes the gen
eral physical and chemical properties of these com-
pounds. t 



Alkyl Halides 
An alkyl halide is formed by replacing the hydro

gen atom(s) in hydrocarbons with halogens-chlo
rine, bromine, fluorine, and iodine. Ethyl chloride, 
the example given in the list, is used as a local anes
thetic and is the product of the reaction of ethane 
with chlorine. 

Ethane Chlorine Ethyl chloride 

The halogen may replace more than one of the hy
drogen atoms; in fact, they may all be replaced as the 
following series shows: 

H Cl 
I I 

H-C-Cl H-C-Cl 
I I 

H H 

Methyl Dichloro-

chloride methane 

Cl Cl 
I I 

Cl-C-Cl Cl-C-Cl 
I I 

H Cl 

Chloroform Carbon 
tetrachloride 

The latter two compounds are common as an anes
thetic and a cleaning fluid, respectively. However, the 
toxicity of carbon tetrachloride is a serious hazard, 
and caution should be exercised when using it. 

Alcohols 
Alcohols are organic compounds that contain one 

or more OH groups that have been substituted for 
one or more hydrogen atoms. Examples of some 
common alcohols are shown in Fig. 16-la. Ethyl 

Figure 16-1 a Commercial products that contain a com
mon alcohol. (Photo courtesy James Crouse.) 

alcohol (C
2
H

5
0H) is probably the most important 

alcohol known. It is made from sugars by the action 
of yeast in the process of fermentation. 

Ethyl alcohol 

or synthetically from·ethylene and water 

H H H H 
I I H so I I 

H-C~C-H + H 0 --'---'-> H-C-C-H 2 I I 
H OH 

Ethylene Ethyl alcohol 

Ethyl alcohol is a colorless liquid that mixes with 
water in all proportions. It is the least toxic of all 
alcohols and is used in alcoholic beverages. Ethyl 
alcohol is also used as a solvent and in the production 
of many substances including perfumes, dyes, var
nishes, antifreeze, and ethyl ether. 
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Alcohols are characterized by the -0 H, or hy
droxyl group; hence they are the organic equivalent to 
the inorganic bases. Many alcohols exist. some with 
one (-OH) group, others with two or more (-OH) 
groups. Ethylene glycol is an example of an alcohol 
with two hydroxyl groups. 

H 
I 

H-C-OH 
I 

H-C-OH 
I 

H 

Ethylene Glycol 

Ethylene glycohs widely used as an antifreeze in au
tomobiles. 

Aldehydes .,P 
Aldehydes are characterized by the -c,H group 

and are formed when alcohols react with oxygen (are 
oxidized). When ethyl alcohol is oxidized, acetalde
hyde is formed. 

[ 
HH l [ H j I I I ,,;0 

2 H-y-y-H + 0 2 ___,, 2 H-y-c~ + 2 H20 

H OH H H 

Ethyl alcohnl Acetaldehyde 

A more common aldehyde, formaldehyde is pre
pared similarly from methyl alcohol (CH3 0H). 
Formaldehyde is used as a disinfectant and tissue 
preservative. 

Organic Acids 
The further action of oxygen on aldehydes pro

duces a group of compounds known as organic acid~ 
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which are characterized by the molecular arrange

/CO 
ment -C 

7 
called the carboxyl group. There are 

"oH 
many of these carboxylic acids. Acetic acid, whose 
dilute natural form is vinegar, is formed by the fol-
lowing reaction: ~ 

[ 
H l I ,,;o 

2 H-C-C~ 
I H 

H 

Acetal<lehydc Acetic acid 

The simplest carboxyl acid, formic acid, is common in 
insects and is the cause of painful discomfort from 
insect bites. It is prepared by the oxidation of formal
dehyde. 

Esters 
When a carboxylic acid reacts with an alcohol, an 

ester is formed. For example, 

H H H 
I /'o I I 

H-C-C + H-C--C-H 

H
I "oH I I 

HOH 

Acetic acid Ethyl alcohol 

I-I () 
I /; H H H-c-c, 

1 1 
+ H,o 

I 0-C-C-H 
H I I 

H H 
Ethly acetate 

(an ester) 

An ester is a compound which conforms to the 
general formula 

0 
II 

R-C-0-R' 
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 

January 4-5, 2001, in Bend 

March 29-30, 2001, in Portland 

May 17-18, 2001, in Salem 

September 20-21, 2001, in Ashland 
(Joint with Environmental Quality Commission) 

January 10-11, 2002, location to be determined 

The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) consists of 17 members -
5 representatives of state boards or commissions (Environmental Quality Commission, State 
Fish and Wildlife Commission, State Board of Forestry, State Board of Agriculture, and the 
Water Resources Commission), 6 public members representing all geographic regions of the 
state including at least 1 tribal representative, and 6 non-voting members representing the 
Agricultural Extension Service of Oregon State University, and the following federal agencies: 
EPA, NMFS, USFS, BLM, and NRCS. 

• Mark Reeve (Co-Chair) 
Environmental Quality Commission Representative 
• John Esler 
Fish and Wildlife Commission Representative 
• Brad Witt 
Board of Forestry Representative 
• Pat Wortman 
Board of Agriculture Representative 
• Nancy Leonard 
Water Resources Commission Representative 
• Peter Bloome 
Agricultural Extension Service Representative 
• Phil Mattson 
Representative of U.S. Forest Service 
• Hugh Barrett 
Representative of U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
• Gayle Norman 
Representative of Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
• Dave Powers 
Representative of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
• Michael Tehan 
Representative of National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

• George Brown 
Citizen at Large 
• Jack Shipley 
Citizen at Large 
• Jane O'Keeffe 
Citizen at Large 
• Mark Suwyn (Co-Chair) 
Citizen at Large 
• Ron Nelson 
Citizen at Large 
• Bobby Brunoe 
Tribal Representative 



OREGON WATERSHED ENHANCEMENT BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

Mark Reeve 
Reeve Keams PC 
61 O SW Alder Street Suite 803 
Portland, OR 97205 
503-225-9712 Fax: 503-225-0276 
Environmental Quality Commission Representative 

John Esler 
Portland General Electric 
PGE (3-WTC-BRHL) 
121 SW Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-464-8563 Fax: 503-464-2944 
Fish and Wildlife Commission Representative 

Brad Witt 
Oregon AFL-CIO 
2110 State Street 
Salem, OR 97301 
503-585-6320 Fax: 503-585-1668 
Oregon Board of Forestry Representative 

Pat Wortman 
87586 Hwy82 
Enterprise, OR 97828 
541-426-3742 Fax: 541-426-4336 
Board of Agriculture Representative 

Nancy Leonard 
PO Box 1891 
Waldport, OR 97394 
541-563-2187 Fax: 708-810-6076 
Water Resources Commission Representative 

George Brown 
3322 NW Roosevelt 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
541,752-3821 
Citizen at Large 

Jack Shipley 
1340 Missouri Flat Road 
Grants Pass, OR 97527 
541-846-6917 Fax: same as phone 
Citizen at Large 

Jane O'Keeffe 
Lake County Commissioner 
Lake County Courthouse 
513 Center Street 
Lakeview, OR 97630 
541-947-6004 Fax: 541-947-6015 
Citizen at Large 

MarkSuwyn 
Louisiana Pacific Corporation 
805 SW Broadway Suite 1200 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-221-0800 Fax: 503-821-5322 
Citizen at Large 

Ron Nelson 
Central Oregon Irrigation District 
2598 N Hwy97 
Redmond, OR 97756 
541-548-6047 Fax: 541-548-0243 
Citizen at Large 

Bobby Brunoe 
21711 Los Serranos 
Warm Springs, OR 97701 
541-553-2015 Fax: 541-553-1994 
Tribal Representative 

Peter Bloome 
cisu Extension 
Ballard Hall 101 OSU 
Corvallis, OR 97331-3606 
541-737-2713 Fax: 541-737-4423 
Agricultural Extension Service Representative 

Phil Mattson 
USDA Forest Service 
PO Box3623 
Portland, OR 97208-3623 
503-808-2922 Fax: 503-808-2255 
Representative of U.S. Forest Service 

Hugh Barrett 
USDI Bureau of Land Management 
POBox2965 
Portland, OR 97208 
503-952-6051 Fax: 503-952-6021 
Representative of U.S. BLM 

Gayle Norman 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
101 SW Main, Suite 1300 
Portland, OR 97204-3221 
503-414-3236 Fax: 503-414-3103 
Representative of NRCS 

Dave Powers 
EPA Oregon Operations Office 
811 SW 6" Avenue, Third Floor 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-326-5874 Fax: 503-326-3399 
Representative of EPA 

Michael Tehan 
NMFS 
Oregon State Branch for Habitat Conservation 
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 500 
Portland, OR 97232-2737 
503-231-2224 Fax: 503-231-6893 
Representative of NMFS 

9111101 
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Final 2001 Legislative Update: OWEB-Related Legislation 

Following is a description of OWEB-related legislation that was passed by the 2001 
Legislative Assembly, and will soon be signed by the Governor. 

Senate Bill 945 
Gives OWEB the responsibility for collecting all monitoring data from the state's natural 
resource agencies and reporting on progress in implementation of the Oregon Plan for Salmon 
and Watersheds. Defines the mission of the Oregon Plan. 

Senate Bill 946 
Directs 0 WEB to set uniform standards for data collection by state natural resource agencies, 
and to coordinate with agencies to implement these standards in a manner that makes this data'. 
available to meet the needs of all local, state, regional, tribal and federal entities involved in 
implementation of the Oregon Plan. 

House Bill 2536 
Requires OWEB to take a title restriction for all acquisitions with OWEB funds that gives the 
Board the authority to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the subsequent sale or transfer 
of the land. Institutes a no profit limitation for subsequent transfers of land acquired with 
OWEB funds. OWEB is directed to define profit by administrative rule. These provisions are 
meant to ensure that OWEB agrees with the management capability of an entity an acquisition 
made with OWEB funds is later transferred to, and that no entity profits from the transfer of 
property acquired with OWEB funds. 

House Bill 3002 
Contains the recommendations of the State Fish Passage Task Force, including requiring fish 
passage in all waters of the state (with the possibility of exemptions), and requiring ODFW to 
complete a statewide inventory of artificial obstructions to fish passage in the state, and prioritize 
specific barriers for enforcement actions. Establishes a Salmon Recovery Task Force to define 
recovery for anadromous salmonid populations in Oregon and recommend legislation to 72"d 
legislative assembly. A representative of 0 WEB will sit on the task force. 

House Bill 3564 
Establishes a Flexible Incentives Account in OWEB to fund stewardship activities on private 
land. Directs OWEB to develop criteria for using the private sector (not-for-profits and for
profits) to provide technical assistance for watershed restoration projects. Directs the 
Department of Forestry and the Department of Agriculture to, in consultation with other state 
natural resources agencies and stakeholders, develop recommendations for changes to Oregon 
statutes and additional conservation incentives to the 72nd legislative assembly. 

House Bill 3948 
Creates the Institute for Natural Resources at Oregon State University. The purposes of the 
institute include serving as a scientific information clearinghouse in a way that is compatible 
with the role of the State Geographic Information Center, and facilitating and conducting 
research. 



2001-2003 OWEB Grant Program Expenditures 
updated 7/10/01 

Remaining Funds - Committed Funds 2001-03 
Available for OWEB Mar-01 May-01 Sep-01 I Jan-02 I May-02 I Sep-02 l Jan-03 TOTAL I Remaining 

Fund Source Grant Program Grant Applications Submitted 56 207 136 I I I I 399 I Funds 
for2001-2003 Grant Funds Requested $5,940,710 $20,271,896 $13,375,622 

Biennium Grants Approved 51 62 

2001-03 Lottery 
Watershed 
Improvement 
Grant Fund 

Lottery 
Watershed 
Improvement 

Operating Fund 

Federal Pacific 
Coastal Salmon 
Recovery Pgm 
Funds (2001) 

Lottery 
Restoration and 

Protection Researc 
Fund 

1999-01 Lottery 
Watershed 
Improvement 
Grant Fund 

Salmon Plates 

$30,239,395 

$2,800,000 

$8,630,000 

$1,384,846 

$1,949,269 

$176,563 
$584, 122 

• Current Balance of Uncommitted Funds 
"Projected Funds Available for 2001-03 

Total Grant Funds Awarded 
Total Non Grants 

kraaVbudget/2001~03/exec/Grant Allocatlons.xls/01~03 Exp's 

$4,589,739 I $2,718,021 

$2,400,000 

council 
support 

$143,381 
Grants 

$2,718,021 
Non-Grants I Non-Grants 
$143,381 $4,000,000 

Grants 
$1,383,434 

39,588,228.0 I Available 
113 

$7,307,760 
$143-;-381 
Grants 

$2,118,021 I $23,377,993 
Non-Grants 
$4,143,381 

$2,800,000 $0 

Grants 
$3,113,113 I $5,456,a27 

Non-Grants 
$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$1,384,846 

$1,949,269 

$176,563' 
$584,122" 



2001-2003 OWEB Grant Program Revenues 

Total 2001-2003 
Projected Legislative 

Fund Source Biennium Allocations 
Revenues to Other 

Agencies 

Lottery State Police 
Watershed lmprovemen $32,242,500 $770,000 

Grant Fund Dept of Ag 
$1,233,105 
State Police 

Lottery $17,064,835 $3,952,074 
Watershed lmprovemen ODFW 

Operating Fund $3,942,273 
AG-SWCDs 
$2,400,000 

DEQ 
$192,000 

Federal 
Pacific Coastal Salmon $8,900,000 $0 

Recovery Program 
Funds (2001) 

Lottery 
Restoration, Protection 

Research Account $1,384,846 $0 
Funds 

Salmon Plates $176,563* $0 

$583,813** 

• Current Balance of Uncommitted Funds 
••Projected Funds Available for 2001-03 

kraal/budget/2001-03/exec/Grant Allocations.xls/01-03 Rev's 

Projected 
Biennium 2001-2003 
Revenues Legislative 

for the OWEB Allocations to OWEB 
Programs 

$30,239,395 $0 

3.8 million for 
$6,578,488 Agency Operations 

2.4 million to watershed 
council support 

0.4 million to IMST 

$0 $270,000 

$1,384,846 $0 

$0 $0 

Remaining Funds 
Available for OWEB 

Grant Program 
for 2001-2003 

Biennium 

$30,239,395 

$2,800,000 
(Reserved for 

council support grants 
and !MST) 

$8,630,000 

$1,384,846 

$176,563* 
$583,813** 



Approved __ 
Approved with Corrections __ 

Minutes are not final until approved by the Commission. 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Minutes of the Two Hundred and Ninety-Seventh Meeting 

August 9-10, 2001 
Regular Meeting' 

On August 9, the Commission toured the Wallowa Lake Tramway and held a dinner with local officials at the 
Outlaw Restaurant in Joseph, Oregon. 

The following Environmental Quality Commission members were present for the regular meeting at the 
Wallowa County Courthouse, 101 South River Street, Enterprise, Oregon. 

· Melinda Eden, Chair 
Tony Van Vliet, Vice Chair" 

Mark Reeve, Member 
Deirdre Malarkey, Member 

Also present were Larry Knudsen, Oregon Department of Justice (DOJ), Stephanie Hallock, Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) Director, and DEQ staff. 

On August 9, Chair Eden called the meeting to order at approximately 2:00 p.m. Agenda items were taken in 
the following order. 

A. EQC/DEQ Strategic Planning Work Session 

Director Hallock provided an overview of strategic planning and introduced Helen Lottridge, Management 
Services Division Administrator, and Dawn Farr, Strategic Planning Coordinator, to facilitate discussion with 
the Commission. Ms. Lottridge explained the primary steps in DEQ's strategic planning and budgeting 
process and the integration of executive performance measures for agency priorities. Commissioners, the 
Director, and Division Administrators discussed key actions for involving Oregonians in solving 
environmental problems, protecting Oregon's water, protecting public health from toxic chemicals, and 
achieving excellence in agency performance. Commissioners asked the Department to plan a second 
strategic planning work session for the September 20-21, 2001, EQC meeting. 

Chair Eden adjourned the meeting at approximately 4:30 p.m. 

On August 10, the Commission held an executive session at 8:30 a.m., to consult with counsel concerning 
legal rights and duties with regard to current and potential litigation involving the Department. Executive 
session was held pursuant to ORS 192.660(1 )(h). 

Chair Eden called the meeting to order at approximately 9:00 a.m. 

F. Discussion Item: Development of Performance Appraisal Process for Director 

Commissioner Van Vliet reported that he and Commissioner Bennett had discussed development of a formal 
performance appraisal process for the Director, and suggested scheduling a full report to the Commission 

1 Staff reports and written material submitted at the meeting are made part of the record and available from DEO, Office 
of the Director, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204. 
2 present via conference call 

1 



during the September 20-21, 2001, EQC meeting. Commissioners agreed to hold a discussion at the 
September meeting. 

Director Hallock and Ms. Lottridge explained a new state requirement for Commission review and approval of 
agency head transactions. The Commission agreed to continue discussion of options for implementing the 
policy at the September 20-21, 2001, EQC meeting as part of the performance appraisal process topic. 

B. Approval of Minutes 

June 22. 2001 Minutes: Commissioner Malarkey and Commissioner Reeve proposed amendments to draft 
minutes. On page one, paragraph one, the words "and Sandy River Basin stakeholders" were added to the 
first sentence, and the meeting location was added to the third sentence. Commissioner Malarkey moved the 
Commission approve minutes as amended for June 22, 2001. Commissioner Reeve seconded the motion 
and it passed with four "yes" votes. 

C. Rule Adoption: General Air Contaminant Discharge Permits 

Director Hallock explained that the proposed rules were part of a larger streamlining effort to improve 
permitting and billing processes in Air and Water Quality permit programs. Andy Ginsburg, Air Quality 
Division Administrator, provided background information on the permit program and reviewed proposed 
changes to OAR 340-216-0060. Eighteen General Air Contaminant Discharge Permits were developed as 
part of the rulemaking and proposed to apply to a majority of facilities regulated under the Air Quality 
program. Mr. Ginsburg reviewed one of the general permits in detail. 

The Commission discussed the proposed rules and general permits and commended Mr. Ginsburg and 
Department staff for their work. Commissioner Reeve moved the Commission amend OAR 340-216-0060 to 
incorporate by reference eighteen general permits, and include Commission recommendations regarding (1) 
the testing of shipments or batches of used oil for the content of hazardous materials, and (2) the use of a 
specific word common to all permits (recur vs. re-occur). Commissioner Van Vliet seconded the motion and it 
passed with four "yes" votes. 

D. Director's Report 

Director Hallock gave the Director's report to the Commission. Lauri Au nan, Assistant to the Director for 
Legislative Affairs, provided a summary of the 2001 Legislative Session. Helen Lottridge, Management 
Services Division Administrator, provided an update on pollution control tax credit law. In addition, 
Commissioners discussed dates and locations for 2002 Commission meetings. 

G. Public Forum 

At approximately 11 :30 a.m., Chair Eden asked whether anyone wished to provide public comment. No 
public comment was provided. 

E. Information Item: Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Air Quality 
Workplan 

Andy Ginsburg, Air Quality Division Administrator, explained the development and key elements of the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Air Quality Workplan. Mr. Ginsburg explained that the workplan 
represents a multi-year effort to create a clean-air strategy for the scenic area, developed by Oregon and 
Washington environmental agencies. 

Chair Eden adjourned the meeting at approximately 1 :00 p.m. 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: August 31, 2001 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Stephanie Hallock, Director A, ~ 
Subject: Agenda Item G, Action Item: Tax Credit Application Consideration 

September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Proposed Action 

Key Issues 

EQCAction 
Alternatives 

Department 
Recommendation 

Attachments 

Available Upon 
Request 

Commission decision on DEQ's analysis and recommendations on Pollution 
Control Facilities, and Reclaimed Plastic Product Tax Credit applications. 
Attaclnnent A summarizes all applications. 

There are no key issues. 

Any application may be postponed to a future meeting ifthe Commission: 
• Requires the Department or the applicant to provide additional information; or 
• Makes a determination different from the Department's recommendation and 

that determination may have an adverse effect on the applicant. 

The Department recommends the Commission 
• Approve certification of the facilities represented in Attachment B 
• Deny certification of the facility represented in Attachment C 

A. Summary & Recommendations 
B. Approvals 
C. Denial 

I. ORS 468.150 to 468.190 & OAR 340-016-0005 to 340-016-0080 
2. ORS 468.451to468.491 & OAR 340-017-0010 to 340-017-0055 

Approved: 

Section: 

Division: 

Report Prepared By: Maggie Vandehey 
Phone: 503-229-6878 



Attachment A 

Summary 
& 

Recommendations 



Commission 
Action App.No. Applicant 

Approve 5295 Synthetech, Inc 
Approve 5492 Ferschweiler Farms, Inc. 
Approve 5495 Langdon & Sons, Inc. 
Approve 5509 Rosboro Lumber Company, LLC 
Approve 5522 Fujimi America Inc. 
Approve 5551 David A. Vanasche 
Approve 5552 David A. Vanasche 
Approve 5553 Freres Lumber Co., Inc. 
Approve 5555 ITT Flyte 
Approve 5556 Weyerhaeuser Company 
Approve 5557 Weyerhaeuser Company 
Approve 5559 City Garbage Service 
Approve 5565 Truax Corporation 
Approve 5566 Pope & Talbot, Inc. 
Approve 5568 Newberg Transfer & Recycling Center, Inc. 
Approve 5569 PED Manufacturing, Ltd. 
Approve 5570 WSCO Petroleum Corp. 
Approve 5572 Superior Tire Service, Inc. 
Approve 5573 Willamette Industries, Inc. 
Approve 5574 Willamette Industries, Inc. 
Approve 5575 Willamette Industries, Inc. 
Approve 5576 Cascade Steel Rolling Mills, Inc. 
Approve 5577 Bowco Industries, Inc. 
Approve 5578 Truax Corporation 
Approve 5579 Van Loon Dairy 

Approve 5580 Western Pulp Products Co. 

Approve 5581 Truax Harris Energy, LLC 
Approve 5582 Salem Black Top and Ashpalt Paving, Inc. 
Approve 5583 Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
Approve 5584 Craig & Craig, Inc. 
Approve 5585 Corvallis Disposal & Recycling Co. 
Approve 5586 Robberson Ford Sales Inc. 
Approve 5588 Dan & Rhonda Hawkins 
Approve 5589 Portland General Electric 
Approve 5590 Pope & Talbot, Inc. 
Approve 5591 Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 

Media 

Water 
Air:Field Burning 
Air:Field Burning 
Air 
Water 
Air:Field Burning 
Air:Field Burning 
Water 
Water 
Air 
Air 
Material Recovery:SW 
UST/AST 
Air 
Material Recovery:SW 
Air 
UST/AST 
Air 
Water 
Water 
Water 
Air 
Reclaimed Plastics 
UST/AST 
Water 
Material Recovery:SW 
UST/AST 
Water 
Air 
UST/AST 
Material Recovery: SW 
Water 
Air:NPS 
Water:Secondary Containment 
Water 
Air 

Claimed 
Facility Cost 

$187,064.00 
$56,549.00 
$70,270.00 

$188,743.00 
$547,106.00 

$28,134.00 
$104,045.00 
$154,541.00 

$36,070.00 
$871,551.00 
$755,682.00 

$1,259,813.00 
$48,457.70 

$1,235, 100.00 
$35,358.00 
$19,303.00 

$138,441.00 
$127,603.00 

$79,26249 
$84,194.74 
$99,002.10 

$973,28859 
$8,200.00 

$88,643.33 
$244,584.24 

$40,557.96 
$299,904.38 

$82,995.00 
$38,855 60 
$51,954.60 

$109,492.50 
$39,721 00 

$6,495.00 
$289,719.95 

$1,139,133.00 
$186,553.58 

Certified Percent 
Facility Cost Allocable 

$187,064.00 100 
$10,744.00 100 
$70,270.00 100 

$188,241.00 100 
$330,268.00 100 

$28,134.00 100 
$51,544.00 100 

$154,020.00 100 
$15,301.00 100 

$828,717.00 100 
$724,298.00 100 

$1,203,421.00 100 
$48,458.00 100 

$1,235, 100.00 100 
$35,358.00 100 
$19,303.00 100 

$152,241.00 90 
$124,234.00 100 

$79,262.00 100 
$84, 195.00 100 
$97,744.00 100 

$858,412. 00 100 
$8,200 00 100 

$85,978.00 98 
$244,584.00 100 

$40,558.00 100 
$299,348.00 91 

$82,995.00 100 
$38,856.00 100 
$51,636.00 91 

$109 ,493. 00 100 
$39,721.00 100 

$6,495.00 100 
$238,725.00 100 

$1,134,037.00 100 
$178,399.00 100 



Approve 5592 Steven J. Taylor Air:NPS $2,995.00 $2,995.00 100 
Approve 5594 Portland General Electric Co. Water:Secondary Containment $138,067.67 $98,761.00 100 
Approve 5595 Portland General Electric Co. Water:Secondary Containment $118,649.52 $81,853.00 100 
Approve 5597 Denton Plastics, Inc. Reclaimed Plastics $4,756.00 $4,756.00 100 
Approve 5598 John P. Lehi Company Material Recovery:SW $24,517.83 $24,518 00 100 
Approve 5600 Ideal Door Components, Inc. Reclaimed Plastics $34,800.00 $34,800.00 100 
Approve 5602 New Pacific Corporation UST/AST $49,501.00 $49,501.00 100 
Approve 5605 Wilco Farmers UST/AST $430,836.00 $429,808.00 96 
Approve 5607 Leathers Enterprises, Inc. UST/AST $922, 164.00 $963,950.00 96 
Approve 5609 Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. Air $31,067.00 $31,067.00 100 
Deny 5498 Berger Brothers Air:Field Burning $32,685.00 $0.00 0 



Attachment B 

Approvals 

The Department presents 46 applications for approval in this attaclnnent. The Department 
recommends the facility cost be certified for an amount less than the amount claimed on 23 of 
the applications. The Department considers: 

1. All applications in this attaclnnent meet the eligibility requirements for certificate 
issuance according to the Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit or the Reclaimed 
Plastic Product Tax Credit regulations. 

2. Application 5492 is a replacement facility. 
3. There are no applications presented for preliminary certification as a pollution control 

facility. 

Replacement: 
468.155 Definitions for ORS 468.155 to 468.190. 
(3) As used in ORS 468.155 to 468.190, "pollution control facility" or "facility" does not 
include: 

... (e) Replacement or reconstruction of all or a part of any facility for which a pollution 
control facility certificate has previously been issued under ORS 468 .170, except: 

(A) If the cost to replace or reconstruct the facility is greater than the like-for
like replacement cost of the original facility due to a requirement imposed by the 
department, the federal Environmental Protection Agency or a regional air 
pollution authority, then the facility may be eligible for tax credit certification 
up to an amount equal to the difference between the cost of the new facility and 
the like-for-like replacement cost of the original facility; or 
(B) If a facility is replaced or reconstructed before the end of its useful life then 
the facility may be eligible for the remainder of the tax credit certified to the 
original facility; 



~ 

~ 
I •l :(•1 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Fiual Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

Taxpayer ID: 

C corporation 
producer of amino acid 
derivatives in pharmaceuticals 
84-0845771 

The applicant's address is: 

1290 Industrial Way 
Albauy, OR 97321 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No.: 
Facility Cost: 
Percent Allocable: 
Useful Life: 

Facility Identification 
The facility is identified as: 

APPROVE 

Synthetech, Inc. 
5295 
$187,064 
100% 
5 years 

Wastewater Pretreatment System 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located 
at: 

1290 Industrial Way 
Albany, OR 97321 

The claimed facility is a wastewater pretreatment system consisting of two aboveground storage tanks. 
an acid/caustic pump, associated piping and valves, and a pH controller. The tanks are located on a 
concrete slab with a perimeter wall that contains any spills or unanticipated releases. 

Wastewater is pumped into the tanks from various areas in the manufacturing plant. When a sufficient 
quantity has been accumulated, the wastewater is circulated through the neutralization system. A pH 
controller measures the wastewater pH and signals the acid/caustic injection system to add the 
appropriate neutralizing agent. The wastewater is discharged to the City of Albany's municipal public 
owned treatment works when the pH is maintained between 7.0 and 8.0. The Discharge Permit requin:s 
the pH range be between 6.0 and 10.0. 

The pretreatment system is part of a business expansion. The plant operations generated a small amount 
of wastewater prior to the expansion, which was collected in tanks and neutralized manually on a batch . 
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basis prior to discharge to the sewer or ground. There was no secondary containment for the tanks. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 (l)(a)(A) The principal purpose of this new equipment installation is to control a 

substantial quantity of water pollution by providing spill containment and 
wastewater treatment. The City of Albany Wastewater Discharge Permit 
imposes the requirement. 

ORS 468.155 (l)(b) The control is accomplished by the elimination of industrial waste and the 
use of treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements of 
ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

6/111996 
1111/1997 
12/1/1997 

10/29/1999 
7/26/200 I Application Substantially Complete 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 
Eligible Facility Cost 

$ 187 064 
$ 187,064 

Arthur Anderson LLP performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. Invoices 
substantiated the claimed cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were used to determine the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Approve_ 5295 _ O l 09 _ Synthetcch.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable or useable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 5 
years. No gross annual revenues are 
associated with this facility. 

Other alternatives were considered during 
design but were not as cost effective as the 
installed system. 

Construction of this facility may result in a 
future reduction in water through reuse for 
non-critical manufacturing activities. No 
other savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

There are no other rekvant factors. 

Last printed 08/30/01 1 :30 PM 



Compliance 

Application Nu111ber 5~95 
Page _i 

The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with 
EQC orders. 

The following DEQ permits have been issued to the facility: 
Hazardous Waste Generator ORD085979474, issued 1/12/88 
Storm Water Permit 1200Z, issued 7/22/97 
Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit 2834-1, issued 1/1/97 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 22-6009, issued 4/1/96 

Other tax credits issued to Synthetech, Inc.: 

App.# Description of Facility Certified Cost 
4445 Installed a closed loop vacuum pump system $24,845.00 

5297 Solvent recovery condensers, Jet Venturi scrubber $346,554 00 
& separator system, and dust collector 

Reviewers: Lois L. Payne, P.E., SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, Associate, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5295_0109 _Synthctech.doc 

Cert.# Issue Date 
3555 11717/1995 

4364 9/29/207)0 

_J 

Last printed 08/30/0 I I :JO Pl'vl 



State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

___ ,_.,,~ ------- EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning 
Final Certification 
ORS 468. I 50 -- 468. I 90 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: an S Corporation 
Business: a farm 
Taxpayer ID: 93-1191816 

The applicant's address is: 

6070 Hwy 219 
Gervais, OR 97026 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocahle 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Ferschweiler Farms, Inc. 
5492 
$10,744 
100'1,, 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The ce1iificate will identify the facility as: 

A 60' x 156' x 22' straw storage building 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

6500 Block of Lebrun Rd. NE 
Gervais, OR 97026 

The applicant stores approximately 875 tons of baled grass seed straw in the new 60' x 156' x 22' 
building. The applicant claims that as a result of the storage potential of this building, they have 
been able to remove all 350 acres under perennial grass seed production from being open field 
burned. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new facility is to reduce air pollution by reducing 

(l)(a)(A) the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in compliance 
with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations). 

OAR 340-016- Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling, storing, 
0060 (4)(b)(A) transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will result 

in reduction of open field burning is eligible for certification. 



Application Number 5492 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: Tax credit certificate# 4081 certified a storage shed located at the 
(3)(e) same address as the claimed facility and issued to Edward Ferschweiler. The StaJT 

Report supporting the EQC's certification indicates that the previously certified 
building was capable of storing straw from 285 acres of the 350 acres owned by the 
applicant. This is eighty-one percent (81 %) of the total acreage owned by the 
applicant, based on the information in record, and is the basis for determining the 
percentage of the new building that is a replacement facility. 

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 12/18/98 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). The 

Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

4/30/99 
4/30/99 

11102/00 
Department requested additional 
information to determine if the 

Additional Information Requested 12/14/00 

claimed facility addressed the same 
acreage as the previously certified building. 
request for additional information. 

The applicant did not respond to the Department's 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 
Ineligible Cost: Replacement Facility at 81 % 
Eligible Facility Cost 

$56,549 
($45,805) 

$10,744 

David F. Buck, CPA, performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. Invoices 
substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
According to ORS 468.190 (I), the following factors were considered in dete1mining the 
percentage of the facility cost allocable to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable 
Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Retmn on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1 )( d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Approve_ 5492 _ 0 I 09 _Fcrschwcilcr.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
The baled straw is a salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the ROI 
consideration is 25 years. The average annual 
cash flow is negative. 
No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

Last printed 08/30/0 ! l :30 PM 



Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Number 5492 
Page 3 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
are no DEQ permits issued to the facility. Tax credits issued to Edward Ferschweiler at claimed 
facility location: 

App.# Description of Facility Facility Cost Cert.# Issue Date I 
4081 Storage building for straw 

Reviewers: Jim Cramer, ODA 
John Hamblin, ODA 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_ 5492 _ 0 I 09 _Fersclnvei[er.<loc 

$48,408 3143 7/23/1993 I 

Last printed 08/30/0 l 130 Prv1 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

a C Corporation 
a grass seed farm 
93-0639905 

The applicant's address is: 

30600 Diamond Hill Dr. 
Harrisburg, OR 97446 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Facility Identification 

APPROVE 

Langdon & Sons, Inc. 
5495 
$70,270 
100% 
10 years 

The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Case IH 9280 Tractor SIN JCB0027285 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

30600 Diamond Hill Dr. 
Harrisburg, OR 97446 

The applicant currently owns and leases 1854 acres of which 324 are under perennial grass seed 
production and 1530 are under annual grass seed production. The applicant uses alternative practices 
including flail chopping straw loads, baling, and plowing under straw residue to reduce the amount of 
acreage that is open field burned. 

The claimed 385 horsepower Case IH 9280 tractor used in combination with the previously cetiified 
tractor and equipment is capable of addressing field sanitation on all 1854 acres. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5495 
Page 2 

ORS The principal purpose of this new equipment is to reduce air pollution by reducing the 
468.155 maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in compliance with OAR 

(! )(a)(A) 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations). 

OAR 340- Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling, storing, transp01iing 
016-0060 and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will result in reduction of 
( 4)(b )(A) open field burning is eligible for certification. 

ORS Replacement: The applicant continues to use a tractor certified in 1991. The staff report 
468.155 supporting the EQC's certification represented that 630 of the applicant's acres were 

(3 )( e) addressed. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

12/30/98 
5/20/99 
6/15/99 

11/13/00 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 
Eligible Facility Cost 

$70,270 
$70,270 

The reviewers performed an analysis of the facility cost on behalf of the Department. Invoices supplied by 
the applicant substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
According to ORS 468.190 (1), the following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the 
facility cost allocable to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.l 90(l)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1 )(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1 )( d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1 )( e) Other Relevant Factors 

Approve _5495_O1 09 _I ,angdon.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
The baled straw is a salable commodity 

The useful life used for the return on investment 
is 10 years. The average annual cash flow for 
the tractor is negative. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs. 

No other relevant factors. 

Last printed 08/30/0 l 1 :29 PM 
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Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
fhe facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There are no DEQ 
permits issued to the facility. 

Other tax credits issued to Langdon & Sons, Inc. and George Langdon: 

App.# 
3542 

3809 

4877 

5118 

Reviewers: 

Description of Facility 
Allis-Chambers 8070 tractor (120 hp), MF 33 Wheel 
loader, Rugby bale mover, New Holland 855 baler, 
rototiller, and 5 wheel hay rake 
Recovery of Freon to Reuse 

A 75' x 100' x 18' steel straw storage building with 
concrete floor on Tax Lot 03400 
Alloway 30-ft flail shredder, serial# 23044. 

Jim Cramer, ODA 
John Hamblin, ODA 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_ 5495_O109 _Langdon.doc 

Certified Cost Cert.# Issue Date 
. 

$69,832 2663 9118/1991 

$2,306 2923 911Ill992 

$153,060 3867 12/30/1997 

$27,100 4086 12/11 /1998 

Last printed 08/30/0 I l :29 Pi\!! 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a Limited Liability Corp. 
Business: a wood products manufacturer 
TaxpayerID: 93-0398134 

The applicant's address is: 

PO Box20 
Springfield, OR 97477 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Rosboru Lumber Co., LLC 
5509 
$188,241 
I 00'1., 
10 years 

Facility Jdent~fication 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A Western Pneumatics remote filter, 
serial# FLT210-0016270 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

2509 Main St. 
Springfield, OR 97477 

The claimed facility is a planer cyclone baghouse with spark detection. The baghouse is a 
Western Pneumatics remote filter, model 630-NEG, SIN FLT210-0016270, 56,000 cfm, 7:1 air to 
cloth ratio, with %-hp sweep arm motor. 

The new baghouse captures fine particulate from two existing cyclones that convey shavings and 
sawdust from the sawmill planers and trim saws to a truck bin. The baghouse reduced particulate 
emissions from 13,800 pounds per year to about 0.007 pounds. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new installation is exclusively to provide a substantial 

(l)(a)(B) quantity of pollution control. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished by the reduction of air pollution through the use of 
(l)(b)(B) the baghouse which is an air cleaning device as defined in ORS 468A.005 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The Western Pneumatics baghouse does not replace a previously 
(3)(e) certified facility. 
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Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

03/1512000 
05/22/2000 
05/22/2000 
12/27/2000 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 

Ineligible Cost- calculation error 
Eligible Facility Cost 

$188,743 
($502) 

--~~ 

$188,241 

Moss-Adams, LLP performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. Invoices substantiated 
the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(l)(a) Salable or Usable 
Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in 
Costs 
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the ROI 
consideration is 10 years. There is no revenue 
associated with this facility. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

The applicant claims the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC 
orders. DEQ permits issued to facility: 

NPDES #101467, issued 03/24/1999 
LRAPA authority to construct: #NC-207050-AOO 

Other tax credits issued to Rosboro Lumber Co.: 

··------
App.# Description of Facility Certified Cost Cert. # EQC Dall' 

-
13 A HAMMER HOG TO CONVERT BARK AND $36,877 Denied J/29/68 

SLABS. 

l 167 CONVERSION OF STEAM VENEER BLOCK $95, 156 2/31 /80 
HEATING TO HOT WATER RECYCLE. 

Approve _5509_0109 _ Rosboro.doc Lasl printed 08/JO/OJ 1.21.J l'i'vl 



1490 VENEER DRYER EXHAUST DUCT TO 
INCINERATE AIR EMISSIONS IN HOGGED 
FUEL BOILERS. 

1743 CARTER DAY BAGHOUSE FOR AN 
EXISTING WOOD DUST COLLECTION 
SYSTEM 

4017 REGENERATIVE FLY ASH COLLECTORS 

4093 UPGRADE EQUIPMENT TO MEET EPA 
REQUIREMENTS 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_ 5509_O109 _ Rosboro.doc 

$278,851 

$84,920 

$400,611 3232 

$92,290 3184 

Application Number 5509 
Page 3 

4116/82 

1/31/86 

12/10/9.1 

9110/93 

Last printed 08/30/0 I I :29 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

a C corporation 
liquid polishes for use in 
maufacture of wafers and 
disk products 

TaxpayerID: 93-0982049 

The applicant's address is: 

11200 SW Leveton Drive 
Tualatin, OR 97062 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant: 
Application No.: 
Facility Cost: 
Percent Allocable: 
Useful Life: 

APPROVE 

Fujimi America Inc. 
5522 
$330,268 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A batch thermal hydrolysis cyanide destruct 
system (CDS) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

11200 SW Leveton Drive 
Tualatin, OR 97062 

The claimed facility is a new batch thermal hydrolysis cyanide destruct system (CDS) used to 1-cmnve 
cyanide from process wastewater. Components of the CDS system include two 125-gallon cyanide 
destruct reactors, one 500-gallon pH Adjust tank, one 3000-gallon concentrate tank, one 3 ,000-gallon 
dilute tank, a closed collection pit, a caustic tank, an acid tank, seven pumps, piping, mixers, and the 
containment curb surrounding the system. 

The installation of the CDS was part of a larger production improvement project. Cyanide levels are 
below 0.5 ppm as a result of the claimed facility. Approximately 1,000 gallons of process wastewater 
containing about 250 pounds of cyanide would have been discharged on a daily basis without the 
claimed facility. 

The system pumps process waste to the pH adjust tank and then to the two reactors for treatment. The 
CDS reactors raise the temperature and pressure of the waste stream, converting the cyanide 



compounds in the process wastewater into ammonia (NH3) and formate (HCOO). 

A.pplication No. 55:::!:2 
Page 2 

The CDS reactors discharge to the collection pit for sampling. If sampling indicates additional 
treatment is needed then the wastewater is routed to the concentrate tank or dilute tank for additional 
treatment; otherwise, it is discharged to the applicant's wastewater treatment plant and then to the 
sanitary sewer. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of the new CDS equipment is to comply with the 

(l)(a)(A) applicant's Indnstrial Wastewater discharge permit 111-191-2 issued by Unified 
Sewerage Agency. The equipment prevents water pollution by complying with 
the maximnm allowable concentration for total cyanide of 1.5 ppm. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished with the use of treatment works for industrial 
(l)(b)(A) waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 The primary and most important purpose of the piping is to convey wastewater 
(l)(a) between the process and the pollution control facility. 

Building materials, and other miscellaneous items claimed on the application 
are not part of the pollution control facility. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Opera/ion 

Application Received 

Application Substantially Complete 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost $547,106 
Ineligible Costs: 

Piping -$31,749 
Building -96,352 

. Electrical -58,576 
Labor -19,449 
Repair work -1,498 
Tools -6,128 
Safety Equipment -1,415 
Misc. -1,671 

$ (216,838) 

Eligible Cost $330,268 

1/28/1998 
7/15/1999 

11/20/1999 

12/29/2000 

6/29/2001 

Merina, McCoy & Co., PC performed an independent accounting review on behalf of the applicant. A 
copy of the Cost Report Detail and copies of invoices substantiated the claimed facility cost. 
Approve_5522_0 I 09 _Fujimi.doc Last printed UO/JO/O I I ~!J I'.\ l 
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The CDS system was part of a larger project. The building cost claimed for the CDS syslern \\as nol i 11 

proportion to the area shown on the drawings in the application as 21 'x31'or650 square leet. The 
application record also shows the cost of the project was $70 per square foot and this amount included 
gravel, concrete, lumber, electrical work, tools, and miscellaneous building materials and supplies. The 
building cost allocated to the CDS system is $45,500 based on multiplying the area by the square 
footage cost. The remaining building costs were subtracted from the claimed facility cost. Costs 
included in the square footage cost and included as a separate line item were duplicate claims and 
subtracted from the eligible facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
According to ORS.190 (I), the following factors were used to determi nc the percenlagc o 1· the lc1c i 1 i I\ 
cost allocable to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468. l 90(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
The facility is not used to recover and 
convert waste products into a salable or 
usable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 10 
years. No gross annual revenues were 
associated with this facility. 

The CDS was found to be the most cost
effective means of removing cyanide 
compounds from the wastewater. 

There is an operating cost associated with 
the facility; no savings were associated with 
installing this facility. 

No other relevant factors. 

The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC 
orders. The following permits have been issued to facility: 

DEQ Stormwater permit 1200-Z, and 
Unified Sewerage Agency Industrial Wastewater discharge permit 111-191-2. 

Other tax credits issued to Fujimi America, Inc.: 

App.# 
431 

Reviewers: 

Description of Facility 
Hydrokinetic HCN Scrubber 

Lois L. Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

/\pprove _5522 _ 0 I 09 _Fuji1ni.doc 

Certified Cost Cert.# Issue 
$61,356 4411 12/01 

Last printed 08/30/01 1:29 PM 



Claimed Cost Evaluation 
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The items claimed in the application were put together by the accounting firm (Merina, McCoy & Co.) 
based on the information provided to them. Copies of invoices were provided with the application but 
upon review they did not total to the costs listed in Appendix D. The reason was not apparent and 
there wasn't a clear corrolation between the numbers listed in Appendix D and the invoices. The 
reviewers met with John Merina and a representative from Creekside Environmental to discuss the 
costs, what was claimed and how the numbers were derived. 

Merina, McCoy & Co. provided the attached "HCC MCCR Monthly Combined Cost Report" for the 
period ending July 31, 2000, and copies of their paperwork: "Invoice_Recap" and "Cost Report 
Detail" (CRD). 

Lois Payne of SJO performed a site visit. In the visit, she found that when Fujimi first started to add 
the CDS line to their business, they needed a place to put it and decided to remodel what used to be the 
warehouse. (Hoffman was the contractor.) They poured a new concrete floor and added walls, among 
other things. 

The Excel document titled "Fujimi_ Cost" contains the following tabs (info was scanned from 
applicant supplied hardcopies): 
Summary The summary of all costs - it matches the costs listed in the Table in the report. 
Worksheet Worksheet totaling the claimed costs, costs included in the CRD, invoice 

amounts, eligible costs, & ineligible costs. The c01runent column contains notes 
explaining eligibility or ineligibility. 

Worksheet(2) Totals the claimed costs, costs included in the CRD, invoice amounts, eligible 
costs, & ineligible costs for the following cost categories: Building, Equipment, 
Ineligible, Piping Components & Supports, and Scrubber Blowdown System. 

CRD-Matl&Eqpt Worksheet of all material costs claimed in alphabetical order by Supplier name. 
The costs are totaled for each supplier. 

CRD-Matl&Eqpt (not sorted) Worksheet of all material costs claimed in the same order as the 
CRD. The costs are totaled. 

Invoices 

CRD Labor 
Hoffman 

Exhibit D 

Itemized list of the Supplier and cost amow1t from the copies of all invoices 
received. The costs are totaled for each supplier. 
A list of the labor costs included in the labor CDR, totaled. 
A breakdown of the Hoffman Invoices, Billing Summaries and Pay Requests, 
copies were provided. 
According to John Merina, the costs listed in each category on Exhibit D are 
prorated to the pollntion control project. For example, the claimed cost for the 
Dilute Tank with Piping In was: 

$19,482 for Labor 
$23, 151 for Materials 
$5,546 for Subcontractors 

Total: $48,179 

Exhibit D was scam1ed into a spreadsheet to determine the percentages were for 
each of the categories and cost types. The percentages are not clear because 

Approve_ 5522 _ 0 I 09 _Fujimi.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I I :29 PM 



Application No. 5522 
Page 5 

they are different for each element of the application as can be seen in the 
spreadsheet. 

Building Costs The basis for the claimed cost of the building (Warehouse) is described in an email 
from Darin MacKenzie (a Hoffman employee) to Rob Beal (a Fujimi employee) and states that the 
CDS room is 1,400 square feet and the cost of the warehouse was $70 per square foot. The drawing 
shows the CDS system area to be 2 l 'x3 l ', or 650 square feet (not 1,400). The CRD costs identify 
gravel, concrete, lumber, electrical work, tools, and miscellaneous building materials and supplies for 
a grand total of$103,512. For example, the CRD showed Tigard Sand & Gravel provided a total of 
$6,915.51for664.3 Tons of rock, sand and gravel and copies of invoices were provided to substantiate 
that cost. Subcontractor costs included excavation and concrete. The $98,000 is added in on top of all 
fhe other costs for the cost of the building. These costs are redundant because it is impossible to use 
that much gravel and concrete in the CDS area. The items identified in the CRD material list and the 
subcontractor costs are listed as ineligible because they are redundant. The actual square footage 
under the CDS system multiplied by $70/square foot was used to determine the eligible building cost 
($45,500) but this still seems high! 

Piping Costs The CRD for materials includes piping and piping materials from numerous suppliers 
and in numerous sizes. Piping that conveys fhe wastewater from different processes to the CDS 
system is ineligible. That piping is all PVC. The piping used at the CDS system is SS Schedule 40, I 
\/,,'' m1d smaller. Schedule 80 is for plant air. Anything larger thm1 1 Yz" is used somewhere other than 
the CDS system. All drain piping is ineligible. 

Scrubber Costs The blowdown off the scrubber was routed to the CDS for treatment. This is an 
ineligible cost because it is material handling only and there is no pollution control benefit. 

Labor an estimate of eligible labor costs is proportional to the eligible material costs (approximately 
75% eligible). 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 --468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a Sole Proprietor 
Business: a grass seed farm 
Taxpayer ID: 542-56-8787 

The applicant's address is: 

36130 NW Wren Rd. 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Approve 

David A. Vanasche 
5551 
$28,134 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A drainage tile installation on 90 acres 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

36130 NW Wren Rd. 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

The applicant has 2350 acres; 2000 of which is under perennial grass seed cultivation. David 
V anasche has progressively reduced grass seed acres open field burned over the last several years. 
He continues to increase his efforts to remove grass seed straw by baling and flail chopping. 

Tiling was installed as an alternative to field burning. Providing adequate drainage will allow the 
applicant to select crops that do not require flame sanitation as rotation crops with grass seed 
production. This crop rotation provides for non-thermal sanitation following a grass seed stand. 

The applicant received two tax credits in 1991, claiming to remove 730 acres for open field burning. 
The applicant claims, according to their calculations including application 5552 considered 
separately, as a result of continued alternative practices they have removed 2000 acres from being 
open field burned. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5551 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new facility is to reduce air pollution by 
(l)(a)(A) reducing the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in 

compliance with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations). 

OAR 340-016- The facility is an alternative to open field burning by reducing or eliminating 
0060 (4)(b)(C)(iii) grass seed acreage that requires open field burning through the use or a drainage 

tile system. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 
Ineligible costs 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$28,134 
$0 

$28,134 

09/0111999 
09/25/1999 
09/25/1999 
03/2312001 

Bernards & O'Rourke, P.C., CPA performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. 
Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
According to ORS 468.190 (3), the only factor used in determining the percentage allocable to 
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. Therefore. the 
percentage of the facility cost allocable to pollution control is lOO'Yo. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
are no DEQ permits issued to the facility. 

Other tax credits issued to Vanasche Farms: 
App.# Description of Facility Certified Cert.# Issue Date 

Cost 
3424 Rears propane mobile field burner; $24,680 2541 6/14/1991 

International 22" - 8" tandem disk 
3425 John Deere tractor and loader $41,550 2542 6114/1991 

Reviewers: John Hamblin, ODA 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a Sole Proprietor 
Business: a grass seed farm 
Taxpayer ID: 542-56-8787 

The applicant's address is: 

36130 NW Wren Rd. 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Eligible Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Usefol Life 

Approve 

David A. Vanaschc 
5552 
$51,544 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A John Deere 8400 MFWD Tractor, 225 
HP (SIN 20073); and an Alloway 30' 
Flail Shredder (SIN 25936) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located 
at: 

36130 NW Wren Rd. 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

The applicant has 2000 acres under perennial grass seed cultivation. David V anasche has 
progressively reduced grass seed acres open field burned over the last several years. He continues 
to increase his efforts to remove grass seed straw by baling and flail chopping. 

The applicant received two tax credits in 1991, claiming to remove approximately 730 acres. The 
claimed tractor and flail shredder enables the applicant to remove approximately 1270 additional 
acres from open field burning. 

The applicant claims that as a result of continued alternative practices he has removed 2000 acres 
from being open field burned. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5552 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new facility is to reduce air pollution by reducing 
(l)(a)(A) the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in co1nplia11cc 

with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations). 

OAR 340-016- Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling. storin[!. 
0060 (4)(b)(A) transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will 

result in reduction of open field burning. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The applicant traded in a tractor and shredder on the claimed 
(3)(e) equipment. The tractor certified in 1991 is still in use. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 

Trade-in on tractor 
Trade-in on flail shredder 
25% of cost of tractor 

Ineligible costs 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$62,000 
$6,000 
$10,313 
($78,313) 

1/1999 
12/1999 

7/2000 
3/23/200 l 

$129,857 

$51,544 

Bernards & O'Rourke, P.C., CPA, performed an accounting review according to Department 
guidelines on behalf of the applicant. Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility 
cost. The reviewers performed a facility cost analysis on behalf of the Department. 

The applicant stated that the tractor is only used for pollution control purposes 75% of the time, 
making 25% ineligible. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
According to ORS 468.190 (1 ), the following factors were considered in determining the percentage of 
the facility cost allocable to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190 (I )(a) Salable or Usable 
Commodity 
ORS 468.190(\)(b) Return on Investment 
(ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

Approve _5552 _ 0 I 09 _ Vanasche.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
The baled straw is a salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the ROI 
consideration is 10 years. The average annual cash 
flow is negative. Calculated according to rule, the 
percentage of the facility cost properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100%. 
No alternatives investigated. 

Last printed 08/30/0 l l :3 l PM 



ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase 
m Costs 
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Nun1ber 5552 
Page 3 

No savings or increase in costs were identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
are no DEQ permits issued to the facility. 

Other tax credits issued to Vanasche Farms: 
App.# Description of Facility 

3424 Rears propane mobile field burner; 
International 22" - 8" tandem disk 

3425 Jolm Deere tractor and loader 

Reviewers: Jolm Hamblin, ODA 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5552 _0l 09 _ Vanaschc.doc 

Certified Cert.# Issue Date 
Cost 
$24,680 2541 6/14/1991 

$41,550 2542 6/1411991 
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Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: manufacturer of plywood 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0357299 

The applicant's address is: 

Plant #2 
14114th St. 
Lyons, OR 97358 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Freres Lumber Co., Inc. 
5553 
$154,020 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The ce1iificate will identify the facility as: 

Truck Wash Facility 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

14114th St. 
Lyons, OR 

The applicant claimed an enclosed two-stage truck washing facility with two concrete wash lanes. a 
self-contained concrete recycling sump station, a reverse trench drain, and a cleaning ramp. The 
facility removes oils and solids from trucks, trailers, and heavy equipment. It recycles approximately 
7,200 gallons per week through the continuous loop of filtered water. 

Wash water flows to an open containment trench in the center of the facility where dili and other solids 
settle. Three containment basins below the wash areas collect oils and floatil1g debris from the wash 
water prior to filtration. The cycle allows for a continuous loop of filtered water with very little 
supplementation with fresh water. Fresh water is introduced to the filter system on a monthly basis to 
flush out large contaminants. The added water remains in the system and the discharged water is 
collected in a storage tank for later use in production processes. No water from the truck washing 
facility is discharged to any drainage system. Solids are disposed of in a landfill. 

An independent steam cleaning and degreasing contractor washed the trucks and discharged the wash 
water into a drainage ditch prior to the installation of the new facility. 



Eligibility 

Application Nun1ber 5553 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new installation of equipment is to prevent a substantial 
(l)(a)(B) quantity of water pollution. 

ORS 468.155 The prevention is accomplished by the elimination of' industrial waste and the use· 
(l)(b) of treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 4688.005. 

OAR-016-0025 The installation of this facility will prevent spills or unauthorized releases on land 
(2)(g) or waters of the state. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

11/0111999 
02/29/2000 
03/01/2000 
03/26/2001 

Application Substantially Complete 
Facility Cost 

6/26/200 I 

Claimed Cost 
Eligible Costs 

$ 154,020 
$ 154,020 

Invoices substantiated the claimed facility cost The applicant did not include truck-washing 
equipment such as pressure washers and spray nozzles in the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(l)(a) Salable or Usable 
Commodity 
ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment 
(ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in 
Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the ROI 
consideration is 10 years. The wash facility 
does not produce income for the applicant. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were identified. 
The cost for independent contractor cleaning has 
been eliminated. The applicant states there has 
been no noticeable effect on the company water 
bill. 
No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: Other tax credits issued to Freres Lumber Co., Inc.: 

I App. # I Description of Facility I Certified Cost I Cert.# I EQC Date --] 
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1704 Log scaling and log deck paving $270,989 
1792 Hot water recycling system for peeler $74,230 

block conditioning 
2669 Anti-stain lumber dip tank spill 

containment and drip collection equipment 
5119 A negative air system to evacuate plytrim $27,962 

from the trimmsaw and saw dust from a 
flying cut off saw and discharge into an 
existing drag chain conveyor 

5222 The applicant installed a different system $120,000 
than the preliminarily approved closed loop 
wash water recycling system. 

Reviewers: Lois Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, Associate, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 
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Application Number 5553 
Page 3 

11/02/1984 
4/25/1986 

Withdrawn 

Denied 
3/19/1999 

Preliminary 
Approved 
10/01/1999 

Last printed U8/J()!U 1 I _JI l'tv! 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 
----- . -- EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

Taxpayer ID: 

a C corporation 
Assembly, sales, service and 
rental of submersible pumps 
22-2334939 

The applicant's address is: 

PO Box 1004 
35 Nutmeg Drive 
Trumbull, CT 06611-9043 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

ITT Flygt Corporation 
5555 
$15,301 
100% 
5 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A Landa Water Evaporator 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

2630 N. Marine Drive 
Portland, OR 97217-7710 

The applicant claimed a submersible pump washing facility. It consists ofa concrete block 
building with a water collection sump, a Landa hot water pressure washer (model ENG4-20021 C). 
a hand wash station, and a Landa natural gas fired evaporator (model HBG-l 5D.) The system is 
used to clean and sanitize submersible pumps prior to repair. 

The entire facility is inside a concrete building to prevent rainwater from being introduced to the 
system. The sump collects wastewater containing glycol, oils, and degreasing agents during the 
cleaning process and discharges it to an evaporator. The hand wash station from the shop also 
discharges into the evaporator. The residual waste is stored in a 55-gallon drum and later disposed 
of with other waste oils throngh an industrial waste contractor. 

A maximum of 250-gallons of water is used weekly in the washing process. All wastewater from 
the pump washing process is evaporated. 



Eligibility 

Application Nu111ber ))."' . .;;; 
Pagel 

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the new evaporator and building installation is to prevent a 
(1 )( a)(B) substantial quantity of water pollution. 

The sole purpose of the new Landa pressure washer installation is not lo 
prevent a substantial quantity of water pollution. !l's primary purpose is lo clean 
pumps; it does not contribute to pollution control, prevention, or reduction. 

The sole purpose of the new plumbing installation is not to prevent a substantial 
quantity of water pollution. It's primary purpose is to convey the water to the 
evaporator; the plumbing system would be required with or without the evaporator 
and does not contribute to pollution control, prevention, or reduction. 

The sole purpose of the new lighting installation is not to prevent a substantial 
quantity of water pollution. It's primary purpose is to provide light and is an 
ineligible cost because it does not contribute to pollution controL prevention. or 
reduction. 

The sole purpose of the new hand wash installation is not to prevent a 
substantial quantity of water pollution. It's primary purpose is for hand washing; it 
does not contribute to pollution control, prevention, or reduction. 

ORS 468.155 The water pollution prevention is accomplished by the disposal of industrial waste 
(l)(b)(B) and the use of treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: This is a new facility and is not replacing any existing equipment. 
(3)( e) 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Ineligible Costs: 

Landa Pressure Washer 
Plumbing 
Lighting 
Hand Wash Station 

Eligible Costs 

Application Received 
Additional Information Requested 
Additional Information Received 
Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 

$ 36,070 

- $5,262 
- $13,677 

- 180 
- 1,650 

- $7,092 
$15,301 

03/29/2001 
5/1/2001 

5/29/2001 
10/2000 
12/2000 
12/2000 

The applicant provided copies of invoices that substantiated 100% of the claimed facility cost. 
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Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

Application Nu1nber 5555 
Page 3 

The only factor used to consider the percentage allocable to pollution control is the I 00% percentage 
of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The applicant claims the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC 
orders. No DEQ permits or other tax credits have been issued to the site. 

Reviewers: Lois Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 
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Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468. I 50 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: manufacturer of 

engineered wood products 
Taxpayer ID: 91-0470860 

The applicant's address is: 

93747 Highway 99 S 
Junction City, OR 97448-9701 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
5556 
$828,717 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Geoenergy GeoTherm Regenerative 
Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

93747 Highway 99 S 
Junction City, OR 97448-9701 

The applicant receives both green and dry veneer from outside suppliers. The green veneer is dried in 
one of two gas-fired dryers. Emissions from the dryers include volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 

The claimed facility is a Geoenergy, model GeoThenn, regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) that 
destroys 90% of the voe emissions from the dryers. It is designed to handle 44,750 cfm exhaust and 
the gas burner has a maximum output of 4,000 million BTUs per hour. VOCs are converted to carbon 
dioxide and water at 1500°F in the heat recovery section of the RTO. Also included is a 150 HP system 
fan, controls, and 100 feet of exterior exhaust duct. 

Prior to installing the RTO, the plant was failing to conform to the DEQ average operating opacity limit 
of 10%. Although the plant was operating at reduced temperatures to minimize emissions, the opacity 
was still excessive. The plant is able to conform to both the 10% average opacity limit and the 20% 
maximum opacity limit with the installation of the RTO. 



Eligibility 

Application Nu111ber 555(1 
Pc1gc ~ 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new RTO installation is to comply with a 
(l)(a)(A) requirement imposed by LRAPA and the applicants Title V permit to control air 

pollution. The applicants Title V Operating Permit conditions 14 and 31 and the 
Stipulations and Final Order Agreement no. 97-1427 requires the veneer dryers will 
not exceed an average opacity of 10% or a maximum opacity of20%. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use of an 
(l)(b) RTO that meets the definition in ORS 468A.005 of an air-cleaning device. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The claimed facility does not replace any previously cerli lied 

(3 )(3) equipment. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements of 
ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 
Ineligible Costs: 

Excavation for lunchroom 
Press foundation drawings 
Fan bearing maintenance 
Emissions testing 
Lighting fixtures 
Title V permit fees 
Asbestos sampling 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

- $ 2,400 
- 6,200 

- 150 
- 7 ,515 

- 570 
- 23,134 

- 148 
Stoel Rives, LLP (attorney fees related to SFO action) 
Ducting-scoop fitting for dryer #2 

- 2, 158 
- 459 

Modem - 100 
Subtotal - $ 42,834 

Eligible Facility Cost 

3/1/1999 
5/10/1999 
6/14/1999 

4/2/2001 

$ 871,551 

-~~~= 

$ 828,717 

The applicant provided an accountants statement in accordance with Department guidelines. 
A copy of an internal accounting budget form was provided that identified all of the internal 
labor charges and invoices paid to substantiate 100% of the claimed facility cost. Copies of 
all invoices were provided. The ineligibile costs listed above are ineligible in accordance with 
ORS 468.155 and OAR 340-016-0070 because they do not make a significant contribution to 
pollution control and do not directly relate to the acquisition and installation of the claimed 
facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered in determining the 100% percentage of the facility cost 
allocable to pollution control. 
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Factor 
ORS 468.190(l)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1 )( d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Number 5556 
Page 3 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable or useable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 12 
years. No gross ammal revenues were 
associated with this facility. 

Three other types of devices were evaluated 
for use to control opacity: scrubbers, wet 
electrostatic precipitators. and regenerative 
catalytic oxidizers. The RTO was 
considered the most dependable and cost 
effective for this application. 

No additional costs were identified in the 
application, however, there would be an 
operating cost. 

No other relevant factors. 

The applicant states the facility is in compliance with all DEQ, Regional Air Authority, and 
EPA regulations. DEQ permits issued to facility include: 

Title V Permit Number 208263 

The EQC has not issued any tax credit certificates to this facility location. 

Reviewers: Lois L. Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers 
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Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

Taxpayer ID: 

a C corporation 
manufacturer of engineered 
wood products 
91-0470860 

The applicant's address is: 

195 N Bertelson Rd 
Eugene, OR 97402-5311 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Weyerhaeuser Company 
5557 
$724,298 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Geoenergy GeoTherm Regenerative 
Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

195 N Bertelson Rd 
Eugene, OR 97402-5311 

The applicant receives both green and dry veneer from outside suppliers. The green veneer is dried in one 
of two gas-fired dryers. Emissions from the dryers include volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 

The claimed facility is a Geoenergy, model GeoTherm, regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) that destroys 
90% of the voe emissions from the dryers. It is designed to handle 44,750 cfm exhaust and the gas burner 
has a maximum output of 4,000 million BTUs per hom. VOCs are converted to carbon dioxide and \Valer 

at 1500°F in the heat recovery section of the RTO. Also included is a 150 HP system fan. controls. and 100 
feet of exterior exhaust duct. 

Prior to installing the RTO, the plant was failing to conform to the DEQ average operating opacity limit of 
10%. Although the plant was operating at reduced temperatmes to minimize emissions, the opacity was 
still excessive. The plant is able to conform to both the 10% average opacity limit and the 20% maximum 
opacity limit with the installation of the RTO. 



Eligibility 

Application Nun1ber 5557 
P<ig:c 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new RTO installation is to comply with a requiremenl 
(l)(a)(A) imposed by LRAPA and the applicants Title V permit to control air pollution. The 

applicants Title V Operating Permit conditions 14and31 and the Stipulations and 
Final Order Agreement no. 97-1427 requires the veneer dryers will not exceed an 
average opacity of 10% or a maximum opacity of 20%. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use of an 
(l)(b) RTO that meets the definition in ORS 468A.005 of an air-cleaning device. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The claimed facility does not replace any prcviuusly ccnilicd 
(3 )( e) equipment. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements of 
ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 
Ineligible Costs: 

Air Conditioner 
Emissions readings 
Title V permit Fees 
Stoel Rives, LLP 

Subtotal 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$ 755,682 

- $ 5,840 
- 7,300 

- 16,660 
- 1,584 

- $ 31,384 
-~~~~-

$ 724,298 

3/1/1999 
5/10/1999 
6/14/1999 

412/2001 

The applicant provided an accountants statement in accordance with Department guidelines. 
A copy of an internal accounting budget form was provided that identified all of the invoices 
paid on this project project and copies of invoices were provided that substantiated the cost of 
the facility. The ineligibile costs listed above are ineligible in accordance with ORS 468.155 
and OAR 340-016-0070 because they do not make a significant contribution to pollution 
control and do not directly relate to the acquisition and installation of the claimed facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered in determining the 100% percentage of the facility cost 
allocable to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468. l 90(1)(b) Return on Investment 

Approve_5557 _ 0109 _Weyerhaeuser.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable or useable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 12 
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ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468. l 90(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Nuinber 5557 
Page 3 

years. No gross annual revenues were 
associated with this facility. 

Three other types of devices were evaluated 
for use to control opacity: scrubbers, wet 
electrostatic precipitators, and regenerative 
catalytic oxidizers. The RTO was 
considered the most dependable and cost 
effective for this application. 

No additional costs were identified in the 
application, however, there would be an 
operating cost. 

No other relevant factors. 

The applicant states the facility is in compliance with all DEQ, Regional Air Authority, and 
EPA regulations. DEQ permits issued to facility include: 

Title V Permit Number 208256 
Stormwater Permit 1200-Z, issued 7122197 

The EQC has issued Trus Joist Corporation 3 tax credit certificates to this facility location. 
Weyerhaeuser Company bought this Eugene division from Trus Joist Corporation. 

Reviewers: Lois L. Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers 

Approve_ 5557_O1 09 _Weyerhaeuser.doc La~t printed 08/30/0 I I :31 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 
-------··-· -·---~~- EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 --468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 --340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized As: an S corporation 
Business: Solid waste collection 

and recycling facility 
Taxpayer ID: 96-06698452 

The applicant's address is: 

12202 Willow Street 
La Grande, OR 97850 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant: City Garbage Service 
Application No.: 5559 
Facility Cost: $1,203,421 
Percentage Allocable: 100% 
Useful Life: 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A material recovery facility 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

Waste Pro 
3412 Highway 30 
La Grande, OR 97850 

The applicant claimed a material recovery facility (MRF) used to sort and process recyclable 
materials collected for customers in La Grande and Union County. Cardboard, scrap paper, metal, 
glass, and aluminum are processed at the MRF prior to shipment to other recycling companies where 
they are manufactured into new products. This material recovery facility also includes equipment to 
process yard debris and wood waste for composting. 

The specific elements of this material recovery facility include: 
• fifteen acres, 
• one 22,400 square foot steel and metal building, 
• one Powell 40Xl 0 pit scale serial number 908-97, 
• two JCB 505-19 reach forklifts serial numbers 550519561199 and 505195561456, 
• one North Country steel belt conveyor model ST-6-20-4, 
• one Rexnord 15D-48600F shaker serial number 15896, 
• one Barco 80 loader serial number 10607, 



• one Balo 40-80 wood hog serial number A4-105 and related machinery, 
• one Marathon M 1000 compactor serial number 14079, 
• one 1992 Kenworth tractor VIN IXKDDR9XXNJ569163, 
• one 1991 Volvo tractor VIN 4V2JCBMD6MN810128, and 
• one Alloy trailer VIN ALSL0389N5920687. 

All the equipment was used except for the building, which was new. 

Eligibility 

Application Nun1bcr 5559 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this land, new building and used equipment is to 
(!)(a) reduce a substantial quantity of solid waste. The material recovery facility is the 

only recycling center serving Union County. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The material recovery facility does not replace a previously certified 
(3)(e) facility. 

ORS 468.155 This MRF is used to collect recyclable material and is part of a material recovery 
(l)(b)(D) process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid 

waste as defined in ORS 459.005. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). The MRF was 
constructed with used components 
that were rebuilt as time and 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

economics would allow; thereby, accounting for the long construction period. 

Facility Cost 
Claimed 
Increases found in accounting review 

Freight on Metal Building 
Conveyor System 

Ineligible Costs 
Bale ties for different location 
Vise 
Restrooms, Office, Shop Area 
9.5 acres not used for MRF 

Eligible Cost 

$ 

$ 

1,259,813 

+ 6,478 
+ 44,682 

- 50 
- 392 

- 11,311 
- 95,799 

1,203,421 

01/01/95 
12/31/99 
07/01/00 
04/19/01 

Invoices and payment vouchers substantiated 97% of the claimed cost. Employee labor was charged at 
the actual pay rate plus 33% for cost of employment. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% percentage of the facility cost is 
allocable to pollution control. 

Approve_5559 _0109 _City Garbage.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I 4 :07 PM 



Factor 
ORS 468.190(l)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Nutnbcr 5559 
Page 3 

Applied to This Facility 
This MRF is used to collect recyclable 
material that is subsequently processed into a 
salable and useable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 15 
years. The calculated average annual cash 
flow is negative therefore the percentage 
return on investment is 0%. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs. 

No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. DEQ 
permits issued to this facility: 

Reviewer: 

Solid Waste number 442 issued 11/24/95 
Compost number Cl-008 issued 4/30/99 

Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve _5559 _ 0109 _City Garbage.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I 4:07 PM 



State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

an S Corporation 
a Retail Gas Station 
93-0673691 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0 Box 3002 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Truax Corporation 
Application No. 5565 
Eligible Facility Cost $48,458 
Percentage Allocable 100°/,, 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Singlewall fiberglass piping, sumps, 
automatic shutoff valves and Stage 11 vapor 
recovery piping. 

The applicant is the owner ofDEQ Facility ID 6979 
located at: 

Texaco Gas Station 
1115 Pacific Highway 
Cottage Grove, OR 97424 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 

(l)(a) substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 
EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used Lo delecL deLer. or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 



Application Nu111ber 5565 
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ORS 468.155 Replacement: The tank upgrade is not a replacement for previously certified 
(3 )( e) equipment. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Opera/ion 

Application Received 

05/01/99 
07/01/99 
07/01/99 

05/04/01 
-----··--

Facility Cost 
Claimed 

Less Ineligible Costs 
Eligible 

Invoices or canceled checks substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$48,458 
($0) 

$48,458 

The only factor used to determining that 100% percent of the facility cost is allocable to 
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for poll ulion control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 

The EQC issued 46 certificates to Truax Corporation with the following certificates 
issued to upgrade tank systems at 1115 Pacific Hwy in Cottage Grove. 

App. Description of Facility Certified % Cert. Issue 
# 

3339 UPGRADE UST FACILITY 

3661 UPGRADE FACILITY TO MEET EPA 
REQUIREMENTS 

Reviewer: Barbara .J. Anderson, DEQ 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Cost 
$9,409.00 

$42,360.00 

Allocable # Date 
100 2516 14-.lun-91 

100 2785 13-Dcc-91 

1\pprovc_5565_0109_Truax.doc Last printed 08/JO/OI l .J l Pr'vl 
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Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

Taxpayer ID: 

a C corporation 
manufacturer of bleach kraft 
pulp 
91-0470860 

The applicant's address is: 

1500 SW First Avenue, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97201 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Pope & Talbot, Inc. 
5566 
$1,235,100 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Turbosonic Wet Scrubber 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

30480 American Drive 
Halsey, OR 97348 

The claimed facility is a Turbotak cross-flow wet scrubber manufactured by Turbosonic Canada and associaLcd 
structural steel and concrete, scrubber fan, FRP exterior ductwork, pumps, piping, motors, and instrumentation. 
The scrubber is sized to treat 27,000 acfm chlorine dioxide process exhaust from the five-stage bleaching 
process and a small amount from the chlorine storage tanks and chlorine building. The scrubber uses a fine 
atomized solution of7-1/2% caustic soda and 2-1/2% sodium sulfide to remove sub-micron and larger 
particulate, acid gases, odors, fumes and vapors. 

Chlorine dioxide emissions were not produced at the plant prior to 2000 when the mill upgraded from a Cour
stage to a five stage bleaching process and began using chlorine dioxide and hydrogen peroxide as the main 
bleaching agents. 

The new scrubber removal efiiciency rating is 94% and reduces chlorinated organics from 5.-l Lu lJ ppm and 
reduces chlorine dioxide from 41.4 to 0.4 ppm. The applicants permit requires total chlorinated organics to he 
below 10 ppm. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5566 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new wet scrubber installation is to comply with a 
(l)(a)(A) requirement imposed by DEQ to control air pollution. 

The Pulp & Paper and Paperboard Point Source Category Rules, commonly kno11 n '" lhc 
Pulp & Paper Cluster Rules, were adopted by the DEQ in September 1998, and arc imposed 
by the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR), Title 40, Pati 430, part 63. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use ofa wet 
(I )(b) scrubber that meets the definition in ORS 468A.005 of an air-cleaning device. 

ORS Replacement: No pollution control tax credits were issued for the previously existing 
468.155(3)(e) scrubbers or for the temporary bleaching sequence. A hypochlorous acid bleaching sequence 

was temporarily used to control the formation of AOX and dioxin while the Cluster Rules 
were being finalized. The hypochlorous acid bleaching sequence emissions were vented 
through three existing caustic packed-bed scrubbers. They did not have adequate capacity lo 

scrub the emissions from the new process. CL02 requires a solution of caustic and sodium 
sulfide while chlorine and hypochlorous acid can be scrubbed with caustic. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements of 
ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 

Ineligible Costs: 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 
Application Substantially Complete 

$ 1,235,100 
$0 

$ 1,235,100 

11112000 
3/17/2000 
3/17/2000 

5/4/2001 
7/25/2001 

Copies of purchase orders, invoices and carbon copies of checks substantiated 100% of the 
claimed facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were used to determine the 100% percentage of facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(l)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment 

Approvc_5566_0109 _Pope Talbot.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable or useable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 20 
years. No gross annual revennes were 
associated with this facility. 
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ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Nu111ber 5566 
Page 3 

No alternative methods were considered. 
Two scrubber manufacturers were 
considered. The Turbotak scrubber was 
considered the most reliable for this 
application. 

The annual operating costs would be 
approximately the same as before the 
installation of the claimed facility. 

No other relevant factors. 

The applicant states the facility is in compliance with all DEQ, Regional Air Authority, and 
EPA regulations. DEQ permits issued to facility include: 

Air Permit Number 22-3501, issued 3/2/98 
Water Permit Number 101114, issued 6/30/93 
Stormwater Permit Number l 200Z 

The EQC issued 2 tax credit certificates to Pope & Talbot, Inc. at this facility location. 

App.# Description of Facility Certified 
Cost 

1728 Upgrading of existing electrostatic precipitator; $309,401 
installation of additional transformer/rectifier, 
research Cottrell model no. SIRT-68-135, and 
54 pneumatic vibrators. 

4398 Oxygen delignification facility $23,774,824 

Reviewers: Lois L. Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve _5566 _ 0109 _Popc Talbot.doc 

% Cert. EQC Date 
Allocable # 

84 1814 11 /22/85 

100 3544 11/17/95 
Reissued 

12/20/99 to 
Selca 

Service 
Corporation 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a S corporation 
Business: Solid waste collection 

and recycling facility 
Taxpayer ID: # 93-0870937 

fhe applicant's address is: 

P. 0Box1000 
2904 S. Wynooski Rd. 
Newberg, Oregon 97132 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant: Newberg Transfer & Recycling 
Center, Inc. 

Application No.: 5568 
Facility Cost: $35,358 
Percentage Allocable: 100% 
Useful Life: 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

1993 Marathon side eject cardboard baler 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

2904 S. Wynooski Rd. 
Newberg, Oregon 97132 

This Marathon baler is used to compress loose corrugated cardboard, old boxes, into dense wire tied 
bales. This baler includes a conveyor belt feed mounted into the floor of the recycling facility. 
Baled cardboard is sold to paper mills to be recycled into linerboard or corrugated cardboard. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose ofthis new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a 

(l)(a) substantial quantity of solid waste. This baler is used exclusively to process old 
corrugated cardboard, a recyclable material. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The baler replaced an older and smaller model that was not 
(3)(e) certified. 



Application Number 5568 
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ORS 468.155 This baler is used to process recyclable material and is pati of a process that 
(l)(b)(D) recovers material that would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 

459.005. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 

Salvage Value 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$36,358 
($1,000) 
$35,358 

Invoices substantiated the facility cost and the salvage value of the old baler. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

01/01/00 
02/01/01 
02/01/01 
05/09/01 

In accordance with ORS 468.190(3), the only factor used in determining the pmiion of the claimed 
facility cost allocable to pollution control is the 100% percentage of time the facility is used for 
pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Depatiment rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
were no DEQ permits issued to this facility. The EQC issued Newberg Garbage Service, Inc. 
9 tax credit certificates at this facility location. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

filename tc-5568-1 Newberg transfer #0 I .doc Lns! printeJ 08/JO/O 1 I _JI Pi'vl 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 

0109 

Business: a metal casting foundry 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0605811 

The applicant's address is: 

13963 Fir St. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

PED Manufacturing, Ltd. 
5569 
$19,303 
100'\'<1 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A 3,200 cfm LMC-FSD pulse jet filter 
bagbouse 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

13963 Fir St. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

The facility is a new baghouse used to capture dust from metal grinding and sandblast operations. The 
facility is an LMC-FSD pulse jet baghouse with a rated efficiency of 99.8% and air volume of 3,200 
cfm. 

The dust generated in the past was swept up and disposed of in the landfill prior to the installation of 
the new baghouse. The sandblast and shotblast cabinets that are now connected to the pulse jet filter 
baghouse were previously connected to the existing Torit Dust Collector. The new baghouse allows 
the Torit Dust Collector to run more efficiently and thereby reduces emissions. 

The grinding, sandblast and shotblast cabinets now have adequate ventilation to capture fugitive 
emissions reducing PM and HAP exposure. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5569 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment installation is to reduce a substantial 
(l)(a)(B) quantity of air pollution. 

ORS 468.155 The reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use 
(l)(b)(B) ofai1 air cleaning device as defined in ORS 468A.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The baghouse does not replace the exisiting dust collection system. 
(3)( e) 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Ineligible Cost 
Eligible Cost 

Invoices substantiated the facility cost. 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

10/30/2000 
12/09/2000 
12/ 12/2000 

--~0~5~/l~0)-20_0_1_ 

$19,303 
($0) 

$19,303 

The only factor used in determining the portion of the claimed facility cost allocable to pollution 
control was the 100% percentage of time the facility is used for pollntion control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

ACDP, #03-2505, issued 2116/95 
Stormwater 1200Z, #101827, issued 10/30/97 

Other tax credits issued to PED Manufacturing, Ltd.: 

App.# Description of Facility Certified 0/o 
Cost Allocable 

4549 BAGHOUSE $25,552.00 0 

4550 Batch pretreatment system: two 1500 gallon $51,307.00 100 
equalization tanks, a 2 cubic foot filter press, a 
500 gallon acid tank, a 600 gallon treatment tank, 
and associate electrical and plumbing system. 

4902 New 6,000 CFM FRD Counterflow Vertical Flume $39,025.00 100 
Scrubber System manufactured by Active 
Control Technologies, Inc. Serial # ACSB-2000. 

5380 Flash Fire Furnace Upgrade $27,272 00 100 

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Cert. Issue 
# Date 

Denied 
7/31/96 

3605 2/23/96 

3902 6/11/98 

4339 5/17/00 . 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 

Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

a C Corporation 
a Retail Gas Station 
97-0757213 

· The applicant's address is: 

2929 NW291
h 

Portland, OR 97210-1705 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant WSCO Petroleum Corp. 
Application No. 5570 
Eligible Facility Cost $152,241 
Percentage Allocable 90°/., 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Two doublewall plastic/steel composite 
underground storage tanks (one has two 
compartments), doublewall flexible plastic 
piping, spill containment basins, automatic 
tank gauge system, turbine leak detectors, 
overfill alarm, sumps, automatic shutoff 
valves, oil/water separator, Stage I and 
Stage II vapor recovery piping. 

The applicant is the owner ofDEQ Facility ID 
6220 located at: 

Astro #227 
449 E. Main Street 
Ashland, OR 97520 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanlcs. 



Application Number 5570 
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Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 (l)(a) The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 

substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 
EPA requirements for w1derground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR 340-016-0025 Installation of the facilities will be used to detect, deter, or prevent spills or 
(2)(g) unauthorized releases. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

Facility Cost 
Claimed 

Less Ineligible Costs - Portion of tank 
gauge system used for inventory control 
(10%). 

Eligible 

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$153,113 
($872) 

$152,241 

The cost for non-corrosion protected portion of tank and piping system is $14,671. This 
is 10% of the eligible facility cost, leaving the remaining 90% allocable to pollution 
control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 

The EQC issued WSCO Petroleum Corp. 3 tax credit certificates, none of which were 
issued to this facility location. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

02/01/99 
07/03/99 
07 /03/99 
05/l 0/0 I 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

a C corporation 
retread tires 
93-0454110 

The applicant's address is: 

0109 

Michelin Retread Technologies 
4230 27th Court SE 
Salem, OR 97302 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Superior Tire Service, Inc. 
5572 
$124,234 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A Turner Envirologic orifice scrubber unit, 
(SIN OS 6.0V3X); 2 LMI pumps, model B921-
392SU, (SIN 010112489 and 010112486); and 
an Industrial Air Products fan, model 182 
BSW CL2 APR 9F, (SIN 20772-1) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

4230 27th Court SE 
Salem, OR 97302 

The applicant claimed an orifice scrubber, two pumps and a fan to capture fine particulate from the 
buffing machines. Exhaust emissions produced by the buffing system were emitted into the 
atmosphere without filtration prior to the addition of the orifice scrubber. The opacity readings have 
been reduced from a range of 15-20% to 0-5% with the addition of the orifice scrubber. 

Hoods collect dust at the buffing machines and transp011 it by an existing exhaust fan to the crumb 
rubber trailer. The larger particulate settles in the trailer for removal from the site. A second fan 
delivers the particulate-laden air to the orifice scrubber. Solids collected by the scrubber are removed 
by a continuous bleed from the bottom hopper. 
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Probes located in the scmbber sump measure oxidation potential and pH. Sodium hypochlorile is 
added to provide oxidation potential for the odorous compounds. Caustic is added to maintain a 
slightly alkaline solution to minimize hypochlorite loss. Metering pumps are provided to add 
chemicals from drums. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment installation is to reduce a substantial 

(l)(a)(B) quantity of air pollution. 

ORS 468.155 The reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use 
(l)(b)(B) of an air cleaning device as defined in ORS 468A.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The scrubber does not replace a previously certified facility. 
(3)(e) 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Opera/ion 
Application Received 

11/01/2000 
05/04/2001 
03/30/2001 
05/14/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 

Ineligible Cost 
Start-up costs 

Eligible Cost 

Invoices substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$127,603 

($3,369) 
$124,234 

The following factors were considered in determining the 100% percentage of the facility cost allocable 
to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Approve_5572_0 I 09 _Superior Tire.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 10 years. The orifice 
scrubber does not provide positive revenue. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

Last printed 08/30/0 I l :31 Piv! 
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The facility is in compliance with Depaiiment rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

ACDP permit number 24-0031, issued 1125/00 

No other tax credits have been issued to the applicant. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5572_0109 _Superior Tire.doc Last printed 08/30/0 l l :J 1 PfVl 



State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

- . _____ .. _ ____ EQC 0 I 09 _ 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: manufacturer of linerboard 

and bag paper 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0312940 

The applicant's address is: 

1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800 
Portland, OR 97201 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Willamette Industries, Inc. 
5573 
$79,262 
100°;(, 
7 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Vactor truck unloading station 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located 
at: 

Albany Paper Mill 
3251 Old Salem Rd. 
Albany, OR 97321 

The truck unloading station protects soil and groundwater by capturing liquid waste and directing 
it to the process sewer. The station consists of a concrete ramp for unloading vactor trucks into a 
dumpster located in a pit. Vactor trucks collect debris, primarily wood fiber, from around the 111i11. 
Liquid waste is directed to the mill process sewer and solids are disposed of at an appropriate 
landfill. Liquids drained onto the ground prior to the installation of the truck unloading station. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new installation of concrete ramp and pit is to 

(l)(a)(A) reduce water pollution in compliance with a DEQ NPDES permit. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished by the elimination of industrial waste and the use of 
(l)(b)(A) treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 
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Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

04/30/1999 
06/15/1999 
06/15/1999 
05/17/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

Application Substantially Complete 07/03/2001 

$ 79,262 
$ 79,262 

KPMG, LLC, performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. Copies of invoices 
substantiated the claimed facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
According to ORS 468.190 (!),the following factors were considered in determining the percentage 
of the facility cost allocable to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.l 90(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468. l 90(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468. l 90(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility LLsed for the 
ROI consideration is 7 years. There is no 
positive cash flow associated with the 
claimed facility. 
No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

NPDES-Stormwater 1200-Z, issued 7/22/97 
NPDES-Wastewaterpermit# 101345, issued 11/30/95 

Approve_5573 _0108_ Willamette.doc I ,asl printed 081:\0/0 l I 3~ 11rv1 
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The EQC issued 146 tax credit certificates to Willamette Industries, Inc., 7 of which were issued to 
this facility location: 

Description of Facility 

EVAPORATOR FOUL CONDENSATE OXYGEN 
TREATMENT SYSTEM. 
INSTALL A 36" DIAMETER POL YETHLENE PIPE 
FROM MILL TO TREATMENT PONDS. 
INSTALL A BIOLOGICAL OXYGEN ANALYZER FOR 
AERATION BASIN OPERATION 
DATA ACQUISITION SYSTEM 

A COLLECTION/REDUCTION SYSTEM 

Grits and dregs concrete storage and containment and 
sump system. 
Six Aerators 

Reviewers: SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approvc _5573 _ 0 I 08 _Will arnette.doc 

Certified 
Cost 

$63,798.00 

$758,874 00 

$49,754.00 

$34,903.00 

$178,667.00 

$100,280.00 

$169,065.00 

<Yo Cert.# Issue 
Allocable Date 

100 1797 27-Sep-85 

100 2610 24-Jul-91 

100 2612 24-Jul-91 

100 2935 16-0ct-92 

100 3056- 23-Apr-93 i 
--- I 

100 4309 17-May-OO 1 

I I 

100 4310 17-May-OOJ 

Last printed 08/30/0 I l :32 PJ\1 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

. EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468. I 50 .. 468. I 90 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-0 I 6-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

Taxpayer ID: 

a C corporation 
manufacturer of printing ink, 
dies, and plates 
93-0312940 

The applicant's address is: 

1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800 
Portland, OR 97201 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Willamette Industries, Inc. 
5574 
$84,195 
lOO'Yo 
7 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Beckart wastewater treatment filter press 

The applicant is the owner of the facilitv located 
at: 

Beaverton Specialty Products Division 
5570 SW Western Ave. 
Beaverton, OR 97005 

The Beckart wastewater treatment filter press is designed to hold 50 cubic feet of solids and uses 
1000 mm filter frames. The filter press was added to an existing wastewater treatment plant and 
provides a 60% increase in capacity. 

The filter press processes water from the Beaverton location and from three other locations that 
produce corrugated containers, preprinted liner board for con-ugated containers and grocery hags. 
The previously existing system was inadequate to keep up with production volumes. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new installation of equipment is to reduce water 

(l)(a)(A) pollution in compliance with a DEQ NPDES permit. 

ORS 468.155 The filter press eliminates industrial waste and the use of treatment works for 
(l)(b)(A) industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155(3)(e) The filter press did not replace a previously ce1iified pollution control facility 
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Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

06/30/1999 
08/31/1999 
08/31/1999 
05/17/2001 

Application Substantially Complete 07/03/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

$ 84,195 
$ 84,195 

KPMG, LLC, performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. Invoices substantiated the 
entire claimed cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered to determine that 100% percent of the facility cost is allocable 
to pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORSA68.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 7 years. No gross 
annual revenues are associated with the 
claimed facility. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. DEQ permits 
issued to the site: 

NPDES-Stormwater 1200-Z, issued 7/22/97 
NPDES-Wastewater 100-J, issued 8/28/96 
ACDP 34-0009, issued 7/12/99 

Approve _5574_ 0 I 08 _Willamette.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I ! :32 PM 
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The EQC issued 146 tax credit certificates to Willamette Industries, Inc., 4 of which were issued to 
this facility location: 

Description of Facility Certified 
Cost 

INSTALL WASTE TREATMENT SYSTEM $214,446.00 

RECYCLE WASTE $85,341.00 

UPGRADE FACILITY TO MEET EPA REQUIREMENTS $88, 715.00 

CFC RECYCLING $2,800.00 

Reviewers: Lois L. Payne, SJ 0 Consulting Engineers 
Dennis E. Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5574_0108_ Willamette.doc 

% Cert.# Issue 
- I 

Allocable Date 
100 2638 18-Sep-91 

100 2104 19-Jan-90 

93 2760 13-Dec-91 

100 2884 24-Jul-92 

Last printed 08/30/0 I l :32 Pivl 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: manufacturer of plywood 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0312940 

The applicant's address is: 

1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800 
Portland, OR 97201 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Willamette Industries, Inc. 
5575 
$ 97,744 
100% 
7 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Karcher ASA600 Water Recycle System and 
Vehicle Washing Cover 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located 
at: 

Springfield Plywood Division 
419 S. 281

h St. 
Springfield, OR 97477 

The claimed facility is a Karcher ASA600 recycle water system covered by a three-sided rigid frame 
building on a 30" x 50' sloped concrete slab floor. The Karcher system includes a prefilter, a 500-
gallon clean water storage tank, a reclaimed water storage tank and a concrete settling tank. The 
facility is used to recover water, oil and residne during vehicle washing. Water used for washing 
vehicles ran onto the ground prior to installation of the facility. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new installation of equipment is to reduce water 

(l)(a)(A) pollution in compliance with the applicant's NPDES permit. 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of the clean water storage tank is not to reduce water 
(l)(a)(A) pollution. It's purpose is to store water used to wash vehicles. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished by the elimination of industrial waste and the use of 
(l)(b)(A) treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 



Application Number 5575 
Page 2 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 

07/0111999 
03/31/2000 
03/31/2000 

Application Substantially Complete 
Application Received 

08/03/2001 
05/17/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Ineligible Cost 

500-gallon clean water storage tank 
Maintenance, spare parts, calculation error 

Eligible Cost 

$ 99,002 

-$625 
- $ 633 

$ 97,744 

KPMG, LLC, performed an accounting review on behalf of the applicant. Copies of invoices 
substantiated 98% of the total claimed cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.l 90(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 7 years. Calculated 
according to rule, the percentage of the 
facility cost properly allocable to pollution 
control is 100%. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 
No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

NPDES-Stormwater 1200-Z. 

Approvc_5575_0108_ Willamette.doc Last printed 08/30/0 l l :32 Ptvl 
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The EQC issued 146 tax credit certificates to Willamette Industries, Inc., 3 of which were issued to 
this facility location: 

Description of Facility Certified 'X) Cert. # lssut 
Cost Allocable Date I 

LOG YARD PAVING. $113,295.00 100 952 26-Jan-791 

FANS, DUCTWORK, AND CONTROLS TO ROUTE $79, 173.00 100 1140 17-0ct-80 
THE NEW VENEER DRYER EMISSIONS TO THE 
BOILER. 
A Geoenergy E-Tube Electrosatic Precipitator System, 
model 1013-248 2TR. 

Reviewers: SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5575 _0l 08_ Willamette.doc 

$1,423,208.00 100 4248 20-Dec-99 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: scrap iron & steel rolling mill 
TaxpayerID: 93-0871545 

The applicant's address is: 

3200 N Hwy. 99W 
McMinnville, OR 97128 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Cascade Steel Rolling Mills, Inc. 
5576 
$858,412 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A four-compartment baghouse, one 
800-hp Westinghouse, model 1615H-36 
motor and double inlet Buffalo Forge 
design fan. 

The applicant is the owner ul'll1c lc1cilil) lucc11ccl 
at: 

3200 N Hwy. 99W 
McMinnville, OR 97128 

Cascade Steel Rolling Mills owns and operates a scrap iron and steel mini-mill in McMinnville. The 
mill uses an electric arc furnace to melt scrap metal prior to forming billets. The billets are processed 
into products in the applicant's hot rolling and rod mills. The furnace process generates considerable 
particulate emissions that are captured by a direct shell evacuation system and roof canopy on the melt 
shop. 

The applicant claimed a four-compartment baghouse, an 800-horse power double inlet Buffalo Forge 
design fan with a Westinghouse model 1615H-36 motor. The claimed baghousc adds about 60,000 cfo1 
to the existing 500,000 cfm baghouse. It increases the overall airflow draft from the furnace and cunop1 
while maintaining lower pressure drops across the entire baghouse system. The claimed baghouse 
reduces melt shop roof emissions when the direct shell evacuation system is not in place on the electric 
arc furnace during charging and tapping events (loading the furnace with scrap metal and draining the 
melted metal.) It is installed west of the existing baghouse and is the first of two additions to increase 



capacity. 
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Material collected from the baghouse is classified as hazardous waste (K061) and is disposed in 
Envirosource, Idaho and Zinc Nacional, Mexico. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment installation is lo reduce a substantial 

(l)(a)(B) quantity of air pollution. 

ORS 468.155 The reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use 
(l)(b)(B) of an air cleaning device as defined in ORS 468A.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement:. The company built a new meltshop in 1991 and utilized the 12 
(3)(e) compartment baghouse and the two 800 hp motors and Buffalo Forge Cans ccrtitlcd in 

1984. The system had a design flow rate of 500,000 cfm. The new baghouse system 
increases capacity and is designed to reduce particulate emissions. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

12/1998 
05/2001 
05/2001 

05/23/2001 

$977,542 
Facility Cost 

Claimed Cost 
Ineligible Cost Serbaco invoices - compartments not 

installed in this baghouse -119,130 
Eligible Cost $858,412 

Invoices and labor records substantiated the facility cost. Internal labor was charged to the baghouse 
project at the actual hourly rate plus 33% for fringe benefits for a total of $158,222. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were used to determine the percentage of the facility cost allocable to pollution 
control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1 )(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.l 90(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Approve _5576_0109 _Cascade Steel.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable or usable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 10 
years. Calculated according to rule, the 
percentage allocable to pollution control is 
100%. 

No alternative methods investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs. 

No other relevant factors. 

Last printed 08/30/01 \ :32 PM 
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The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

Title V, number 36-5034, issued 9/1/98 
NPDES, number 101487, issued 6/23/97 
Stormwater permit, number 1200-Z, issued 7 /22/97 

Other tax credits issued to Cascade Steel Rolling Mills, Inc.: 

App.# Description of Facility Certified 
Cost 

1705 Dust collection syste1n consisting of a $1,761,!04 
500,000 CFM baghouse, two Westinghouse 
model 1615H-36 motors, two double inlet 
Buffalo Forge fans, roof canopy, duct work 
and controls. 

1706 4'" hole (direct shell evacuation system with $365,669 
water cooled duct work, furnace pressure 
controls and necessary duct work to connect 
to the 500,000 CFM baghouse). 

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5576_0109 _Cascade Steel.doc 

% Cert.# Issue Date 
Allocable 

100 02-Nov-84 

JOO 02-Nov-84 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Reclaimed Plastic Products 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.451 -- 468.491 
OAR 340-017-0010 -- 340-017-0055 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a corporation 

0109 ---

Business: Plastic recycling company 
Taxpayer ID: 93-1033851 

The applicant's address is: 

5486 SE International Way 
Milwaukie, Oregon 97222 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Bowco Industries, Inc. 
5577 
$8,200 
100% 
5 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

One set of eight end piece molds for 
manufacturing DI style manhole 
steps. 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

5486 SE International Way 
Milwaukie, Oregon 97222 

The facility is a set of eight end piece molds for manufacturing DI style manhole steps using 
reclaimed plastic. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.461 (1) Any person may apply to the EQC for certification of an investment made to allow 

the person to collect, transport or process reclaimed plastic, or to manufacture a 
reclaimed plastic product. 
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Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Preliminary Application Received 
Preliminary approval granted 
Date of investment 

02/16/2001 
02/16/2001 
04/16/2001 
05/24/200 I Final application received 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

Invoices substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$8,200 
$8,200 

The following factors were used to determine that 100°/., of the investment cost is allocable to 
the collection, transportation or processing of reclaimed plastic, or the manufacture of reclaimed 
plastic product. 

Factor 
OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(a) Extent used to 
convert reclaimed plastic into a salable or 
usable commodity. 

OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(b) The alternative 
methods, equipment and costs for achieving the 
same objective; 

OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(c) Other relevant 
factors used to establish portion of the cost 
allocable to collection, transportation or 
processing of reclaimed plastic or the 
manufacture of reclaimed plastic products. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
The equipment is used I 00% of the time for 
processing reclaimed plastic into a salable or 
useable commodity. 

No alternative methods were considered. 

No other factors were considered relevant. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There were no 
DEQ permits issued to this facility. 

The EQC issued 5 tax credit ce1iificates to Bowco Industries, Inc. at this facility location. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

Approve _5577 _ 0109 _ Bowco.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I I .J2 l'rvl 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 

Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

an S Corporation 
a Retail Gas Station 
93-0730691 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0 Box 3002 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Truax Corporation 
Application No. 5578 
Eligible Facility Cost $85,978 
Percentage Allocable 98% 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Doublewall flexible plastic piping, 
automatic tank gange system, sumps and 
oil/water separator. 

The applicant is the owner of DEQ Facility ID 
4453 located at: 

985 Harvard Street 
Roseburg, OR 97470 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 (l)(a) The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 

substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 
EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter, or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 
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ORS 468.155(3)( e) The tank upgrade is not a replacement for previously certified equipment. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

Less Ineligible Costs - Portion (I 0%) of 
tank gauge system is used for inventory 
control ($1,234) and pump ($1,431). 

Eligible 

Invoices and canceled checks substantiate the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$88,643 

($2,665) 
$85,978 

03/01/99 
06/011'19 
06/01/99 
05/25/0 I 

The cost for non-corrosion protected portion of tank and/or piping system is $1,640. This 
is 2% of the eligible facility cost that is not allocable to pollution control leaving the 
remaining 98% allocable. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 

The EQC issued 168 tax credit certificates to Merritt Truax, lnc., Mctrofueling, Inc. 
dba Merritt Truax, Inc., Truax Corp., Truax Harris Energy Company, Truax 
Harris Energy Co., LLC, Truax Harris Energy, LLC and Truax Petroleum Sales, 
Inc. No certificates were issued to this facility location. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5578_0109_Truax.doc Last printed 08/30/01 l :J6 PJ\:1 



~ 

r.t.= 
I •l :(•1 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 
;,,;c}:{C~'.'0'.Z0'0?i!Tiiiii0"05E5ii!-5C;;'i'2!24.t'&Sk.0.¥;;§l>'Y0f"Z.iti1!.;s<W0§r;&;!{f\i'!F.f%i6lti!/$!1?-+:1 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a partnership 
Business: a dairy 
TaxpayerID: 93-0543375 

The applicant's address is: 

13121 Jefferson Hwy. 99E SE 
Jefferson, OR 97352 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Van Loon Dairy 
5579 
$244,584 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The ce11ificate will identify the facility as: 

Two 40' x 80' manure settling bays, pump 
and motor 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located 
at: 

13121 Jefferson Hwy. 99E SE 
Jefferson, OR 97352 

The applicant installed two 40' x 80' sloped concrete manure settling bays that use gravity 
separator basins. They also installed a flush system with a Cornell pump. model 41\/1\JT-1 '>-4 'l'ri:il 
#113200 9.25; and a Baldor 15-hp motor, serial #09901. The settling bays are covered tu al low the· 
manure to d1y. This system allows the applicant to separate the manme and move it ofl~site to 
apply to other farmers' fields. 

The dairy spread unstored manure on their pastureland prior to installing the settling bays because 
there was limited storage capacity in their lagoons. High levels of nitrogen, potassium and 
phosphorus in the soil prompted the applicant to install the settling bays. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new installation is to reduce a substantial quantity ol 

(l)(a)(B) water pollution. 



Application Nu111ber SS7LJ 
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Timeliness of Application 
The applicant began operating the 
settling bays before all construction 
was completed. Construction activities 
were within the timing requirements in 
ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

05/1999 
10/2000 
10/1999 

05/30/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Costs 

Invoices substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$ 244,584 
$ 244,584 

The following factors were considered in determining 100% percent of the facility is cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 10 years. There is not a 
positive cash flow for operating the settling 
bays. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
significant. 

No other relevant factors. 

Considering these factors, the percent allocable to pollution control is 100°1. •. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

CAFO permit 0800, issued I 0/08/1990 

No other tax credits have been issued to Van Loon Dairy. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

/\pprove_5579_0109_ Van Loon,doc IAlS( primed 08/J()l(ll I y, l'IVl 
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Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 --468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: an S corporation 
Business: Manufacturer of recycled 

pnlp products 
Taxpayer ID: #93-0469389 

The applicant's address is: 

P. 0. Box 968 
5025 SW Hout Street 
Corvallis, Oregon 97339 

Technical Information: 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant: Western Pulp Products Co. 
Application No.: 5580 
Facility Cost: $40,558 
Percentage Allocable: 100% 
Useful Life: 7 years 

Facility ldent(fication 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Kent CNC Bedmill with Anilam 3300MK 
controller, (S/N 898631) and Teksoft 
CAMWorks 2.5 3-axis Mill Software System. 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

5025 SW Hout Street 
Corvallis, Oregon 97339 

The applicant claimed a Kent Bedmill used to manufacture molds to make molded pulp products 
from recycled paper. The Teksoft CAMWorks 2.5 software operates the milling machine. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, controL or reduce a 

(l)(a) substantial quantity of solid waste. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The milling machine does not replace pt-c\ iousl) cntiliL·d 
(3 )( e) equipment. 

ORS 468. 155 The milling machine is part of a process that recovers material that would 
(l)(b)(D) otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005. 



Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 

Salvage Value 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$40,558 
($) 

$40,558 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

Application Number 5580 
Page 2 

03/09/01 
03/15/01 
04/0l/O1 
06/01/01 

The only factor used to determine that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to pollution control is the 
percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Depmiment rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
were no DEQ permits issued to this facility. The EQC issued 10 certificates to Western Pulp 
Products Co. at the location of this facility. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

tff5580ff I Western pulp #IO.doc Last printed 08/30/0 l 1 :36 PM 
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Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468. l 50 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a limited liability corp. 
Business: Cardlock Fueling Station 
Taxpayer ID: 93-1083912 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0Box607 
Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Truax Harris Energy, LLC 
Application No. 5581 
Eligible Facility Cost $299,348 
Percentage Allocable 91 % 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Three doublewall steel/fiberglass 
underground storage tanks (one has two 
compartments), doublewall flexible plastic 
piping, spill containment basins, automatic 
tank gauge system, line/turbine leak 
detectors, overfill alarm, sumps, 
monitoring wells, automatic shutoff valves, 
oil/water separator and Stage II vapor 
recovery piping. 

The applicant is the owner ofDEQ Facility ID 
14 70 located at: 

85947 Franklin Blvd. 
Goshen, OR 97405 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 



Application Number 5581 
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Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent. control or reduce a 

(!)(a) substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed f'acilily rnccls 
EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the reqLLirernenls under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter, or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 

ORS 468.155(3)(e) The tank upgrade is not a replacement for previously ceriified equipment. 

05/01/99 Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

----~ 

08/03/99 

Facility Cost 
Claimed 

Less Ineligible Costs - Portion of tank 
gauge system not used for pollution 
control (10%). 

Eligible 

$299,905 
($557) 

$299,348 

08/0J/9'! 
06/01/01 

Kernutt, Stokes, Brandt & Co., a CPA firm, performed an accounting review on bchal !' ol. thc 
Applicant. Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The cost for non-corrosion protected portion of tank and/or piping system is $26,736. 
This is 9% of the eligible facility cost that is not allocable to pollution control leaving the 
remaining 91 % allocable. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 

The EQC issued Merritt Truax, Inc., Metrofueling, Inc. dba Merritt Truax, Inc., 
Truax Corp., Truax Harris Energy Company, Truax Harris Energy Co., LLC, 
Truax Harris Energy, LLC and Truax Petroleum Sales, Inc, 168 tax credit 
certificates, none of which were issued to this facility location. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 

Approve~558 l_Ol 09 _Ncw Pacific.doc Las! pri11lcd 08/JO/OI l.J(1 PiVI 
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Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: manufacturer of asphalt 

hot mix 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0711002 

The applicant's address is: 

PO Box 12009 
Salem, OR 97309 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Salem Black Top & Asphalt Paving, Inc. 
Application No. 5582 
Facility Cost $82,995 
Percentage Allocable 100°/., 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Two settlement pits, five catch basins, four 
oil/water separators, three grit traps, slopped 
paving, and secondary containment 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

1815 2°d St. SE 
Salem, OR 

The applicant owns and operates a paving company. The new wastewater treatment system is part of their 
new asphalt plant. All storm water runoff on the site is routed to a pre-existing settling pond through the 
claimed facility that includes the following components. 

o Two 20' x 11' concrete settlement pits with IO-inch bases and 8-inch walls. The setlling pits ~111011 
heavy particulate matter to settle out prior to reaching the catch basins: 

o Five catch basins, four oil/water separators and three grit traps. The catch basins are either 2· or 
2' 5" square and are made of 10-gauge steel coated with asphalt; 

o Concrete slabs and a valley gutter around the truck loading control area. The slabs are sloped to the 
catch basins; 

o Concrete and asphalt paved areas excluding roadways and parking areas. The sloped pavement 
prevents site runoff from reaching adjacent city streets and the city storm water system; and 

o A 67,000-gallon concrete floor and wall spill containment area for the tank farm. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5582 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new installation is to control water pollution in 
(l)(a)(A) compliance with DEQ Water Pollution Control Facilities (WPCF) permit# 

1000 (file #107957), issued 10/08/97, and a conditional use permit issued June 
4, 1998 by City of Salem. The applicant's property crosses a FEMA
designated federal floodway on Pringle Creek. 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished with the use of treatment works for industrial 
(l)(b)(A) waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 (3)(e) Replacement: The claimed facility does not replace a previously certified 
facility. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

01/1999 
05/20/2000 
05/20/2000 
06/12/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

$82,995 
$82,995 

Boldt, Carlisle & Smith, LLC provided the Accountant's Statement on behalf of the applicant 
Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility cost. Divisions of Salem Blacktop & Asphalt 
Paving or companies with common stockholders invoiced $25,730 of the claimed facility cost at fair 
market price. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1 )(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Approve_ 55 82 _ 0 I 09 _Salem.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is I 0 years. This 
treatment works for industrial waste does not 
have a positive cash flow. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

Last printed 08/30/0 I I :36 PM 



Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Application Number 5582 
Page J 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: 

WPCF permit# I 000, file #I 07957, issued 10/8/97 
Conditional use permit issued by the City of Salem on 6/4/98 

Other tax credits issued to Salem Black Top & Asphalt Paving, Inc.: 

App.# Description of Facility Certified Cost 
5535 Gencor Industries Ultra U II- I 00 burner $11,950.00 
5536 Gencor Ultraflo Baghouse and a Blue $292,886.00 

Smoke Capture/Control System 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approvc_5582 _ 0109 _Salem.doc 

··-·-
Cert.# Issue Date 
4476 3/30/01 
4477 3/30/01 
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Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 

Taxpayer ID: 

an S corporation 
manufacture alloy steel 
castings 
93-0336095 

The applicant's address is: 

PO Box 38095 
Portland, OR 97283 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
Application No. 5583 
Facility Cost $38,856 
Percent Allocable 100% 
Useful Life I 0 years 

Facility Identification 
The applicant identified the facility as: 

Low-NO, burners for Natural Gas Fired 
Oven installed on heat treat oven #4 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

10425 N. Bloss Ave. 
Portland, OR 97203 

The claimed facility is the overhaul of the combustion system including the installation of low
NOx burners on the natural gas fired oven #4. The components are: 

• 8 new burners (Eclipse Thermjet # TJ-100), 
• a new combustion air blower, 
• changes to gas and air piping, 
• additional gas and air control valves, and 
• modifications to the electrical control system. 

The original combustion system on the heat treat oven was built in 1978 and was still functioning 
as intended. The burners were designed and manufactured before nitrogen oxides were recognized 
as an environmental problem. Emissions from the old system are calculated using EPA"s AP-42 
table 1.4-2 for small combustion boilers <10 MMBTU. The manufacturer of the new burners 
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estimates 37% reduction ofNOx, and 40% reduction of CO. Actual amounts will depend on 
usage, which varies depending on product mix and production volumes. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new combustion system is to reduce a substantial quantity 

(l)(a)(B) of air pollution caused by nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxides from natural gas 
combustion. 

ORS 468.155 The claimed facility eliminates air contaminants with the use of an air cleaning 
(l)(b)(B) device as defined in ORS 468A.005. 

ORS 468.150 Replacement: The claimed facility is not a replacement of any previosuly certified 
(3)(e) equipment. The applicant is in the process of upgrading all natural gas oven burners. 

The Commission issued a ce1tificate on 9/17/98 for low-NOx burners for natural gas 
fired oven used for heat treating steel castings. These burners are still functioning f(ir 

their intended pollution control purpose. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

Construction Started 

Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$38,856 
$38,856 

05/01/1999 

06/18/1999 
06/18/1999 
06/1512001 

Staff completed a facility cost analysis according to Department requirements on behalf of the 
applicant. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The only factor used to determining that 100% percent of the facility cost is allocable to pollution 
control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with rQC 
orders. DEQ permits issued to this location: 

ACDP, #26-1869, issued 2/111995 
NPDES, #1200-COLS (18696), issued 12/2111999 

The EQC issued 15 certificates to Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. at this facility location. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5583 _ 0l 09 _Columbia Steel.doc l"ast printed 08/J0/0 I 1J7 Pf\!! 
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Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 

Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

a S Corporation 
a Retail Gas Station 
93-0918469 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0 Box 4001 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Craig & Craig, Inc. 
Application No. 5584 
Eligible Facility Cost $51,636 
Percentage Allocable 91 % 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Two singlewall fiberglass tanks, 
doublewall flexible plastic piping, spill 
containment basins, automatic tank gauge 
system, line/turbine leak detectors, overfill 
alarm, sumps, monitoring wells, automatic 
shutoff valves and Stage II vapor recovery 
piping. 

The applicant is the owner ofDEQ Facility ID 
1378 located at: 

899 "D" Street 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5584 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 
(l)(a) substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 

EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter, or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 

03/17/99 Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

06/28/99 
----~06/28/99 

Facility Cost 
Claimed 

Less Ineligible Costs - Portion of tank 
gauge system used for inventory control 
(10%). 

Eligible 

Invoices or canceled checks substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$51,955 
($319) 

$51,636 

06/20/01 

The cost for non-corrosion protected portion of tank and/or piping system is $4,395. This 
is 9% of the eligible facility cost that is not allocable to pollution control leaving the 
remaining 91 o;., allocable. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
The EQC has not issued any other tax credit certificates to the applicant. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve _5584_ 0 I 09 _Craig & Craig.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I I :40 Pi\1 
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Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized As: a C corporation 
Business: Solid waste collection 

and recycling facility 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0422468 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0Box1 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant: Corvallis Disposal & Recycling Co. 
Application No.: 5585 
Facility Cost: $109,493 
Percentage Allocable: 100% 
U sefnl Life: 5 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

One Freightliner Model # FL 70 truck, (S/N 
1FV6HFBASXHB62589), and one Lahric 
Expert 2000 body, (SIN CL99101NNK) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

110 NE Walnut Blvd. 
Corvallis, OR 

This truck is used solely to collect recyclable materials from residential and commercial customers in 
the City of Corvallis and Benton County. The collected recyclables are delivered to a processing 
facility where they are fnrther sorted and subsequently sent to recycling mills to be converted into 
products of real economic value. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a 

(l)(a) substantial quantity of solid waste. This truck is used solely for collecting source 
separated recyclable material. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: This truck replaces one old recycling collection truck. The old 
(3)(e) collection truck did not have tax credit certification from the Commission. 
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ORS 468.155 This truck is used to collect recyclable material and is part of a material recovery 
(1 )(b )(D) process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid 

waste as defined in ORS 459.005. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 

Application Received 

10/01/99 
01/14/00 
01/17/00 

06/25/01 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 

Salvage Value 
Eligible Facility Cost 

$129,493 
($20,000) 
$109,493 

Invoices substantiated the cost the truck and the salvage value of the old truck. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The factors listed below were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. The percentage of the facility cost allocable to pollution control is IOO'Y. .. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
This truck is used to collect recyclable 
material that is subsequently processed into a 
salable and useable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is S years. 
The calculated average annual cash flow is 
negative, therefore, the percentage return on 
investment is 0%. The portion of cost 
allocable to pollution control is 100%. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs. 

No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
were no DEQ permits issued to this facility. 

Corvallis Disposal Co. has been issued 18 previous tax credits at this facility location. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

Approvc _5585 _ 0 I 09 _Corvallis.doc Last printed 08/30/01 1 :37 PM 
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Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 .. 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 .. 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

an S Corporation 
vehicle sales 
93-0464604 

The applicant's address is: 

2100 NE 3"d 
Bend, OR 97701 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Robberson Ford Sales Inc. 
5586 
$39,721 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The applicant identified the facility as: 

Pretreatment unit, sloped concrete slabs, 
trench drains, catch basins, and an oil/water 
separator 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

2270 NE 2"d 
Bend, OR 97701 

The claimed facility is a pretreatment system that includes an American Equipment Company sewer 
discharge unit, model SD-25 with 1/3 hp centrifugal pump, pump stand, filter packs, and associated 
fittings. The system includes sloped concrete slabs, trench drains, catch basins, associated piping, 
and an oil/water separator. 

All wastewater was discharged directly into the sewer before installation of the claimed facility. 
Contaminants from the metal shop and paint area are removed by the new pretreatment system, dried, 
and sent to the landfill. The wastewater is discharged to the local sewer system. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new installation of equipment is to reduce a substantial 

(l)(a)(B) quantity of water pollution. 
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ORS.468.155. The facility disposes of or eliminates industrial waste with the use of treatment 
(l)(b)(A) works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: This system does not replace any previously certified equipment. 
(3)( e) 

Timeliness of Application 08/2000 
04/2001 
04/2001 

The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 06/25/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Costs 

$ 39, 721 
$ 39,721 

Staff performed a facility cost analysis according to Department requirements on behalf of the 
applicant. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The only factor used in determining the percentage allocable to pollution control is the 100% 
percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the applicant: 

No other tax credits have been issued to the applicant. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_ 5586 _ 0 I 09 _Robberson.doc Last printed 08/30/01 4:45 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Pollution Control Facility: NPS: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: an Individual 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 544-90-6839 

The applicant's address is: 

975 S. Third 
Jacksonville, OR 97530 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Dan & Rhonda Hawkins 
5588 
$6,495 
100°;.. 
3 years 

Facility Identification 
The applicant identified the facility as: 

Bearcat model 71620 Wood chipper, 20 HP, 
(SIN Y06074) 

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility 
gmaged at: 

975 S. Third 
Jacksonville, OR 97530 

The system consists of a wood chipper used to reduce burning of excess woody debris. The ground 
wood is used as mulch. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of 

(l)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution. 

ORS 468.155 The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a wood 
(2)(b) chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris. 



Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Costs 

Invoices substantiated the facility cost. 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$ 6,495 
$ 6,495 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

Application Number 5588 
Page 2 

05/29/2001 
05/29/2001 
05/29/200 I 
06/27/2001 

The only factor used in determining the percentage allocable to pollution cunlrol is Ilic 1 Oll"o 

percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ 
permits issued to the applicant at this facility location. No other tax credits have been issued to the 
applicant. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve _5588 _ 0109 _Hawkins.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I ! :37 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: transmission substation 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0256820 

The applicant's address is: 

121 SW Salmon St. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Technical Information 
The oil spill containment facility includes: 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Portland General Ekctrit· Co. 
5589 
$285,277 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Oil containment system 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

Bethel Substation 
5585 State St. E 
Salem, OR 97301 

A geomembrane shield around the transformer foundation, 
A geomembrane lined containment pit, and 

• A drainage trench. 

The membrane prevents oil from spilling on the ground in the unlikely event of an oil spill from one 
of the transformers. The drain rock and piping direct any spilled oil into the containment pit. 

The membrane that covers the ground around the transformers is an XR-5 style 8130 and is sealed to 
the concrete foundations. This liner is protected from punctures with a geo-fabric under and O\'Cr the 
membrane liner. Drain piping is installed around each transformer. A layer of drain rock is then 
placed over the liner and drain piping. Additional drain piping is laid and connected to the 
containment pit. Piping from the containment pit is connected to the drain trench. 

Without this new oil spill containment system, there was potential for a maximum of approximately 
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18,000 gallons of transformer oil to drain into the nearby wetlands and drainageway and then into the 
West Branch of Little Pudding River. 

Any spilled oil or contaminated materials can now be contained within the site's drainage system 
until crews are dispatched to pump oil from the containment pit for disposal at a state-approved 
facility. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new system installation is to control water pollution. 

(1 )(a)(B) 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished with the use of treatment works for industrial waste 
(l)(b)(A) as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: There was no exisiting oil containment system in place. 
(3)( e) 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 

Ineligible Costs 
Eligible Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$289,720 
Corporate loading ($4,443) 

----==== 
$285,277 

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

04/01/1998 
07/02/1999 
07/02/1999 
07/02/2001 

The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1 )( d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Approve_5589 _0 I 09 _PGE.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The usefol life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 10 years. The claimed 
facility does not have a positive cash flow. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

Las! prinkd 08/30/0 I I .l8 Pr\'I 



Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
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The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ 
permits or other tax credits have been issued to Portland General Electric Co. at this facility 
location. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5589 _0 l 09 _PGE.doc l,asL printed 08/30/0 l 1 :38 Vi\tl 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Pope & Talbot, Inc. 
5590 
$1,134,037 
100% 
10 years 

iY02A'iti:?:l!'t:Hi75:_(};_0Jfi!ift'i00X;>:s;Al7:i'.fX-X:-iZ{;;Ti\';'S'ifr\fd!SSifi::JE2:YfiX'f'Zff::SSC:20£2S.~0ri':.":02iRJSYE 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: manufacturer of 

bleach kraft pulp 
Taxpayer ID: 91-0470860 

The applicant's address is: 

1500 SW First Avenue, Suite 
200 
Portland, OR 97201 

Technical Information 
Condensate Piping: 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Condensate piping to effluent pond and 
six aerators 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

30480 American Drive 
Halsey, OR 97348 

The claimed facility includes over 1,000 feet of piping installed to convey condensate from 
various pulp plant processes to the wastewater treatment pond for the removal of hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs), primarily methanol. The condensate is removed from three digesters, six 
evaporators, the non-condensable gas system, and the black liquor tank sump. An 8-inch pipe 
discharges the effluent through a sparger located beneath the water surface, near the bottom of 
the treatment pond, thus ensuring 92% removal ofHAPs. The new pipe is a closed system that 
prevents the HAPs from entering the atmosphere before reaching the wastewater treatment. 
Other components include system valves, pumps and instrumentation, engineering and design, 
electrical components, and the sampling equipment required to measure and verify adequate 
removal ofHAPs. 

Pulp process condensates were discharged to the acid sewer prior to installing the condensate 
piping components. The acid sewer line is an open pipe that was routed to the effluent pond and 
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discharged above the pond surface. Methanol and other HAPs were released into the atmosphere 
in this open pipe. 

Aerators: 
The claimed facility includes the installation of six additional 40-hp aerators installed in the mill 
aeration stabilization basin. Aeration increases dissolved oxygen, which lowers the biological 
oxygen demand (BOD); thereby improving the discharge quality of the water. The added 
aeration was required to reduce the increased HAPs from the new condensate piping. 

The mill had about 1,000-hp of mechanical aeration prior to the installation of the additional 
aerators, however, additional aeration was required to ensure 92% removal of HAPs. No 
pollution control tax credits were received for the previously existing aerators. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of the new condensate piping and aerator 

(l)(a)(A) installation is to comply with a requirement imposed by DEQ to prevent 
water pollution. The piping is specifically required by the cluster rules to 
contain the vapors. 

The Pulp & Paper and Paperboard Point Source Category Rules, commonly 
known as the Pulp & Paper Cluster Rules, were adopted by the Department in 
September 1998, and are imposed by the Code of Federal Regulation (CPR), 
Title 40, Part 430, part 63. 

ORS 468.155 The prevention is accomplished by the elimination of industrial waste and the 
(l)(b) use of treatment works for industrial waste as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: The claimed facility does not replace any previously certified 
(3)( e) facilities. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 
Ineligible Costs: 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 
Application Substantially Complete 

$ 1,139,133 

Electrical Room Air Conditioning System Components - 5,096 
--~~~~-

Eligible Facility Cost 1,134,037 

10/111999 
12/19/2000 
12/19/2000 

7/3/2001 
8/14/01 

The technical reviewers performed the accounting review on behalf of the department in 
accordance with Department guidelines. Copies of purchase orders, invoices and carbon 
copies of checks were provided and substantiated 100% of the claimed facility cost. 

Approve_5590 __ 010I_Pope & '!'albot.doc l,ast printed 08/30/0 I I :JK l'rvl 



Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
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The following factors were used to determine the 100% percentage of facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor Applied to This Facility 
ORS 468. l 90(l)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment 

No salable or useable commodity. 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(1 )( d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(1 )( e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 20 
years. No gross annual revenues were 
associated with this facility. 

Alternative methods provided by the cl usler 
rules were considered, however were less 
cost effective. 

There are no cost savings with this system. 
Operating costs would go up slightly due to 
the additional pumping required to move the 
condensate. 

No other relevant factors. 

The applicant states the facility is in compliance with all DEQ, Regional Air Authority, and 
EPA regulations. DEQ permits issued to facility include: 

Air Permit Number 22-3501, issued 3/2/98 
Water Permit Number 101114, issued 6/30/93 
Stormwater Permit Number 1200Z 

The EQC issued 2 tax credit certificates to Pope & Talbot, Inc. at this facility location. 

App.# Description of Facility Certified 
Cost 

1728 Upgrading of existing electrostatic precipitator; $309,401 
installation of additional transformer/rectifier, 
research Cottrell model no. SlRT-68-135, and 
54 pneumatic vibrators. 

4398 Oxygen delignification facility $23,774,824 

Reviewers: Lois L. Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5590_010l_Pope & Talbot.doc 

% Cert. EQC Date I 
Allocable # 

84 1814 11/22/85 

-··--
100 3544 11/17/95 

Reissued 
12/20/99 to 

Selco 
Service 

Corporation 

Last printed 08/30/01 I :38 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 --468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 

0109 

Organized as: 
Business: 

an S corporation 
manufacture alloy steel 
castings 

Taxpayer ID: 93-0336095 

The applicant's address is: 

PO Box 83095 
Portland, OR 97283 

Technical Information 
The claimed facility is a: 
• Baghouse, 
• Concrete foundation, 
• Steel support structure, 
• Inlet and discharge ductwork, 
• Fan and drive motor, and 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
5591 
$178,399 
100% 
7 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

A 20,000 cfm fabric filter baghouse, 6: I air to 
cloth ratio with reverse pulse cleaning 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

10425 N. Bloss Ave. 
Portland, OR 97203 

• Electrical controls and connections for supply of electrical power and compressed air. 

The claimed facility filters fine particulate matter generated from new machinery in the sand preparation 
and recycling system. The baghonse captured about 110 pounds of dust for every ton of sand processed 
during the first six months of operation. The dust would have been discharged into the atmosphere as 
fugitive emissions without the installation. 



Eligibility 
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ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment installation is to reduce a substantial 
(l)(a)(B) quantity of air pollution. The sole and exclusive purpose of the interior ductwork 

and related costs is not considered pollution control because the process equipment 
would have been installed with or without the pollution control. 

ORS 468.155 The reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the use 
(l)(b)(B) of an air cleaning device as defined in ORS 468A.005. 

ORS 468.150 Replacement: The claimed facility does not replace any previously certified 
(3 )( e) equipment. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

09/15/1998 
06/30/1999 
07/15/1999 
07/05/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 

Ineligible Cost: Interior ductwork 
Eligible Cost 

Invoices substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$186,554 
($8, 155) 

$178,399 

The following factors were used to determine the percentage of the facility cost allocable to pollution 
control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468. l 90(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable or usable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
return on investment consideration is 7 
years. Calculated according to rule, the 
percentage allocable to pollution control is 
100%. 

No alternative methods investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs. 

No other relevant factors. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
DEQ permits issued to the site: ACDP, number 26-1869, issued 2/1/95; NPDES, number 1200-COLS 
(18696), issued 12/21/99. The EQC issued 15 tax credits to Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. at this 
facility location. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 
Approvc~559.1_0109 ~Columbia Steel.doc Last prinlt:d 08/3()/(11 I _38 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

0109 

Pollution Control Facility: NPS: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: an Individual 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 258-76-2295 

The applicant's address is: 

29500 NW Quail Run Dr. 
Gaston, OR 97119 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Steven J. Taylor 
5592 
$2,995 
100% 
3 years 

Facility Identification 
The applicant identified the facility as: 

Bearcat model 73554 Wood chipper, (S/N 
102107) 

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility 
garaged at: 

29500 NW Quail Run Dr. 
Gaston, OR 97119 

The wood chipper is used to reduce open burning of woody debris. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of 

(l)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution. 

ORS 468.155 The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a wood 
(2)(b) chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

06/26/2001 
06/26/2001 
06/26/2001 
07/05/2001 



Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

An invoice substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$ 2,995 
$ 2,995 

Application Nu111ber 5592 
Page 2 

The only factor used in determining the percentage allocable to pollution control is the 100% 
percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ 
permits have been issued to the applicant at this facility location. No other tax credits have been 
issued to the applicant. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_ 5592_0109 _Taylor.doc Lasl printed 08/JO/O I I :38 PfVI 



State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: transmission substation 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0256820 

The applicant's address is: 

121 SW Salmon St. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Technical Information 
The oil spill containment facility includes: 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Portland General Electric Co. 
5594 
$118,020 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Oil containment system 

The applicru1t is the owner of the facility located at: 

Sullivan Substation 
4303 Willamette Falls 
West Linn, OR 97068 

A geomembrill1e shield around the trill1sformer foundation, 
• A geomembrill1e lined containment pit, and 
• A drainage trench. 

The membrill1e prevents oil from spilling on the ground in the unlikely event of ru1 oil spill from one 
of the trill1sformers. The drain rock and piping direct any spilled oil into the containment pit. 

The membrane that covers the ground around the trill1sformers is ill1 XR-5 style 8130 and is sealed lo 
the concrete foundations. This liner is protected from punctures with a geo-fabric under and over the 
membrane liner. Drain piping is installed around each transformer. A layer of drain rock is then 
placed over the liner and drain piping. Additional drain piping is laid and connected to the 
containment pit. Piping from the containment pit is connected to the drain trench. 

Without this new oil spill containment system, there was potential for a maximum of approximately 
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8,200 gallons of transformer oil to drain into the Willamette River. 

Any spilled oil or contaminated materials can now be contained within the site's drainage system 
until crews are dispatched to pump oil from the containment pit for disposal at a state-approved 
facility. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new system installation is to control water pollution. 

(l)(a)(B) 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished with the use of treatment works for industrial waste 
(l)(b)(A) as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: There was no exisiting oil containment system in place. 
(3)( e) 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 

Ineligible Costs 
Eligible Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$138,068 
Corporate loading ($20,048) 

----~~-~ 

$118,020 

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

09/01/1998 
07/22/1999 
07122/1999 
07/13/2001 

The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(l)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(l)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(l)(c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Approvc _5594_ 0 I 09 _PGE.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 10 years. The claimed 
facility does not produce revenue. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

I .asl printed 08/JOIO I I : J8 Pf\1 
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The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ 
permits or other tax credits have been issued to Portland General Electric Co. at this facility 
location. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_ 5594 _ 0 I 09 _POE.doc Lasl printed 08/30/0 I I :J8 l'M 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Water 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a C corporation 
Business: transmission substation 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0256820 

The applicant's address is: 

121 SW Salmon St. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Technical Information 
The oil spill containment facility includes: 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Portland General Electric Co. 
5595 
$97,815 
100% 
10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Oil containment system 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

Glencullen Substation 
4599 SW Lee St. 
Portland, OR 97221 

• A geomembrane shield around the transformer foundation, 
A geomembrane lined containment pit, and 

• A drainage trench. 

The membrane prevents oil from spilling on the ground in the unlikely event of an oil spill from one 
of the transformers. The drain rock and piping direct any spilled oil into the containment pit. 

The membrane that covers the ground around the transformers is an XR-5 style 8130 and is sealed to 
the concrete foundations. This liner is protected from punctures with a geo-fabric under and over the 
membrane liner. Drain piping is installed around each transformer. A layer of drain rock is then 
placed over the liner and drain piping. Additional drain piping is laid and connected to the 
containment pit. Piping from the containment pit is c01mected to the drain trench. 

Without this new oil spill containment system, there was potential for a maximum of approximately 
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6,000 gallons of transformer oil to drain into Fanno Creek. 

Any spilled oil or contaminated materials can now be contained within the site's drainage system 
until crews are dispatched to pump oil from the containment pit for disposal al a state-approved 
facility. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new system installation is to control water pollution. 

(1 )(a)(B) 

ORS 468.155 The control is accomplished with the use of treatment works for industrial waste 
(l)(b)(A) as defined in ORS 468B.005. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: There was no exisiting oil containment system in place. 
(3)( e) 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 

Ineligible Costs 
Eligible Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$118,650 
Corporate loading ($20,835) 

----~~~~ 

$97,815 

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

01/05/1999 
07/15/1999 
07/15/1999 
07/13/200 I 

The following factors were considered in determining the percentage of the facility cost allocable to 
pollution control. 

Factor 
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity 

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment (ROI) 

ORS 468.190(1 )( c) Alternative Methods 

ORS 468.190(l)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs 

ORS 468.190(l)(e) Other Relevant Factors 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Approve_5595 _ 0109 _PGE.doc 

Applied to This Facility 
No salable commodity. 

The useful life of the facility used for the 
ROI consideration is 10 years. The claimed 
facility does not produce revenue. 

No alternative investigated. 

No savings or increase in costs were 
identified. 

No other relevant factors. 

Last printed 08/JO/O ! I :J8 Ptvl 
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The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ 
permits or other tax credits have been issued to Portland General Electric Co. at this facility 
location. 

Reviewers: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5595_0109 _PGE.doc Last printed 08/J0/01 1 :38 l'lvl 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Reclaimed Plastic Products 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.451 -- 468.491 
OAR 340-017-0010 -- 340-017-0055 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a corporation 

0109 

Business: Plastic recycling company 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0852298 

The applicant's address is: 

4427 NE 158'h 
Portland, OR 97230 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Denton Plastics Inc. 
5597 
$4,756 
100% 
5 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as 

One HD-20-18 belt conveyor with 
welded steel frame 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

4427 NE 158'h 
Portland, OR 97230 

This equipment is used to process scrap plastic and reclaimed plastic products in the 
manufacturing of reclaimed plastic pellets. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.461 (1) Any person may apply to the EQC for certification of an investment made to allow 

the person to collect, transport or process reclaimed plastic, or to manufacture a 
reclaimed plastic product. 



Application Nu1nber 5597 
Page 2 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Preliminary Application Received 
Preliminary approval granred 
Date of investment 

03/23/2001 
03/23/2001 
04/30/2001 

Final application received 07/17/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

Invoices substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$4, 756 
$4,756 

The following factors were used to determine the 100% percentage of the investment allocable to 
the collection, transportation or processing of reclaimed plastic, or the manufacture of reclaimed 
plastic product. 

Factor 
OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(a) Extent u.sed to 
convert reclaimed plastic into a salable or 
usable commodity. 

OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(b) The alternative 
methods, equipment and costs for achieving the 
same objective; 

OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(c) Other relevant 
factors used to establish portion of the cost 
allocable to collection, transportation or 
processing of reclaimed plastic or the 
manufacture of reclaimed plastic products. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
The equipment is used 100% of the time for 
processing reclaimed plastic into a salable or 
useable commodity. 

No alternative methods were considered. 

No other factors were considered relevant. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. DEQ issued a 
storm water permit to this facility. 

The EQC issued Denton Plastics, Inc. 16 tax credit certificates to the facility location. 
The EQC issued WWDD Partnership 13 tax credit certificates to the facility location. 
The EQC issued Neo Leasing, LLC 4 tax credit certificates to the facility location. 
The EQC issued DBD Leasing 1 tax credit certificate to the facility location. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

Approve_ 5597 _ 0 I 09 _Denton.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I 1 :42 Pivl 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150--468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized As: a S corporation 
Business: Solid waste collection 

and recycling facility 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0582081 

The applicant's address is: 

16791 SE 120"' 
Clackamas, Oregon 97015 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant: John P. Lehi Co 
Application No.: 5598 
Facility Cost: $24,518 
Percentage Allocable: 100% 
Useful Life: 7 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Ten 2-yard metal collection bins, (S/N 
162437-162446); 14 3-yard metal collection 
containers, (S/N 162447-162451, 167094-
167098, 196478-169481); 200 blue 65-gallon 
recycling carts, (SIN 1400-1599); and 1000 
14-gallon collection bins, with no serial 
numbers. 

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at: 

16791 SE 1201
h 

Clackamas, Oregon 

These containers are used to collect recyclable materials from residential and commercial customers 
in the City of P01iland and Clackamas County. The recyclable materials are delivered to a 
processing facility where they are sorted and sent to recycling mills to be converted into useable 
products. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5598 
Page 2 

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a 
(l)(a) substantial quantity of solid waste. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: These containers do not replace old recycling collection 
(3)( e) equipment. 

ORS 468.155 These containers are used to collect recyclable material and are part of a 
(1 )(b )(D) material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that would 

otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Facility Cost 
Facility Cost 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

$24,518 
$24,518 

The applicant provided copies of the invoices to substantiate the facility cost. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

10/15/99 
11/30/00 
11/30/00 
07/17/01 

The only factor used in determining the portion of the claimed facility cost allocable to pollution 
control is the 100% percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There 
were no DEQ permits issued to this facility. 

No other tax credits have been issued to the John P. Lehi Company. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

9059-l Lehi I .ast printed 08/30/01 I :42 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

Reclaimed Plastic Products 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.451 -- 468.491 
OAR340-017-0010 --340-017-0055 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a corporation 

0109 ---

Business: Manufacturing and sales of door 
components 

Taxpayer ID: 93-1069757 

The applicant's address is: 

4243 Springrock Circle 
West Linn, OR 97068 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: 

Applicant 
Application No. 
Facility Cost 
Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

APPROVE 

Ideal Door Components Inc. 
5600 
$34,800 
100% 
5 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

One 20-cavity mold designed to 
manufacture sidelite door plug bodies 
and compression keys. 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

37570 Rubin Lane, Suite B 
Sandy, OR 97055 

This 20-cavity mold is used to manufacture I 0 sidelite door plugs and I 0 compression keys used in 
shipping prehung doors. These products are manufactured from I 00% reclaimed plastic. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.461 (!) Any person may apply to the EQC for certification of an investment made to allow 

the person to collect, transport or process reclaimed plastic, or to manufacture a 
reclaimed plastic product. 
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Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165(6). 

Preliminary application received 
Preliminary approval granted 
Date of investment 

03/12/2001 
03/12/2001 
07/11/2001 

Final application received 07/19/2001 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Cost 
Eligible Cost 

Invoices substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$34,800 
$34,800 

The following factors were used to determine the 100% percentage of the investment allocable to 
the collection, transpo1iation or processing of reclaimed plastic, or the manufacture of reclaimed 
plastic product. 

Factor 
OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(a) Extent used to 
convert reclaimed plastic into a salable or 
usable commodity. 

OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(b) The alternative 
methods, equipment and costs for achieving the 
same objective; 

OAR 340-017-0030 (2)(c) Other relevant 
factors used to establish portion of the cost 
allocable to collection, transportation or 
processing of reclaimed plastic or the 
manufacture of reclaimed plastic products. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 

Applied to This Facility 
The equipment is used 100% of the time for 
processing reclaimed plastic into a salable or 
useable commodity. 

No alternative methods were considered. 

No other factors were considered relevant. 

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There were no 
DEQ permits or other tax credits issued to this facility. 

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ 

Approve_ 5600 _ 0 I 09 _Ideal.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I 1 :42 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: an S Corporation 
Business: Commercial Cardlock 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0740244 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0 Box23722 
Eugene, OR 97402 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant New Pacific Corporation 
Application No. 5602 
Eligible Facility Cost $49,501 
Percentage Allocable 100°/., 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The certificate will identify the facility as: 

Epoxy lining and impressed current 
cathodic protection on two underground 
storage tanks and an automatic tank 
gauge system. 

The applicant is the owner ofDEQ Facility ID 
5230 located at: 

50 Hwy 99 North 
Eugene OR 97402 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 

(l)(a) substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 
EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter. or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 
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Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed cost 
Less Ineligible Costs 
Eligible cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 

Application Received 

$49,501 
($0) 

$49,501 

Invoices or canceled checks substantiated the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

11/01/98 
08/31/99 
08/31/99 

07/30/01 

The only factor used in determining the percentage allocable to pollution control is the I 00% 
percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 
The EQC issued 1 certificate to New Pacific Corporation at a different facility location. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 

Approve_ 5602_0109 _New Pacific.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I l :42 PM 



~ 

~ 
I 1] :(•1 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 

Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

a Cooperative 
a Retail Gas Station 
93-0559325 

The applicant's address is: 

P 0 Box 258 
Mt. Angel, OR 97362 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Wilco Farmers 
Application No. 5605 
Eligible Facility Cost $429,808 
Percentage Allocable 96% 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The ce1iificate will identify the facility as: 

Two doublewall steel/fiberglass tanks, 
doublewall flexible plastic piping, spill 
containment basins, automatic tank gauge 
system, line/turbine leak detectors, overfill 
alarm, sumps, oil/water separator, 
automatic shutoff valves and Stage II 
vapor recovery. 

The applicant is the owner of DEQ Facility ID 
12004 located at: 

19791 Hwy 213 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 



Application Number 5605 
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Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 

(1 )(a) substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 
EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter_ or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

Less Ineligible Costs - Portion of tank 
gauge system not used for inventory 
control (! 0% ). 

$430,836 
($1,028) 

Eligible cost $429,808 

Invoices or canceled checks were submitted to substantiate the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

04/10/00 
06/12/00 
06/12/00 
08/08/01 

The cost for non-corrosion protected portion of tank and/or piping system is $16, 146. 
This is 4% of the eligible facility cost that is not allocable to pollution control leaving the 
remaining 96% allocable. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5605_0109 _ Wilco.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I l :42 PM 



~ 

r.t.: 
I •l :(•1 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: USTs 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 

Organized as: 
Business: 
Taxpayer ID: 

a S Corporation 
Retail Gas Stn & Cardlock 
93-1130446 

The applicant's address is: 

22300 SE Stark Street 
Gresham, OR 97030 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Leathers Enterprises, Inc. 
Application No. 5607 
Eligible Facility Cost $963,950 
Percentage Allocable 96% 
Useful Life 10 years 

Facility Identification 
The ce1iificate will identify the facility as: 

Five doublewall steel/fiberglass tanks, 
doublewall flexible plastic piping, spill 
containment basins, automatic tank gauge 
system, overfill alarm, sumps, monitoring 
wells, oil/water separator, automatic 
shutoff valves, Stage II vapor recovery 
piping. 

The applicant is the owner of DEQ Facility ID 
4272 located at: 

12334 Ehlen Road NE 
Aurora, OR 97002 

The applicant installed pollution control equipment to meet EPA requirements for underground 
storage tanks. 



Eligibility 

Application Number 5607 
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ORS 468.155 The principal pnrpose of this installation is to prevent, control or reduce a 
(!)(a) substantial quantity of air and water pollution. The claimed facility meets 

EPA requirements for underground storage tanks and the requirements under 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 150. 

OAR-016-0025 Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter, or 
(2)(g) prevent spills or unauthorized releases. 

05/01/96 
09/01/99 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

09/01/99 
---~08/08/01 

Facility Cost 
Claimed cost 

Less Ineligible Costs - Portion of tank 
gauge system not used for inventory 
control (I 0% ). 

Eligible cost 

Invoices and canceled checks substantiate the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$965,397 
($1,447) 

$963,950 

The cost for non-corrosion protected portion of tank and/or piping system is $43,233. 
This is 4% of the eligible facility cost that is not allocable to pollution control leaving the 
remaining 96% allocable. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. 

Reviewer: Barbara J. Anderson, DEQ 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve _5607 _ 0 l 09 _Leathers.doc Last printed 08/30/0 l l :44 PM 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC0109 . . __ 

Pollution Control Facility: Air 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: an S corporation 
Business: manufacture alloy steel 

castings 
Taxpayer ID: 93-0336095 

The applicant's address is: 

PO Box38095 
Portland, OR 97283 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: APPROVE 

Applicant Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
Application No. 5609 
Facility Cost $31,067 
Percent Allocable 100% 
Useful Life 7 years 

Facility Identification 
The applicant identified the facility as: 

Low-NO, burners for Natural Gas Fired 
Oven installed on heat treat oven #3 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

10425 N. Bloss Ave. 
Portland, OR 97203 

The claimed facility is the overhaul of the combustion system including the installation of low
NOx burners on the natural gas fired oven #3. The components are: 

• 6 new burners (Eclipse Thermjet # TJ-150), 
• a new combustion air blower, 
• changes to gas and air piping, 
• additional gas and air control valves, and 
• modifications to the electrical control system. 

The original combustion system on the heat treat oven was built in 197 5 and was still functioning 
as intended. The burners were designed and manufactured before nitrogen oxides were recognized 
as an environmental problem. Emissions from the old system are calculated using EPA's AP-42 
table 1.4-2 for small combustion boilers <10 MMBTU. The manufacturer of the new burners 
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estimates 37% reduction ofNOx, and 40% reduction of CO. Actual amounts will depend on 
usage, which varies depending on product mix and production volumes. 

Eligibility 
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new combustion system is lo reduce a substantial quantity 

(1 )(a)(B) of air pollution caused by nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxides from natural gas 
combustion. 

ORS 468.155 The claimed facility eliminates air contaminants with the use of an air cleaning 
(l)(b)(B) device as defined in ORS 468A.005. 

ORS 468.150 Replacement: The claimed facility is not a replacement to any previously certified 
(3)(e) equipment. The applicant is in the process of upgrading all natural gas oven burners. 

The Commission issued a certificate on 9/17/98 for low-NOx burners for natural gas 
fired oven used for heat treating steel castings. These burners are still functioning for 
their intended pollution control purpose. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted within 
the timing requirements of ORS 
468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Construction Started 

Construction Completed 
Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

03/27/2001 

06/15/2001 
06/18/2001 
08/14/2001 

$31,067 
$31,067 

Staff completed a facility cost analysis according to Department requirements on behalf of the 
applicant. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 
The only factor used to determining that 100% percent of the facility cost is allocable to pollution 
control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC 
orders. DEQ permits issued to this location: 

ACDP, #26-1869, issued 2/1/1995 
NPDES, #1200-COLS (18696), issued 12/21/1999 

The EQC issued 15 certificates to Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. at this facility location. 

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Approve_5609 _0109 _Columbia Steel.doc Last printed 08/30/0 I I :44 PM 



Attachment C 

Denial 

The Department recommends the Commission deny application number 5498 because the 
claimed facility replaces a previously certified facility. 

Application # Applicant Reason for denial Statutory reference 
5498 Berger Brothers Replacement facility ORS 468.155 (3)(e) 

Replacement: 
468.155 Definitions for ORS 468.155 to 468.190. 
(3) As used in ORS 468.155 to 468.190, "pollution control facility" or "facility" does not 
include: 

(e) Replacement or reconstruction of all or a part of any facility for which a pollution 
control facility certificate has previously been issued under ORS 468.170, except: 

(A) If the cost to replace or reconstruct the facility is greater than the like-for
like replacement cost of the original facility due to a requirement imposed by the 
department, the federal Environmental Protection Agency or a regional air 
pollution authority, then the facility may be eligible for tax credit certification 
up to an amount equal to the difference between the cost of the new facility and 
the like-for-like replacement cost of the original facility; or 
(B) If a facility is replaced or reconstructed before the end of its useful life then 
the facility may be eligible for the remainder of the tax credit certified to the 
original facility; 
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State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Tax Credit 
Review Report 

EQC 0109 

Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning 
Final Certification 
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190 
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080 

Applicant Identification 
Organized as: a Partnership 
Business: a grass seed farm 
Taxpayer ID: 543-52-6637 

The applicant's address is: 

34125 Riverside Dr. 
Albany, OR 97321 

Technical Information 

Director's 
Recommendation: DENY-Replaces a 

previously certified facility 

Applicant 
Application No. 

Berger Brothers 
5498 

Claimed Facility Cost 
Claimed Percentage Allocable 
Useful Life 

Facility Identification 

$32,685 
100% 
10 years 

The applicant identified the facility as: 

30' Alloway Flail Chopper (S/N 24946) 

The applicant is the owner of the facility 
located at: 

29722 Hwy 34 
Albany, OR 97321 

The applicant currently owns and leases a total of 1250 acres; of which 950 are under perennial 
grass seed production and 300 are under annual grass seed production. At one time this applicant 
open field burned as many acres as the weather and smoke management program permitted. The 
applicant now uses alternative practices including flail chopping straw loads, and baling off straw 
residue. 

The applicant purchased the claimed 30' Alloway Flail Chopper (Serial# 24946) for flail chopping 
grass straw loads. The applicant has been issued previous tax credit certificates, including a 
certificate for a 14' Rears Flail Chopper in 1990. 

The previous review reports state that 1200 acres of grass seed have been removed from open field 
burning as a result of the certified facilities. The Department requested documentation proving 
additional acreage was acquired. The applicant failed to provide this documentation. 

Eligibility 
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ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new equipment is not to reduce air pollution by 
(!)(a) reducing the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in 

compliance with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations). Acreage 
removal has been addressed by previously certified facilities. 

ORS 468.155 Replacement: This facility replaces a previously certified facility; a replacement 
(3)(e) facility is not eligible for certification. On September 21, 1990, the EQC issued 

certificate number 2240 to the applicant for a 14' Rears Flail Chopper and a Baler. 
The applicant stated the previously certified flail chopper became worn out and 
unreliable. 

OAR 340-016- Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling, storing, 
0060 (4)(b)(A) transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will result 

in reduction of open field burning. 

Timeliness of Application 
The application was submitted 
within the timing requirements 
of ORS 468.165 (6). 

Facility Cost 
Claimed Facility Cost 

Construction Started 
Construction Completed 
Facility Placed into Operation 
Application Received 

Ineligible Cost-Replacement Facility 
Eligible Facility Cost 

Paid invoices and canceled checks substantiate the cost of the facility. 

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control 

$32,685 
($32,685) 

$0 

12/23/1999 
12/23/1999 

7/01/2000 
1112012000 

The only factor used in determining the percentage allocable to pollution control is the percentage of 
time the facility is used for pollution control. 

Compliance and Other Tax Credits 
The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. There are no 
DEQ permits issued to the facility. 

Other tax credits issued to Berger Brothers: 

App.# Description of Facility 
3155 Install Drainage Tile to Land 
3156 14' Rears Flail Chopper & Baler 
3261 Tractor & Loader 
3688 Drainage Tile to 3 3 Acres 
3689 14' Steiger 1600 Offset Disk 
4407 Tractor & Plow 

Reviewers: Jim Cramer, ODA 
John Hamblin, ODA 
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ 

Deny_ 5498_0109 _Berger.doc 

Certified Cost Cert.# Issue Date 
$2,993 2239 08/10/1990 
$16,617 2240 09/21/1990 
$53,000 2340 12/14/1990 
$15,674 2820 04/23/1992 
$4,750 2821 03/12/1992 
$54,800 3484 08/18/1995 

Last printed 08/30/0J 4:44 PM 



PMCD 
Program Manager for 
Chemical Demilitarization 

UMCDF Status Report 

Presented to: 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

LTC Fred Pellissier, Com1nander, Umatilla Chen1ical Depot 

Mr. Don Barclay, Site Project Manager, Umatilla Chen1ical Agent Disposal Facility 

Mr. Loren Sharp, Project Manager, Washington Demilitarization Company 

EQC September 20-21, 2001 1 
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Program Manager tor 
Cti .. rnlcol Dem•lllmlzctlon 

Discussion Topics 

• PMCD Commitments 

• PMCSD Program Status 

• UMCDF Systemization Schedule 

• UMCDF Secondary Waste Processing Update 

• Summary 

EQC September 20-21, 2001 

UMATILLA 
r::h<:rnical agent dispGsal facility 
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rm; PMCD Commitment 
PMCD 
Program Manager ror 
Chem1c•.JI D91T'll1la11~01-on 

UMATILLA 
chemical agent disposal facility 

• PMCD Charter: 
.,/ Eliminate the risk from the stockpile at the Umatilla Chemical 

Depot while ensuring MAXIMUM PROTECTION to the 
workers, the public, and the environment. 

.,/ Strive to provide the best value while ensuring NO 
COMPROMISE to our maximum protection charter 

• PMCD Principles: 
.,/ Safety & Environmental Stewardship 
.,/ Cost & Schedule Performance 
.,/ Program Acceptance 
.,/ Contractor Success 

EQC September 20-21, 2001 3 
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PMCD 
Program Manager Jor 
Chemical Dem•lltarizotion 

PMCSD Program Status UMATILLA 
chemical agent disposal facility 

• JACADs completed munitions campaign in November 2000 

• TOCDF finished GB rocket campaign in August 2001 

• TOCDF GB campaign completion early 2002 · 

• UMCDF and ANCDF 

- Completed construction in 2001 

- Surrogate Shakedown scheduled for 2002 

• PBCDF construction 65% complete 

• PUCDF & BGCDF technology decisions pending 

EQC September 20-21, 2001 4 



Systemization Schedule r4 
PMCD UMATILLA P1ogram Manager for 
Oiemlcol Oemill1arlzcllon 

FYOO FY01 

chemical agent disp<i~J facility 

FY02 FY03 
May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun .Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May 

I SubAlciS,e 1 : . .:,SY Stem Field .yanjlone~fTeSting I 

SUbR:icise_ 2 - SyStem'Clerronstration_ Preparati.on 

SubAlase 3 - System oerronstration 

• Focus on Safely Starting ISubFhase 4 - Surrogate 
__, ['V\,t>' i1 

• UC 1 Surrogate Thermal Shakedown May 02 
Sanitary Sewer (completed) Trial Burns 

• DFS Surrogate Thermal Shakedown June 02 Instrument Air (completed) 

• Complete Pre-Operational Survey Feb 03 Plant Air (completed) 

Fuel Gas/Natural Gas (completed) 

t 
today 
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Sub-Riase 5 -
Optinization 

I 
Ready for Agent Operations 

February 2003 
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UMCDF Systemization 
Schedule ChallenQes 

• Maintain focus on risk elimination 

• Effectively integrate performers into schedule 

• Constant open and forthright communications 

• Incorporating programmatic lessons learned 
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UMATILLA 
chernica! agent disposal facility 
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Secondary Waste 

• No Legacy Waste 

• Treat all Agent Contaminated Secondary Waste 
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PMCD 
Program Manager far 
Chemical Damllitorlio11on 

Secondary Waste Processing at the 
UMCDF 

• Current RCRA permit identifies incineration as the best 
available technology for disposing of secondary waste 

• Successful testing and treatment of DPE and halogenated 
plastic in the MPF at JACADS 

• Decision made to implement the improved incineration 
technology for DPE and halogenated plastic treatment in 
the MPF at UMCDF, September 2001 

• Treatment of carbon using the Carbon Micronization 
System (CMS) and DFS test at JACADS, January 2002 

EQC September 20-21, 2001 8 
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Program Manager lor 
Chemical Oerr.llltorl2atlon 

Seconda.ry Waste Processing at the 
UMCDF 

• With successful testing at JACADS, the Permittees plan to 
issue a decision to implement carbon treatment using CMS 
in the DFS prior to start-up of surrogate operations at the 
UMCDF 

• Other UMCDF waste streams to be treated in the LIC, 
DFS, andMPF 

• DUN and PAS Design Upgrades Permit Modification 
Request, submitted September 2000, withdrawn July 2001 

• Permittees anticipate withdrawing the DUN from the 
UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit based on successful 
demonstration of improved incineration technology at 
JACADS EQCSeptembec20-21,2001 9 
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Program Manager for 
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Secondary Waste Processing at the 
UMCDF UMATILLA 

chemlcal agi::nt dispcisal facility 

• The Permittees submitted the Compliance Schedule Permit 
Modification Request, June 2000 

"'*Proposed schedules for implementing treatment at UMCDF for 
DPE, carbon, and other secondary waste streams. 

111
• Proposed UMCDF startup without the DUN being constructed 

based on waste treatment processes and schedules being identified. 

• Permittees withdrew the Compliance Schedule Permit 
Modification Request, July 2001 
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Summary 

- Safe Startup and Operations 

- Risk Reduction 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

August 31, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commission . I .A~ 

Stephanie Hallock, Director ~ , ~ -
Agenda Item H, Action Item: Approval Process for Umatilla Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility Operation 

September 20-21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Department 
Recommendation 

The Department recommends the Commission direct the Department to 
prepare a proposed modification to the UMCDF HW Permit to require 
Department approval for the start of surrogate testing operations and 
Commission approval for the start of chemical agent operations (as 
explained in Alternative #3). 

Key Issues I. The UMCDF HW Permit does not explicitly require Permittees to 
obtain Department or Commission approval prior to commencing 
hazardous waste operations. Consequently, we do not have an 
enforceable mechanism with which to rigorously evaluate overall 
UMCDF readiness before initiation of operations (facility start-up). 

HW Permit Condition II.H.4.i. requires Permittees to obtain, prior to 
commencing hazardous waste operations, written notification from the 
Department indicating the Governor has determined the Chemical Stockpile 
Emergency Preparedness Program (CSEPP) has achieved an adequate level 
of readiness. However, the Department believes there are other significant 
issues and activities which must also be resolved or completed prior to 
allowing start-up ofUMCDF. 

One of the most significant issues is the disposition of secondary wastes that 
will be generated during UMCDF operations. As discussed in a July 5, 2001 
memorandum to the Commission (Attachment A), the Permittees have 
withdrawn the Class 3 Permit Modification Requests for the Secondary Waste 
Compliance Schedule and the Dunnage Incinerator Design Upgrade. 
Modifying the HW Permit to include requirements for a start-up approval 
process will provide the Commission a replacement mechanism to ensure that 
secondary waste issues are satisfactorily addressed prior to start-up. 

Other significant issues include compliance with HW Permit requirements 
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and prior Permit Modification Request approval conditions, successful 
completion of all systemization and operational testing activities, and final 
modifications to the HW Permit and Permit Application to reflect the "as
built" configuration ofUMCDF. The formal evaluation/approval process 
the Department is proposing will provide a mechanism to verify completion 
of these activities. 

2. Without a defined process for approving the start of surrogate and/or 
agent operations, the Department and Commission do not have a formal 
mechanism to obtain input from interested members of the public on their 
perception of UMCDF readiness to begin operations. 

The Commission's decision to approve and issue the original UMCDF HW 
Permit was reached through very open and public processes. Approval to start 
UMCDF operations, especially for chemical agent operations, represents a 
decision of similar magnitude. The Department believes there is an 
expectation by both the Commission and interested members of the public 
that the decision to approve the start of operations at UMCDF should also be 
conducted in an open and public forum. The use of a defined approval 
process will facilitate such an approach. 

3. The approval process for UMCDF start-up must include a specific list 
of items to be completed, accompanied by a rigorous and defined set of 
criteria that will be used for the evaluation. It should also include 
sufficient flexibility to respond to changing circumstances, new 
information and emerging issues. 

The Department provided the Commission with an initial draft of a UMCDF 
start-up checklist as an attachment to a staff report discussed at the May 18, 
2000 Commission meeting (related to the Request for Revocation). Since that 
time, the Department has expanded that initial effort into separate checklists 
for surrogate and agent operations. The Department will further refine these 
checklists to ensure they are comprehensive, and account for new information 
and circumstances. 

Example checklists for a start-up approval process are provided in 
Attachment B (surrogate operations) and Attachment C (agent operations). 
Examples of the kinds of specific evaluation criteria that will be developed 
for each checklist item are included as Attachment D. The checklists will 
be used by the Department to evaluate UMCDF operational readiness and 
support a recommendation/decision regarding start-up. 
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EQC Action 
Alternatives 

4. Hazardous waste operations at UMCDF will begin by testing the facility 
with surrogate chemicals. If UMCDF successfully demonstrates the 
ability to destroy the surrogate materials it will be ready to proceed with 
chemical agent operations. This presents two discrete start-up decision 
points, one for the beginning of the surrogate operations and another for 
the beginning of agent operations. 

UMCDF is currently targeting June 2002 for the start of surrogate operations, 
and late February 2003 for the start of GB nerve agent operations. Although 
surrogate operations are considered "hazardous waste operations" subject to 
the requirements of the HW Permit, their purpose within the overall function 
ofUMCDF is to serve as the final testing phase demonstrating the facility's 
readiness for chemical agent operations. Successful demonstration of furnace 
operations during surrogate trial burns is required before UMCDF is 
considered ready to move into operations with chemical agent. 

Chemical agent disposal operations begin with the commencement of agent 
"shakedown" operations, which occur prior to the agent trial bums. RCRA 
hazardous waste regulations allow a facility to operate with the permitted 
waste feeds (in this case, GB chemical agent munitions) for up to 720 hours 
(30 days at 24 hours/day operation) prior to conducting the actual trial burn 
tests. The beginning of the agent shakedown phase is then effectively the 
beginning of disposal operations, since UMCDF will be using chemical 
munitions as waste feed and operating the furnaces in accordance with 
permitted limits during shakedown testing. 

If the Commission agrees that a start-up approval process should be 
developed, then the Department requires guidance on whether the 
Commission would like to reserve both start-up decisions for itself, or 
whether it wishes to defer the surrogate start-up decision to the Department 
while retaining the agent start-up decision for itself. 

1. Take no action. 

This alternative provides the Commission no role in explicitly approving the 
start of either surrogate or chemical agent operations. Permittees would be 
allowed to begin operations when the Department determines that UMCDF 
has met all requirements currently in the HW Permit and completed any 
activities that were required as conditions for approval of previous Permit 
Modification Requests. Interested members of the public would have no 
formal opportunity to provide input to the Department's decision process, 
except through the normal permit modification process. 
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The original decision to issue the HW Permit was predicated in part on the 
need for expeditious destruction of the stockpile. Therefore, the 
Department believes that assessment of the alternatives should consider 
whether a formal decision process to approve start-up could result in a 
schedule delay for disposal operations. The "no-action" alternative 
represents the least risk in terms of delaying the start ofUMCDF because no 
additional requirements for public process are being imposed. 

2. Direct the Department to prepare a proposed modification to the 
UMCDF HW Permit explicitly requiring Commission approval for the 
start of both surrogate operations and chemical agent operations. 

UMCDF has already entered the "systemization" phase, which includes 
component, instrument, and equipment testing using non-hazardous 
materials and waste feeds (such as simulated munitions filled with ethylene 
glycol to test conveyors, controls, and feed mechanisms). Although testing 
and trial bums using "surrogate" chemicals are defined as hazardous waste 
operations by the Department, surrogate operations are still considered part 
of the facility systemization process. This alternative would require 
Permittees to obtain Commission approval before proceeding to testing with 
the surrogate chemicals. 

The Department would use a surrogate start-up checklist (with associated 
evaluation criteria), a public comment process, and field evaluations to 
provide a recommendation to the Commission. The Commission would 
make the final determination of whether the Permittees have demonstrated 
readiness to begin surrogate testing operations. 

Permittees would also be required to obtain Commission approval prior to 
moving from the surrogate operations to chemical agent operations. The 
Department would provide the Commission a recommendation on UMCDF's 
readiness to begin agent operations after reviewing the test results from the 
surrogate trial bums and using an agent start-up checklist to conduct the same 
evaluation and comment process described above for surrogate operations. 

Because of the additional administrative processing time associated with 
formal Commission actions, this alternative has the potential to delay the start 
of surrogate testing operations, and consequently the start of agent disposal 
operations. The Department believes the risk of schedule impacts could be 
lessened by coordinating the decision approval processes as much as 
possible to parallel facility operational schedules. 

3. Direct the Department to prepare a proposed modification to the 
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Rationale and 
Next Steps 

UMCDF HW Permit explicitly requiring Commission approval for the 
start of chemical agent operations, but deferring to the Department the 
decision to approve the start of surrogate testing operations. 

The Department would follow the same procedure described in Alternative 
#2 for assessing the readiness ofUMCDF to begin surrogate operations. 
The only difference would be that the Department would make the final 
readiness determination. 

Permittees would not be allowed to begin actual chemical agent disposal 
operations without the approval of the Commission. The Department would 
use an agent start-up checklist (with associated evaluation criteria), a public 
comment process, and field evaluations to provide a recommendation to the 
Commission. As in Alternative #2, the Department would also review the test 
results from the surrogate trial bums as part of the evaluation process. The 
Commission would then make the final determination of whether Permittees 
have demonstrated readiness to begin agent operations. 

This alternative also has the potential to impact the start of agent operations at 
UMCDF. However, there is less risk for schedule delay than with Alternative 
#2 because Alternative #3 eliminates the additional time required for formal 
Commission approval of the start of surrogate testing operations. Regardless, 
the Department would do everything it could to minimize the possibility of 
delay by coordinating the decision approval processes to parallel facility 
operational schedules. 

The Department believes it is appropriate for the Commission to delegate to 
the Department the authority to approve the start of surrogate operations, 
which are, in effect, part of the testing process for UMCDF. Success during 
surrogate operations will then become a significant factor in the Department's 
evaluation and recommendation to the Commission on whether UMCDF is 
prepared to go to chemical agent operations. Commission approval for the 
start of chemical agent operations is appropriate, since it is the chemical agent 
processing that presents the greatest risk to human health and the 
environment. 

Requiring the Permittees to obtain explicit approval for starting both surrogate 
and agent operations provides the Department, the Commission, and the 
public a final opportunity to assess the facility's overall readiness through an 
open and defined process. Alternative# 3 gives us that opportunity while at 
the same time minimizing the possibility that stockpile disposal operations 
will be delayed by administrative processes. 
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Attachments 

The Department believes that sufficient cause and justification exists to 
modify the UMCDF HW Permit to include these new requirements. There 
have been a significant number of changes made to the original design and 
operating parameters ofUMCDF, and public interest and concern remains 
high. Modification of the HW Permit provides the tool necessary for the 
Commission and Department to make a determination in an open public 
process that UMCDF has satisfied the requirements of the State of Oregon 
prior to the operational start-up. Regardless of the Commission's decision on 
a start-up approval process, the Department and Commission will retain 
explicit authority to shut down operations, either surrogate or agent, ifthere is 
any indication that operations are presenting a risk to public health or the 
environment. 

If so directed, the Department will develop the draft proposed permit 
modification package, issue it for public comment, and then prepare the final 
proposed revised permit language to be presented for Commission approval at 
a later meeting. As part of the permit modification package that goes out for 
public review and comment, the Department will include examples of the 
start-up checklists and specific measurement criteria, and an outline of the 
overall start-up decision process. 

Attachment E includes a proposed schedule to complete the permit 
modification process. Attachment F provides the regulatory basis for 
modifying the UMCDF HW Pennit, and includes some example permit 
language for consideration. 

A "Memorandum to the Environmental Quality Commission re: Secondary 
Waste Treatment," from Wayne C. Thomas, Administrator, Chemical 
Demilitarization Program, dated July 5, 2001 (DEQ Item No. 01-0796) 

B UMCDF Surrogate Operations: Example Start-Up Checklist 

C UMCDF Chemical Agent Operations: Example Start-up Checklist 

D Examples of Measurement and Evaluation Criteria for Selected Start-up 
Checklist Items 

E Proposed Schedule for Development of Start-up Approval Process and 
HW Permit Revisions 

F Regulatory Basis to Modify UMCDF HW Permit and Example of 
Possible Revisions 
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Available Upon 
Request 

• "Withdrawal of Class 3 Permit Modification Request UMCDF-00-02 l
DUN(3), Dunnage Incinerator and Associated Pollution Abatement 
System Improvements," letter from UMCDF Permittees to Wayne C. 
Thomas, Administrator, DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program, dated 
July 26, 2001 [DEQ Item No. 01-0925] 

• "Withdrawal of Class 3 Permit Modification Request UMCDF-00-016-
WAST(3), Secondary Waste Compliance Schedule," letter from UMCDF 
Permittees to Wayne C. Thomas, Administrator, DEQ Chemical 
Demilitarization Program, dated July 26, 2001 [DEQ Item No 01-0926] 

Approved: 

Author(s): 

Program: Wayne C. Thomas I 441\L c£~ 
Report Prepared By: Sue Oliver, Sr. Hazardous Waste Specialist 

Thomas G. Beam, PE, Sr. Environmental Engineer 

Phone: (541) 567-8297 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
DEQ Item No. 01-0796 (92.93) 

DATE: July 5, 2001 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 
Stephanie Hallock, Director 
Larry Edelman, DOJ 
Larry Knudsen, DOJ 
Stephen Bushong, DOJ 

FROM: Wayne C. Thomas, Administrator 
Chemical Demilitarization Program 

(Original Signed) 

Memorandum 

SUBJECT: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility-Secondary Waste Treatment 

We have recently had some new developments on the issue of "secondary waste" and the related 
Class 3 Secondary Waste Compliance Schedule Permit Modification Request (PMR). The 
Permittees intend to withdraw not only the Compliance Schedule PMR, but also the Class 3 
Dunnage Incinerator (DUN) Design Upgrade PMR. We concur with the decision to withdraw 
the modification requests, for two reasons. First, we believe that there are other, more effective, 
means at our disposal to insure that there are no "legacy wastes" remaining after the munitions 
have been destroyed. Second, we believe that most of the reasons for initially seeking these two 
permit modifications no longer apply. 

Secondary Waste Compliance Schedule 

The Permittees came before the Commission in August 1999 with a proposal to keep the 
installation of the DUN on "hold." The Army then invited the Department to participate in a new 
"Secondary Waste Integrated Project Team" to develop the plan for alternate treatment methods 
for wastes that were originally destined for the DUN. To address the Commission's concerns 
about "legacy wastes" remaining in Oregon after the disposal of munitions, the Permittees 
proposed to submit a "Compliance Schedule" for incorporation into the UMCDF Hazardous 
Waste Permit (HW Permit). The Compliance Schedule would then become an enforceable 
document that would hold the Permittees to a firm schedule for treatment decisions on each 
secondary waste stream, especially carbon and the encapsulating suits called the 
"Demilitaiization Protective Ensemble" (DPE). 
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The Compliance Schedule PMR was submitted June 27, 2000. The Department issued a Notice 
of Deficiency in October 2000, and received a response from the Permittees in December 2000. 
Review of the response to the NOD, and ongoing discussions, indicate that the Permittees are 
making significant progress on many of the activities listed in the proposed Compliance 
Schedule, but the Department remains concerned about incorporating it into the UMCDF HW 
Permit. The Permittees originally proposed the Compliance Schedule so they could start 
UMCDF without demonstrated and permitted secondary waste treatment methods. The schedule 
delay for start ofUMCDF thermal operations (until mid-2002) means that many of the activities 
on the Compliance Schedule are likely to be completed prior to start-up, so the need for the 
Compliance Schedule is lessened. There are other options available to the Department and the 
Commission to insure that the Permittees continue to make progress on the development of 
secondary waste treatment technologies. These options are described more fully below. 

Incorporating the Compliance Schedule into the Permit was originally intended to motivate the 
Permittees to accomplish two of the Department's goals related to secondary wastes: (1) 
identifying all secondary waste streams from both UMCDF and the Depot; and (2) selecting, 
testing, and permitting treatment technologies for each waste identified in (1). Several of these 
goals have been achieved, and the Permittees are making progress on others. 

UMCDF has essentially completed development of the list of expected secondary waste streams, 
and UMCDF and the Depot are working closely together to characterize the 700+ drums of 
secondary wastes generated over 40 years of stockpile maintenance (stored in "J-Block" igloos). 
We expect that the vast majority of what is stored in J-Block will be similar, and in many cases, 
identical, to the wastes already permitted for furnace feeds. Most of the secondary wastes from 
both UMCDF and the Depot could be fed to the Metal Parts Furnace (MPF) or the Deactivation 
Furnace System (DFS) and the Permittees will be submitting modification requests to permit 
these additional waste feeds. The two "problem" waste streams are spent carbon and DPE suits. 

The DPE suits are used by workers in toxic areas of the chemical demilitarization facilities and 
contain halogenated plastics, which can be a challenge to treat effectively because of the potential 
for dioxin formation. The Army just completed testing at the JACADS facility for treating DPE 
suits in the MPF, and by all accounts (including reports from two Department staff that observed 
the test) the test was successful. We should have a complete report by the end of this summer. 

The proposed treatment methodology for carbon will also use an existing incinerator (DFS). The 
Permittees are developing a new feed mechanism to allow the injection of the carbon directly 
into the DFS. The "Carbon Micronization System" is being installed at JACADS to test whether 
waste carbon can be micronized (pulverized) and fed directly into the DFS through a burner. A 
full test of the carbon treatment system is expected to occur at JACADS in late 2001 or early 
2002. The Department will send observers to that test also. 
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After we receive the Anny's reports on disposal ofDPE suits and spent carbon, we can pursue 
appropriate permit modifications to ensure that systems for disposing of all secondary wastes are 
at least selected before start-up of any disposal operations. We do not expect UMCDF to begin 
thermal operations until May or June of2002, and actual agent operations will not begin until 
early 2003. That makes it very likely that most of the permit modifications related to treating 
secondary wastes in existing furnaces will already be in the permitting process, if not completed, 
before the start of agent operations. 

Dunnage Incinerator 

At the meeting in August 1999 the Commission and Department both expressed concern about 
what the Anny would do in the event that alternate secondary waste treatment methods did not 
work out. The Anny assured the Commission that it would then go ahead and install the DUN, 
because the DUN would work with some design upgrades to solve its "throughput" problem, but 
it was stated that it was mostly just a cost issue. To ensure that there would be some secondary 
waste treatment option available, the Commission required that the Permittees submit a 
Modification Request to permit the necessary upgrades to the DUN design. The Class 3 
Dunnage Incinerator Permit Modification Request was received in September, 2000. At this 
juncture, it is clear that further processing of the DUN PMR no longer makes sense. 

Review of over 100 DUN-related documents (stretching back to 1989) reveal that the DUN has 
performed only marginally in its history at both JACADS and TOCDF (Tooele facility). 
Operators have had a considerable amount of difficulty controlling the combustion process (an 
inherent problem in the DUN's "batch" feed system). It's "dry" pollution abatement system does 
not provide the same level of emissions control and capture that can be achieved with the "wet" 
pollution systems (followed by carbon) of the other furnaces at UMCDF. The feeding 
mechanism has never functioned well, and the DUN at JACADS experienced a significant 
explosion in 1991. The DUN was abandoned at JACADS, and although some DUN upgrades 
were completed and tested at the Tooele facility, the DUN was eventually abandoned there, too. 

The design upgrade PMR incorporates only minimal design changes and does not propose to 
implement some of the most significant recommendations contained in the "DUN Retrofit" 
report commissioned by the Anny in 1994. In addition, constrnction of the Munitions 
Demilitarization Building at UMCDF is essentially complete, and no provisions were made for 
the eventual installation of the DUN. There is now no way to install it in the building without 
cutting through exterior walls, or cutting the DUN itself into small pieces and reassembling it 
inside. The Department does not believe that reviewing and processing the DUN PMR is an 
efficient use of staff resources when it has become so obvious that the Anny has no intention of 
ever installing the DUN at UMCDF. 
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Path Forward 

The Department intends to present these new developments as an informational item at the 
September 20-21, 2001 Commission meeting. We intend to recommend to the Commission that 
language be added to the UMCDF HW Permit to give the Commission explicit authority to 
approve the start-up ofUMCDF hazardous waste operations (the HW permit does not currently 
address Commission approval of start-up). We will also recommend that the Commission direct 
the Department to develop draft permit language and start-up decision criteria for public 
comment and Commission approval. The decision criteria may include, but not be limited to, the 
items in the "Start-up Checklist" originally presented to the Commission as Attachment X to the 
Revocation Request Staff Report (May 18, 2000). Ensuring that appropriate processes for 
disposal of all secondary wastes are in place could also be a prerequisite for approving the start
up ofUMCDF hazardous waste operations. 

The public comment period could be opened in mid to late October, 2001 and remain open until 
after the December 6-7, 2001 meeting of the Commission. This would allow the public an 
opportunity to give oral comment directly to the Commission during a regularly scheduled 
meeting. We would also hold a public hearing in Hermiston, probably the week prior to the 
December Commission meeting. The matter would be on the Commission agenda as an action 
item for a decision at the first meeting of2002, tentatively scheduled for January 24-25. 

Please note that I will be on vacation from July 2-13, but feel free to contact Sue Oliver at 541-
567-8297 (ext. 26) or Tom Beam at extension 30 if you have any questions. I will be back in the 
office on July 16. 

Cf: Sue Oliver, DEQ 
Tom Beam, DEQ 



Attachment B 
Agenda Item H, Approval Process for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Operations 
September 20-21, 2001 EQC Meeting 
Page B-1 

UMCDF SURROGATE OPERATIONS 
EXAMPLE START-UP CHECKLIST 

D Umatilla Chemical Depot (UMCD) Hazardous Waste Storage Pennit has been approved and 
implemented.* 

D UMCDF Class 3 Storage Permit Modification Request (for storage of secondary wastes in J-Block 
pending treatment and/or off-site disposal) has been approved and implemented. 

D UMCDF HW Permit and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B Permit 
Application have been updated and determined to be current (see Attachment D for example 
evaluation criteria) . 

. D Surrogate trial burn plans for each furnace were submitted at least 180 days prior to the scheduled 
start of trial bums and have been reviewed and approved by the Department. 

D UMCD and UMCDF have been determined to be in compliance with all HW Permit Conditions and 
other Department requirements. 

D Requirements promulgated in 40 CFR 264 Subparts BB/CC (new regulations related to fugitive 
emissions from tanks and process equipment) have been incorporated into the UMCDF HW Permit, 
RCRA Part B Permit Application, and the design and operational configuration of the facility. 

D Revisions to OAR 340-101and340-102 to address the appropriate application of the Oregon state
only chemical agent waste codes (F998/F999 and P998/P999) have been promulgated and 
corresponding changes properly incorporated into the HW Permit and RCRA Part B Permit 
Application. 

D The UMCDF Perimeter Monitoring Network for the Comprehensive Monitoring Program (CMP) 
was activated at least one year prior to start of surrogate operations to collect baseline chemical agent 
air monitoring data. 

D UMCDF Independent Oversight Program structure and implementation has been accepted by the 
Department. 

D All required certifications for tank and tank systems, including primary containment sumps, have 
been submitted to the Department (see Attachment D for example evaluation criteria).* 

D Information demonstrating that the planned surrogate materials are "non-ignitable" was submitted at 
least six months prior to the start of surrogate operations and was approved by the Department. 

D All required miscellaneous treatment unit certifications have been submitted to the Department.* 

D At least eight quarterly CMP soil, biota, and water sampling events have been completed and the data 
have been statistically analyzed and used to develop baseline threshold values for each risk-driving 
analyte in each sample media. 

D The remote UMCDF computer monitoring station has been installed and are operational per 
Department request. 

* Item is currently being evaluated to determine if it is more appropriate to include as a chemical agent 
operations start-up checklist item. 
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D UMCD and UMCDF standard operating procedures related to operational limitations during adverse 
weather conditions were submitted at least 180 days prior to the start of surrogate operations. * 

D The Brine Reduction Area (BRA) limited stack testing plan was submitted at least 90 days prior to 
the scheduled test and has been approved by the Department. * 

D The Department has received a determination from the Governor that the local Chemical Stockpile 
Emergency Preparedness Program (CSEPP) has demonstrated an adequate level of readiness. 

D Department and UMCDF emergency response procedures and plans have been developed and 
implemented. 

D All required Facility Construction Certification (FCC) packages have been submitted and approved. 

D UMCDF construction is complete, facility has been turned over to operations and maintenance, and 
all systemization activities have been successfully completed, including preparation of necessary 
operational and maintenance procedures (see Attachment D for example evaluation criteria). 

D Unlined carbon steel duplex strainers have been removed from each of the Pollution Abatement 
Systems and replaced by the new dual simplex strainer design. This includes the submittal and 
approval of a Permit Modification Request to reflect the change. 

D UMCDF waste/munitions tracking system and associated procedures have been developed, approved 
by the Department, and implemented. 

D The chemical agent sampling and monitoring system has been installed and is operational on the 
Pollution Abatement System carbon filter systems.* 

D All necessary waste management processes and disposal contracts are in place to manage each waste 
stream generated during surrogate operations (see Attachment D for example evaluation criteria). 

D Appropriate Department personnel have been approved for unesc01ied access to UMCDF. 

D The Post-Trial Bum Human Health Risk Assessment Workplan has been completed and issued by 
the Department (see Attachment D for example evaluation criteria).* 

D UMCD and UMCDF are in compliance with current Air Contaminant Discharge Permits, including 
all applicable Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) regulations. All outstanding air 
quality issues have been resolved to Department's satisfaction. 

D UMCD and UMCDF are in compliance with all applicable water quality regulations and all 
outstanding water quality issues have been resolved to Department's satisfaction. 

D The Department's public information and outreach efforts have been completed. 

* Item is currently being evaluated to determine if it is more appropriate to include as a chemical agent 
operations start-up checklist item. 
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UMCDF CHEMICAL AGENT OPERATIONS 
EXAMPLE START-UP CHECKLIST 

D UMCDF HW Penni! and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B Permit 
Application have been updated and determined to be current (see Attachment D for example 
evaluation criteria).** 

D Agent trial bum plans for each furnace were submitted at least 180 days prior to the scheduled start 
of trial bums and have been reviewed and approved by the Department. 

D Applicable surrogate trial bum reports have been submitted and approved by the Department. 

D All required updated Facility Construction Certification (FCC) packages have been submitted and 
approved.** 

D UMCDF Independent Oversight Program structure and implementation continues to be effective and 
acceptable to the Department.** 

D UMCD and UMCDF have been determined to be in compliance with all HW Permit Conditions and 
other Department requirements.** 

D The chemical agent sampling and monitoring system has been installed and is operational on the 
Pollution Abatement System carbon filter systems.** 

D UMCDF waste/munitions tracking system and associated procedures have been developed, approved 
by the Department, and implemented.** 

D All additional systemization activities and any operational revisions (including procedural changes) 
subsequent to the surrogate trial bums have been completed successfully. 

D Requirements promulgated in 40 CFR 264 Subparts BB/CC (new regulations related to fugitive 
emissions from tanks and process equipment) have been incorporated into the UMCDF HW Permit, 
RCRA Part B Penni! Application, and the design and operational configuration of the facility.** 

D All required revisions to certifications for tank and tank systems, including primary containment 
sumps, have been submitted to the Department (see Attachment D for example evaluation criteria). 

D All required revisions to miscellaneous treatment unit certifications have been submitted to the 
Department. 

D UMCDF is in compliance with any Permit issued by the EPA under the Toxic Substance Control Act 
(TSCA) regulating the incineration of wastes containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 

D UMCD and UMCDF are in compliance with current Air Contaminant Discharge Permits, including 
all applicable Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) regulations. All outstanding air 
quality issues have been resolved to Department's satisfaction.** 

** Indicates an item that is currently duplicated on the surrogate start-up checklist. 
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D UMCD and UMCDF are in compliance with all applicable water quality regulations and all 
outstanding water quality issues have been resolved to Department's satisfaction.** 

D The Department's public information and outreach efforts have been completed.** 

D The Brine Reduction Area (BRA) performance test plan was submitted at least 180 days prior to the 
scheduled test and has been approved by the Department. 

** Indicates an item that is currently duplicated on the surrogate start-up checklist. 
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EXAMPLES OF MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION CRITERIA 
FOR SELECTED START-UP CHECKLIST ITEMS 

CHECKLIST ITEM: "All necessary waste management processes and disposal contracts are 
in place to manage each waste stream generated during operations. " 

Measurement Criterion# 1: UMCDF has implemented processes and contract(s) to 
facilitate management and off-site disposal of salts generated from operation of the BRA 

Measurement Criterion #2: UMCDF has implemented processes and contract(s) to 
facilitate management and off-site disposal or smelting of munition casings. 

Measurement Criterion #3: UMCDF has implemented processes and contract(s) to 
facilitate management and off-site disposal of various furnace and treatment unit ashes 
and residues. 

Measurement Criterion# 4: UMCDF has implemented processes and contract(s) to 
facilitate management of all remaining waste streams destined for off-site disposal or 
treatment. These waste streams include, but are not limited to, refractory brick, slag from 
the Liquid Incinerators, maintenance residues and sludges, miscellaneous parts and 
debris, miscellaneous liquid wastes, and non-process wastes. 

Measurement Criterion #5: UMCDF has implemented processes to facilitate 
management of all generated waste streams destined for further on-site treatment. These 
waste streams include, but are not limited to, spent carbon, miscellaneous liquid wastes, 
explosives residues, agent-contaminated maintenance residues, laboratory wastes, and 
personal protective equipment. 

CHECKLIST ITEM: "UMCDF HW Permit and RCRA Part B Permit Application have been 
updated and determined to be current. " 

Measurement Criterion# 1: All UMCDF specifications, and the RCRA Tank 
Assessment, in the Permit Application (V olurnes N, VI and VII) have been certified by a 
Professional Engineer within the last 12 months, or a review has determined no update is 
needed. Specifications include the following: 13201, 13202, 13215, 15120, 15160, 
16641,2210,2511,2512,2556,3100,3200,3250,3300,5500,9850,9900, 11510, 
11522, 11524, 13185, 13186, 13187, 13188, 13210, 13211, 13212, 13213, 15161, 15828, 
15829, 15830, 15831and15987. 
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Measurement Criterion# 2: All UMCDF drawings in the Permit Application (Volume 
V) have been stamped by a Professional Engineer within the last 12 months, or a review 
has determined no update is needed. 

Measurement Criterion# 3: The entire UMCDF Permit Application has been updated 
and transitioned to the revised administrative organizational structure approved on March 
4, 1999 as a part of Permit Modification Request UMCDF-98-019-MISC(IR). 

Measurement Criterion # 4: All Attachments to the Permit Application have been 
updated within the last 12 months, or a review has been performed to document that an 
update is not needed. 

Measurement Criterion# 5: All Attachments to the HW Permit have been updated 
within the last 12 months, or a review has been performed to document that an update is 
not needed. 

CHECKLIST ITEM: "UMCDF construction is complete, facility has been turned over to 
operations and maintenance, and all systemization activities have been successfully completed, 
including preparation of necessary operational and maintenance procedures. " 

Measurement Criterion # 1: UMCDF has completed all required construction 
activities, and facility has been turned over to operations and maintenance. 

Measurement Criterion# 2: UMCDF has completed preparation of all necessary 
operational and maintenance procedures. 

Measurement Criterion# 3: UMCDF has completed all required systemization 
activities, and resolved any outstanding "punch list" items. 

Measurement Criterion# 4: Operations staff from the Program Manager for Chemical 
Demilitarization (PMCD) Headquarters have declared UMCDF ready for surrogate 
operations. 
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CHECKLIST ITEM: "The Post-Trial Burn Human Health Risk Assessment Workplan has 
been completed and issued by the Department. " 

Measurement Criterion# 1: DEQ has issued the final scope of work and contract with 
Ecology and Environment to take the lead in preparation of the Post-Trial Bum Risk 
Assessment (RA) Workplan. 

Measurement Criterion# 2: DEQ and the Post-Trial Bum RA Technical Workgroup 
have completed a draft Workplan for public review and comment. 

Measurement Criterion# 3: DEQ has approved and issued a final Post-Trial Bum RA 
W orkplan which is in accordance with EPA guidance, Umatilla site-specific whenever 
possible, and incorporates public comments to the extent possible. 

CHECKLIST ITEM: "All Required certifications for tank and tank systems, including 
primary containment sumps, have been submitted to DEQ. " 

Measurement Criterion # 1: UMCDF has submitted the required construction, 
installation, structural integrity and suitability certifications for the Agent Collection Tank 
System, including associated piping, pumps and ancillary equipment (ACS TANK-! 01 
and-102). 

Measurement Criterion# 2: UMCDF has submitted the required construction, 
installation, structural integrity and suitability certifications for the Spent 
Decontamination Holding Tank System, including associated piping, pumps and ancillary 
equipment (SDS-TANK-101, -102 and-103). 

Measurement Criterion# 3: UMCDF has submitted the required construction, 
installation, structural integrity and suitability certifications for the Brine Surge Tank 
System, including associated piping, pumps and ancillary equipment (BRA-TANK-101, 
-102, -201, and -202). 

Measurement Criterion# 4: UMCDF has submitted the required construction, 
installation, structural integrity and suitability certifications for the Primary Containment 
System Sumps (MDB-SUMPS 106 thru 110, 112 thru 118, 124 thru 126, 134, 135, 145 
thru 149, 153, 154, 164, 168, 169, 174, 175, 179, 184, 189, 190; and DDYR-CHPAN-
101, -102, and-201). 
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PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR DEVELOPMENT 
OF START-UP APPROVAL PROCESS AND HW PERMIT REVISIONS. 

Sept. 21, 2001 Commission directs Department to propose revisions to the 
UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit requiring DEQ/EQC approval 
for start-up of surrogate aud chemical agent operations. [Regularly 
scheduled EQC meeting.] 

Sept. 24-0ct. 19, 2001 Department prepares draft revised permit conditions and supporting 
public information documents. Included in the public review 
information package will be example surrogate and chemical agent 
start-up checklist items, along with evaluation criteria. Also 
included will be an outline of the overall start-up approval process 
that will used by the Department and Commission. 

Oct. 22, 2001 Department issues draft HW Permit modification package for 
public comment. Concurrently, Department opens a minimum 45-
day public comment period on the proposed changes. 

Nov. 27, 2001 Department holds a public meeting/hearing to accept oral 
comments aud testimony on the proposed changes to the HW 
Permit. Meeting likely to be held in the Hermiston, Oregon area. 

Dec. 6-7, 2001 Commission accepts oral comments aud testimony on the proposed 
changes. [Regularly scheduled EQC meeting.] 

Dec. 10, 2001 Close of the public comment period. 

Dec. 10-28, 2001 Department reviews public comments and prepares final staff report 
and proposed modifications to the HW Permit for EQC 
consideration. 

January 24-25, 2002 Commission issues final decision on the proposed changes to the 
UMCDF HW Permit and directs Department to incorporate the 
changes. [Regularly scheduled EQC meeting.} 

February 2002: Department issues revised UMCDF HW Permit incorporating the 
approved changes requiring DEQ/EQC approval for the start of 
surrogate and chemical agent operations. 
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REGULATORY BASIS TO MODIFY UMCDF HW PERMIT 
AND EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE REVISIONS 

Regulatory Basis to Modify UMCDF HW Permit 

In accordance with 40 CFR 270.41, the Department/Commission may not modify the UMCDF 
HW Permit unless sufficient cause [as defined in 40 CFR 270.41(a) and (b)) exists to warrant 
such action. If the Department/Commission determines that sufficient cause exists to modify the 
UMCDF HW Permit, a draft Permit must be prepared and processed in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 40 CFR 124, Subpart A. 

The Department believes that sufficient cause, based on two of the criteria listed in 40 CFR 
270.41(a), does exist to warrant a modification of the UMCDF HW Permit to require Department 
evaluation of facility operational readiness and Department/Commission approval to initiate each 
of the two phases of facility hazardous waste operations (surrogate and chemical agent). These 
two applicable causes for modification are: 

• 40 CFR 270.4l(a)(l) -- "There are material and substantial alterations or additions to the 
permitted facility or activity which occurred after permit issuance which justifY the 
application of permit conditions that are different or absent in the existing permit." 

• 40 CFR 270.4l(a)(2) -- "The Director has received information. Permits may be modified 
during their terms for this cause only if the information was not available at the time of 
permit issuance (other than revised regulations, guidance, or test methods) and would have 
justified the application of different permit conditions at the time of issuance." 

There have been a significant number of changes to the original permitted design ofUMCDF, 
including the decision by the Permittee to operate UMCDF without the Dunnage Incinerator, a 
major component of the original permitted design that was intended to treat a significant portion 
of secondary waste. Modification is appropriate to ensure that, at a minimum, the processing of 
secondary waste streams originally intended for the Dunnage Incinerator is adequately addressed. 
In addition, the significant compression of the UMCDF systemization and testing schedule has 
affected the ability of the Department to evaluate UMCDF readiness with a relatively informal 
process and in a sequential manner. 
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Example of Possible Revisions 

The additional Permit Conditions to be added to the UMCDF HW Permit would be titled 
"Authorization to Begin Hazardous Waste Operations," and be inserted into the Permit either as 
a Permit Condition at the end of Module I- Standard Permit Conditions, or as a subsection of 
Permit Condition II.A. "Design and Operation of Facility" in Module II- General Facility 
Conditions. An example of Permit language that could be proposed is given below. 

The Permittee shall not commence Shakedown Period I (surrogate operations) 
as defined in VIA. 6. ii. for any furnace system until it has received written 
notification from the Department approving the commencement of surrogate 
operations. 

The Permittee shall not commence Shakedown Period II (chemical agent 
operations) as defined in VIA.6.iii.for any furnace system until it has 
received written notification from the Department that the Environmental 
Quality Commission has approved the commencement of agent operations. 

Approvals to initiate each phase of hazardous waste operations will be based 
on a determination of overall operational readiness as verified and 
documented through an evaluation process performed by the Department. 

The above example HW Permit language assumes that the Department would approve the start of 
surrogate operations, while the Commission would approve the start of chemical agent 
operations. Should direction from the Commission be otherwise, the draft conditions would be 
revised accordingly. 
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Permit Modification Reqnest UMCDF-00-016-WAST(3), Secondary Waste Compliance 
Schedule. 

This submittal provides the first progress report on the status of implementing secondary 
waste treatment technologies at the UMCDF. This is the first report submitted to satisfy what 
was previously proposed by the Class 3 Compliance Schedule Permit Modification Request, 
prior to withdrawal of the request per the above reference. To continue to report progress on the 
management of secondary waste at the Umatilla Chemical Depot/UMCDF, the Permittees plan 
to submit progress reports to the Department on a quarterly basis on the following target 
submittal dates: December 15, March 15, June 15, and September 15 of each year. These 
submittal dates aligu the reports with this first report. 
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PROGRESS REPORT (#1) 
SECONDARY WASTE MANAGEMENT SCHEDULE 

Activity No: 
Title: Quarterly Progress Report 
Proposed Secondary Waste 15 January, 15 April, 15 July, 15 October of each year, after approval of 
Management Schedule Dates: the Class 3 Compliance Schedule Permit Modification Request 

Description: 
The Class 3 Compliance Schedule Permit Modification Request (PMR), which was withdrawn by the 
Permittees in July 2001, proposed an activity that required the submittal of progress reports to the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) on a quarterly basis. The purpose of the 
quarterly reports was to keep the Department informed of the progress being made in implementing 
the secondary waste treatment technologies committed to in the PMR by the Permittees. Specific 
items to be included in the report were: 

1. An evaluation and decision to pursue completion of each action identified for alternate treatment 
approaches or for implementing the treatment approaches. 

2. The status of each activity. 

3. Identify issues that may substantially or materially impact scheduled activities 

4. Provide updates on alternate treatment technologies being developed at other chemical 
demilitarization facilities (including testing results). 

The withdrawn PMR proposed adding Permit Condition 11.S.1 requiring this information. Although the 
PMR was withdrawn, the Permittees believe it is important to keep the Department advised of 
secondary waste activities and are submitting the report to. demonstrate our commitment to follow 
through in meeting the intent of the original request. 

Current Status: 
This is the first report submitted to satisfy what was previously proposed for Permit Condition 11.S.1 
prior to withdrawal of the PMR. To continue to report progress on the management of Secondary 
Waste at the Umatilla Chemical Depot (UMCD)IUMCDF, the Permittees plan to submit progress 
reports to the Department on a quarterly basis on the following target submittal dates: 15 December, 
15 March, 15 June, and 15 September of each year. These submittal dates align the reports with this 
first report. 
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Activity No: 2 
Title: Technical Decision on Treatment of PPE 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 03 September 2001 

Description: 
A technical decision will be made by the Permittees on the treatment methad that will be developed 
for Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) and halogenated plastic waste at the UMCDF. 

Current Status: 
The UMCDF has been tracking the Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal System (JACADS) effort 
to treat Demilitarization Protective Ensemble (OPE) suits in the Metal Parts Furnace (MPF) system. 
JACADS has completed several mini-performance tests and one formal performance test with 
regulatory oversight of the test. 

The final performance test report was completed and submitted to the EPA Region IX Office in June 
2001. A copy of the performance test report was also transmitted to the DEQ in July 2001. 
The test results are being reviewed l:Jy UMCDF personnel and appear favoral:Jle. The incineration of 
the OPE suits in the MPF will most likely l:Je the treatment method of choice. woe is currently 
finalizing a report to the Project Manager for Chemical Stockpile Disposal (PMCSD) recommending 
the treatment of PPE and halogenated plastic wastes in the MPF at the UMCDF. 

A formal technical decision will not l:Je made until the WDC report is finalized and submitted to 
PMCSD. It is anticipated the report will be submitted to PMCSD by the first week of September 2001 
with a decision made by PMCSD by the end of September 2001. The DEQ will be informed of this 
decis·1on shortly thereafter. 

Therefore, the proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule date for this activity has been 
extended to 28 September 2001. The extension in the technical decision for the treatment of PPE 
and other halogenated plastic wastes to 28 September 2001 is not expected to impact the associated 
permit modification request schedule date of 02 April 2002 (See Activity No. 6). 

Activity No: 3 
Title: UC Miscellaneous Feed Streams Permit Modification Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 02 April 2002 

Description: 
Submit to the Department a Class 2 PMR for adding UMCDF secondary waste feed streams to the 
Liquid Incinerators. 

Current Status: 
The UMCDF has developed a list of secondary waste streams (i.e. agent-contaminated hydraulic fluid 
and lubricating oil) that will be proposed for treatment in the Liquid Incinerators (LI Cs). A 
subcontractor has been identified to modE>I the performance of the LICs in treating these wastes. A 
subcontract is currently being placed to complete the modeling effort and provide a formal report. The 
results will be used to support the Class 2 PMR currently scheduled to be submitted to the DEQ on 
02 April 2002. 
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Activity No: 4 
Title: DFS Miscellaneous Feed Streams Permit ModificatiOn Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 02 April 2002 

Description: 
Submit to the Department a Class 2 PMR for adding UMCDF secondary waste feed streams to the 
Deactivation Furnace System (DFS). 

Current Status: 
The UMCDF has developed a list of secondary waste streams (i.e. explosive cleanup wastes and 
agent filter elements) that will be proposed for treatment in the DFS. A subcontractor has been 
identified to model the performance of the DFS in treating these wastes. A subcontract is currently 
being placed to complete the modeling effort and provide a formal report. The results will be used to 
support the Class 2 PMR currently scheduled to be submitted to the DEQ on 02 April 2002., 

Activity No: 5 
Title: MPF Miscellaneous Feed Streams Permit Modification Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 02 April 2002 

Description: 
Submit to the Department a Class 2 PMR for adding UMCDF secondary was le feed streams to the 
Metal Parts Furnace. 

Current Status: 
The UMCDF has developed a list of secondary waste streams (i.e. agent-contaminated maintenance 
waste and ventilation filters) that will be proposed for treatment in the MPF. A subcontractor has been 
identified to model the performance of the MPF in treating these wastes. A subcontract is currently 
being placed to complete the modeling effort and provide a formal report. The results will be used to 
support the Class 2 PMR currently scheduled to be submitted to the DEQ on 02 April 2002. 

Activity No: 6 
Title: Treatment of PPE Permit Modification Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 02 April 2002 

Description; 
Submit to the Department a PMR for the treatment of agent-contaminated Personal Protective 
Equipment (PPE) and other halogenated plastics. 

Current Status: 
Preparation of the PMR for treatment of PPE and other halogenated plastics, is contingent on making a 
technical decision (reference Activity No. 2) on the treatment technology to be utilized at the UMCDF. 
As discussed in the status for Activity No. 2, it is currently anticipated that the technical decision will not 
be formally made until the end of September 2001. If the decision to utilize the MPF for the treatment 
of agent-contaminated PPE and halogenated plastic wastes is made at that time, submittal of the PMR 
should occur in accordance with the proposed secondary waste management schedule submittal date 
of 02 April 2002. 
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Activity No: 7 
Title: Technical Decision on Carbon Treatment Method 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 11 April 2002 

Description: 
A technical decision will be made by the Permittees whether the Carbon Micronization System (CMS) 
will be proposed for the UMCDF. 

Current Status: 
The UMCDF has been tracking the JACADS effort to treat agent-contaminated carbon in the CMS in 
conjunction with the DFS. Design and procurement of the CMS is complete and the system is 
currently being installed at JACADS. All major equipment and mechanical components are in place. 
JACADS personnel are completing installation of electrical conduit and instrumentation wiring. 
Systemization of selected minor components began during the week of 16 July 2001. 

The EPA Region IX is currently reviewing the permit modification request for installing the CMS at 
JACADS and conducting a Performance Te.st on the system. Approval of the permit modification 
request is pending the results of a pre-Performance Test on the JACADS CMS/DFS in order for the 
EPA to set post-performance feed rates. The pre-Performance Test is currently scheduled to be 
conducted from 06 to 12 November 2001. The formal Performance Test is currently scheduled to be 
conducted from 07 to 13 January 2002. 

Results of the JACADS CMS Performance Test are required before a technical decision can be made 
on whether to select the CMS as the carbon treatment technology at the UMCDF. The schedule for 
completing the JACADS CMS testing has been extended due to the pre-Performance Test 
requirement. The final Performance Test Report is scheduled to be submitted 90-days after the test is 
completed, approximately 12 April 2002. This will negatively impact the proposed secondary waste 
management schedule date of 11 April 2002. 

Upon the completion of the performance test, a test report will need to be prepared, followed by an 
engineering evaluation, preparation of a report that recommends lo PMCSD whether to pursue carbon 
treatment in the CMS/DFS at the UMCDF, and a final PMCSD decision. Due to the delay in 
conducting the JACADS CMS Performance Test, the scheduled date for this activity as been extended 
until 11 July 2002. Although the schedule date for the technical decision has been extended to 
11 July 2002, the submittal of the permit modification request for the treatment technology of carbon is 
still on schedule in accordance with Activity No. 12. 
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Activity No: 8 
Title: Treatment of UMCD Waste Permit Modification Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 01 July 2002 

Description: 
Submit to the Department a PMR for the treatment of secondary waste stored at the UMCD. 

Current Status: 
Preparation of the PMR for the treatment of UMCD wastes by the UMCDF is on hold until segregation 
of UMCD stored wastes is completed. This segregation effort is needed in order to determine what 
wastes (if any) need to be permitted separate from the agent contaminated wastes planned for 
inclusion in the PMRs to be submitted under Activity Nos. 3, 4, and 5. Modeling of the performance of 
the UMCDF incinerators for treating these wastes (if any) may be needed to determine the feed rates 
to be proposed in the PMR. 

The UMCD has submitted a proposed segregation plan to the DEQ for consideration. Pending DEQ 
response to this plan, impact to the secondary waste management schedule submittal date of 
01 July 2002 is unknown at this time. However, it is anticipated that most of the UMCD wastes will be 
able to be included in the PM Rs scheduled for submittal under Activity Nos. 3, 4, and 5. 

Until the process for segregation and characterization of the UMCD waste is more fully defined, the 
impact (if any) to the schedule for the submittal of the PMR cannot be realistically assessed. 

Activity No: 9 
Title: Construction and Systemization of the Approved Treatment Technology for PPE 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 01 July 2003 

Description: 
Completion of construction and systemization of the Department approved system for treating Personal 
Protective Equipment (PPE) and other halogenated plastics at the UMCDF. 

Current Status: 
This activity is dependent on Activity Nos. 2 and 6, discussed above, being completed on a timely 
basis. It is currently anticipated that PMCSD will make a decision to select the MPF as the treatment 
technology for agent-contaminated PPE and other halogenated plastics by the end of September 2001. 
If a favorable decision selecting the MPF as the treatment technology is made by this time, submittal of 
the PMR (Activity No. 6) should occur by 02 April 2001. If the PMR is approved in a timely manner, the 
completion of construction and systemization should occur in accordance with the proposed secondary 
waste management schedule date of 01 July 2003. 
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Activity No: 10 
Title: Final Dunnage Incinerator Decision 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 07 July 2003 

Description: 
A decision will be made by the Permittees whether to install or replace the Dunnage Incinerator (DUN). 

Current Status: 
The final decision whether to install the DUN or replace the DUN with an alternate technology will be 
based on an evaluation that will occur following the completion of the human health risk assessments 
and quantitative risk assessments. The evaluation will consider risk impacts as well as life cycle cost 
and schedule impacts. The risk assessments must support replacement of the DUN regardless of cost 
or schedule impacts. If the decision is made to install the DUN, then procurement, installation and 
systemization of the DUN will proceed. If the decision is made to replace the DUN, then the permit 
modification request to delete the DUN and install an alternate treatment system for spent carbon will 
be submitted for Department approval (Activity No. 12). 

The final decision date is on schedule. 

Activity No: 11 
Title: Treatment Controls for Multiagent-Contaminated Waste Permit Modification Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 05 August 2003 

Description: 
Submit to the Department a PMR for the controls during treatment of UMCD and UMCDF waste 
contaminated with more than one chemical agent. 

Current Status: 
Submittal of a PMR addressing treatment controls for the treatment of multiagent-contaminated wastes 
is still planned for submittal on 05 August 2003. 

Activity No: 12 
Title: Treatment of Carbon Permit Modification Request 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 05 August 2003 

Description: 
Submit to the Department a PMR for the treatment of Agent-Contaminated Carbon. 

Current Status: 
As discussed in Activity No. 7, results of the JACADS CMS Performance Test are needed before a 
technical decision can be made on whether to select the CMS as the carbon treatment technology at 
the UMCDF. The schedule for completing the JACADS CMS testing has been extended due to the 
pre-Performance Test requirement (See Activity No. 7). This requirement may negatively impact the 
decision date by several months. 

Nevertheless, it is currently anticipated that PMCSD will make a technical decision to select the CMS 
as the treatment technology for agent-contaminated carbon sometime during the summer of 2002. If a 
decision selecting the CMS as the treatment technology is made by this time, submittal of the PMR for 
CMS/DFS treatment of carbon should be submitted by the proposed secondary waste management 
schedule date of 05 August 2003. 
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Activity No: 13 
Title: Implementation of Controls for Treatment of Multiagent-Contaminated Waste 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 02 December 2005 

Description: 
Complete facility upgrades for treatment of multiagent-contaminated UMCD and UMCDF waste. 

Current Status: 
This activity is dependent on approval of the PMR scheduled to be submitted as discussed in Activity 
No. 11. It is anticipated the PMR will be submitted as planned and approval of the request wHI be 
obtained in a timely manner. Implementation of the treatment controls for the treatment of multiagent
contaminated wastes is still planned to occur to meet the committal date proposed in the secondary 
waste management schedule of02 December 2005. 

Activity No: 14 
Title: Construction and Systemization of the Technology for Treating Carbon 
Proposed Secondary Waste Management Schedule Dates: 03 March 2006 

Description: 
Completion of construction and systemization of lhe Department-approved system for treating agent
contaminated carbon. 

Current Status: 
This activity is dependent on Activity Nos. 7 and 12, discussed above, being completed in a timely 
manner. It is currently anticipated that PMCSD will make a decision to select the CMS as the 
treatment technology for agent-contaminated carbon by 11 July 2002. It is also anticipated the 
associated PMR (Activity 12) will submitted by 05 August 2003. Provided the PMR is approved in a 
timely manner, the completion of construction and systemization should occur in accordance with the 
proposed secondary waste management schedule date of 03 March 2006. 
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Presented by: 

Wayne C. Thomas 
Thomas G. Beam 

Prepared by: 

Sue Oliver 

September 21, 2001 
(EQC, Agenda Item H) 

•Department Recommendation 

•Key Issues & Basis for Permit 
Modification 

•Alternatives 

•Rationale for Recommendation 

•Implementation Schedule 
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The Department recommends the Commission 
direct the Department to prepare a proposed 

modification to the UMCDF Hazardous Waste 
(HW) Permit to require Department approval 

for the start of surrogate testing operations and 
Commission approval for the start of chemical 

agent operations. 

The UMCDF HW Permit does not require 
the Permittees to obtain explicit Department 

or Commission approval prior to 
commencing hazardous waste operations 
(with the exception of CSEPP readiness). 

Consequently, there is no defined public 
process for approving the start of surrogate 

and/or agent operations. 

3 

4 

2 



The Department believes there is 
a need for an enforceable 

mechanism to rigorously evaluate 
overall UMCDF readiness before 

initiation of operations. 

An operational readiness evaluation will include 
verification that specific activities have been 
completed, including: 
Resolution of secondary waste treatment issues; 

Compliance with HW Pem1it requirements and with 
approval conditions from previous Permit Modification 
Requests; 

• Successful completion of all systemization and 
functional testing activities; and 

Final modifications to the HW Permit and Application 

5 

to reflect the "as-built" configuration ofUMCDF. 6 

3 



The development of an approval process 
for UMCDF start-up must include a 

specific checklist of items to be 
completed. 

The Start-up checklist should be 
accompanied by a rigorous and defined 

set of evaluation criteria. 

Hazardous waste operations at UMCDF will begin 
by testing the facility with "surrogate" chemicals. 

Chemical agent operations will begin only after 
UMCDF has successfully demonstrated the ability 

to destroy the surrogate materials. 

This presents two discrete start-up decision points, 
one for the beginning of the surrogate operations 
and another for the beginning of agent operations. 

7 

8 

4 



A significant number of changes have been 
made to the original design and operating 

parameters ofUMCDF. 

Public interest and concern remains high. 

Sufficient cause and justification exists to 
modify the HW Permit to include these new 

requirements. 

Modification of the HW Pem1it provides the 
tool necessary for the Commission and 

Department to make a determination in an 
open public process that UMCDF has satisfied 
the requirements of the State of Oregon prior 

to operational start-up. 

9 

10 
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1. Take no action. 

2. Prepare a HW Permit modification that explicitly 
requires Commission approval for the start of both 
surrogate operations and chemical agent operations. 

3. Prepare a HW Permit modification that explicitly 
requires Commission approval for the start of 
chemical agent operations, but defers to the 
Department the decision to approve the start of 
surrogate operations. 

Surrogate operations are, in effect, part of 
the overall testing process for UMCDF and 

are used to demonstrate readiness for 
chemical agent operations. 

It is the chemical agent operations, not the 
surrogate operations, which present the 

greatest processing risk to human health and 
the environment. 

11 

12 
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The Department will develop draft permit 
language requiring Department approval for 
start of surrogate operations and Commission 

approval for start of agent operations. 

Separate Surrogate and Chemical Agent "Start
up Checldists," with associated evaluation 

criteria, will be developed as part of the permit 
modification package. 

13 

Oct. 22-Dec. 10, 2001: Draft pe1mit modification package 
issued for public comment. 

Nov. 27, 2001: Department holds a public meeting and 
hearing to accept oral comments and testimony (Hem1iston). 

Dec. 6-7, 2001: Commission hears oral testimony on 
proposed changes. 

January 24-25, 2002: Commission issues final decision. 

February, 2002: Department issues revised UMCDF HW 
Permit. 

14 
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Chemical Demilitarization Program 

Wayne C. Thomas, Administrator 

256 E. Hurlburt Ave. 

Hermiston, OR 97838 

Telephone: 

Fax: 
(541) 567-8297 
(541) 567-4741 

http://www.deq.state.or.us 
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The Department recommends the Commission 
direct the Department to prepare a proposed 

modification to the UMCDF Hazardous Waste 
(HW) Permit to require Department approval 

for the start of surrogate testing operations and 
Commission approval for the start of chemical 

agent operations. 
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The UMCDF HW Permit does not require 
the Permittees to obtain explicit Department 

or Commission approval prior to 
commencing hazardous waste operations 
(with the exception of CSEPP readiness). 

Consequently, there is no defined public 
process for approving the start of surrogate 

and/or agent operations. 
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The Department believes there is 
a need for an enforceable 

mechanism to rigorously evaluate 
overall UMCDF readiness before 

initiation of operations. 
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An operational readiness evaluation will include 
verification that specific activities have been 
completed, including: 

• Resolution of secondary waste treatment issues; 

• Compliance with HW Permit requirements and with 
approval conditions from previous Permit Modification 
Requests; 

• Successful completion of all systemization and 
functional testing activities; and 

• Final modifications to the HW Permit and Application 
to reflect the "as-built" configuration ofUMCDF. 6 



The development.of an approval process 
for UMCDF start-up must include a 

specific checklist of items to be 
completed. 

The Start-up checklist should be 
accompanied by a rigorous and defined 

set of evaluation criteria. 
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Hazardous waste operations at UMCDF will begin 
by testing the facility with "surrogate" chemicals. 

Chemical agent operations will begin only after 
UMCDF has successfully demonstrated the ability 

to destroy the surrogate materials. 

This presents two discrete start-up decision points, 
one for the beginning of the surrogate operations 
and another for the beginning of agent operations. 
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A significant number of changes have been 
made to the original design and operating 

• 

parameters ofUMCDF. 

Public interest and concern remains high. 

Sufficient cause and justification exists to 
modify the HW Permit to include these new 

requirements. 
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Modification of the HW Permit provides the 
tool necessary for the Commission and 

Department to make a determination in an 
open public process that UMCDF has satisfied 
the requirements of the State of Oregon prior 

to operational start-up. 
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1. Take no action. 

2. Prepare a·HW Permit modification that explicitly 
requires Commission approval for the start of both 
surrogate operations and chemical agent operations. 

3. Prepare a HW Permit modification that explicitly 
requires Commission approval for the start of 
chemical agent operations, but defers to the 
Department the decision to approve the start of 
surrogate operations. 
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Surrogate operations are, in effect, part of 
the overall testing process for UMCDF and 

are used to demonstrate readiness for 
chemical agent operations. 

It is the chemical agent operations, not the 
surrogate operations, which present the 

greatest processing risk to human health and 
the environment. 
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The Department will develop draft permit 
language requiring Department approval for 

start of surrogate operations and Commission 
approval for start of agent operations. 

Separate Surrogate and Chemical Agent "Start
up Checklists," with associated evaluation 

criteria, will be developed as part of the permit 
modification package. 
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Oct. 22-Dec. 10, 2001: Draft permit modification package 
issued for public comment. 

Nov. 27, 2001: Department holds a public meeting and 
hearing to accept oral comments and testimony (Hermiston). 

Dec. 6-7, 2001: Commission hears oral testimony on 
proposed changes. 

January 24-25, 2002: Commission issues final decision. 

February, 2002: Department issues revised UMCDF HW 
Permit. 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

To: Environmental Quality Commission Date: September 19, 2001 

From: Stephanie Hallock, Director 

Subject: Director's Report 

Land Quality Division 
On September 1, I appointed Paul Slyman Administrator ofDEQ's the new Land Quality Division, 
which incorporates the former Waste Prevention and Management Division and Environmental 
Cleanup Division. Land Quality will be responsible for state management of environmental 
cleanups, assessing cleanup sites, recycling and managing solid and hazardous wastes, overseeing 
the state's underground storage tank and heating oil tank programs, and responding to spills. 
Attachment 1 provides an organizational chart for the new division. 

New EPA Regional Administrator 
On September 13, EPA Administrator Christine Whitman appointed John Iani Regional 
Administrator for the Pacific Northwest (Region 10), to replace Acting Administrator Chuck 
Findley. Since 1993, Iani worked as general counsel and corporate affairs vice president for UniSea, 
Inc., one of the nation's largest seafood companies, and is a former aide to U.S. Senator Frank 
Murkowski (R-Alaska). In accepting the position, Iani has said he "believes in a balance between 
environmental protection and economic enterprise," and "wants to make sure the agency provides 
timely and consistent answers to the industries it regulates." Iani is scheduled to start October 8 and 
I will be providing him a summary of key issues for Oregon. 

EPA Enforcement on Underground Injection 
On September 6, EPA issued civil penalties against two Bend diesel repair shops for violations of 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulations. Inspections were conducted in 2000. Based on 
enforcement policies, it is unlikely that DEQ would have issued penalties in these cases because of 
the low visibility of the UIC program over the past ten years. DEQ has very limited resources to 
implement the UIC program and has planned outreach activities for the highest risk systems, 
followed by compliance inspections. Recently adopted UIC rules require registration of up to 
60,000 UICs and much of our available resources will address this high priority activity. 

Klamath Basin Drought 
Drought conditions continue in the Klamath Basin. The well-known "A" canal that diverts water 
from Upper Klamath Lake to the Lost River for agricultural use remains closed. Lost River and 
lower Klamath Wildlife Refuges are being supplemented with water from Clear Lake, Gerber and 
some newly-installed wells. The impact groundwater pumping will have on water supply in 
subsequent years is unknown, particularly if the drought extends into next year. DEQ efforts 
regarding the drought are long term and centered on completion of the Upper Klamath Lake TMDL 
this year. 

Groundwater Contamination in Bonanza 
Some of the individual domestic water wells that provide water to citizens of Bonanza have become 
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contaminated. Due to complex hydro-geological conditions in the area, polluted ground and surface 
water has moved into the aquifer that feeds the wells. Various activities contribute to this flow 
problem, including the dam operations of Horsefly Irrigation District and the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and new agricultural pumps permitted by the Oregon Water Resources Department. 
DEQ has authority to regulate activities that affect water quality, including flow, but the degree to 
which each of these activities affect the situation is not known. We are investigating the ability of 
the Oregon Health Division to require installation of a public water system to provide a safe 
drinking water source. Bonanza residents, however, have resisted this option in the past. Eastern 
Region staff are working with state and federal officials to acquire funds for a dam to help regulate 
Lost River flows affecting the aquifer. There are; however, no clear solutions to this problem. DEQ 
will continue to work with the local, state and federal partners on options. 

Portland Meadows 
Several agencies have been working with past and present owners of the Portland Meadows horse 
racing facility to bring them into compliance with wastewater discharge requirements. The Oregon 
Department of Agriculture (ODA) has focused on needed changes in manure handling facilities, 
which last year triggered an EPA enforcement action for violation of Clean Water Act requirements. 
EPA is now negotiating with new owners how the facility might operate in compliance under EPA's 
Confined Animal Feeding Operations (CAPO) program. EPA requires an agreement on facility 
operation· before authorizing horse racing to begin this year (ordinarily scheduled to start in 
October, with preparation in September). DEQ is helping ODA evaluate potential wastewater 
management options being suggested by the owners. DEQ would not get directly involved in this 
situation unless the owners decide to run a short race season next Spring in place of a normal 
season. A spring season of less than 45 days would not be covered by EPA and would require DEQ 
to issue a Columbia Slough NPDES stormwater permit that meets TMDLs. 

Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Task Force 
DEQ is preparing for a permanent rulemaking to implement the new pollution control facilities tax 
credits law passed by the 2001 Legislature. In addition, both DEQ and EQC will participate in a 
Governor-appointed task force to evaluate the program and compare it to other incentives to 
determine the most effective way to reward those who go above and beyond environmental laws. 
Commissioner Van Vliet will be the EQC representative on the task force with Commissioner 
Reeve as an alternate. Marianne Fitzgerald will be DEQ's representative with Helen Lottridge as an 
alternate. The task force will be staffed by the Legislative Revenue office and coordinated by Olivia 
Clark in the Governor's Office. Other members will include an appointed state senator and 
representative, and representatives agriculture, business, environmental advocacy, the public and 
the Economic and Community Development Department. 

Umatilla Presentation for Portland City Club 
On October 5, I will speak to the Portland City Club about the status of the Umatilla Chemical 
Agent Disposal Project. My remarks will cover the magnitude of the project, treatment of chemical 
agents stored at Umatilla, and select steps in the storage and disposal ~rocess. The presentation 
begins at noon in the ballroom of the Multnomah Athletic Club on 18 and Salmon in downtown 
Portland. We expect an audience of over one hundred, with live broadcasting on cable television 
channels 30 and 11 and taping for Oregon Public Broadcasting radio the following week. 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

August 31, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commissi~n , I ,,Jv 
Stephanie Hallock, Director ) , ~ 

Agenda Item J, Rule Adoption: On-Site Vehicle Testing for Auto Dealers 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Department 
Recommendation 

The Department recommends the Commission adopt proposed rule revisions 
as presented in Attachment A to establish an On-Site Vehicle Testing for auto 

Need for 
Rulemaking 

Stakeholder 
Involvement 

dealers in Portland and Medford areas. ,r-, 

This program was developed at the request of the Oregon Auto Dealers 
Association to provide their members some relief from the cost of having to 
ferry large numbers of vehicles to centralized testing stations. Dealer 
participation will be voluntary. Dealers may continue to take vehicles to the 
DEQ test centers as an alternative to the program. 

If adopted by the EQC, this proposal will establish an on-site testing operation 
for used vehicles sold by manufacturer franchised auto dealers in the Portland 
and Medford areas. Vehicle testing will be done by DEQ inspectors with 
equipment housed in a portable van. Testing will include an initial clean screen 
using road-side remote sensing test equipment. A follow-up on-board
diagnostic (OBD) test will be provided for 1996 and newer model year 
vehicles that fail the screen test. Vehicles older than 1996 that fail the clean 
screen test cannot be OBD tested, and will require a follow-up test at a DEQ 
centralized Clean Air Station. 

The EQC has authority to take this action under ORS468A.380(l)(c), allowing 
the Commission to "establish criteria and examinations for the testing of motor 
vehicles" by rule. 

Beginning in February 2001, DEQ worked with the Regulatory Affairs 
Director of the Oregon Automobile Dealers Association on a continual basis in 
developing the proposed testing procedure. DEQ also talked individually with 
many Association members to develop details about capacity and procedures. 
In April 2001, DEQ met with Association members in Medford to discuss their 
concerns. 
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Public Comment A public comment period extended from July 13, 2001 to August 17, 2001 and 
included public hearings in Portland and Medford. Results of public input are 
provided in Attachment C. 

Key Issues Key issues were: 

Next Steps 

• DEQ is proposing a $26 per test certificate fee for this new service in both 
the Medford and Portland areas. In Medford, the current centralized fee is 
$10 per test certificate for only a basic test. In Portland, the centralized test 
certificate fee is $21 for a mixture of enhanced and other tests. DEQ and 
the Oregon Auto Dealers Association agreed that Portland and Medford 
dealers should pay the same fee ($26) for this new service, which will be 
the same in each area. 

• DEQ proposes to limit the on-site testing to franchised auto dealers at this 
time because in order to introduce this service gradually. DEQ may 
consider opening the on-site vehicle testing program to non-franchised 
dealers at a later date if testing franchised dealer vehicles is successful. 
Franchised dealers are expected to test about 25,000 vehicles per year. The 
participation from non-franchised dealers is expected to be as much as a 
factor of 5 times larger. Also, non-franchised dealers typically use off-site 
repair facilities, and do not deal directly with the DEQ test. Finally, non
franchised dealers typically work with older vehicles that cannot be tested 
with the OBD equipment (the OBD test can only be used on 1996 and 
newer vehicles). 

• The procedure used for on-site testing will be a pass screen operation using 
remote sensing, followed by an OBD test for vechicles that fail the remote 
sensing test. The OBD test is proposed as the backup test because of its 
portability and because of the large amount of emissions reduction benefit 
it offers (its stringency is equivalent to DEQ's enhance BAR31 test). The 
OBD test, however, is only available for 1996 and newer vehicles. Older 
vehicles will need to have a backup test done at the centralized test station. 

If approved, DEQ will purchase and equip two vans with remote sensing and 
OBD testing equipment. Equipment assembly, final testing procedures and 
selection of inspectors will be completed by December 1, 2001. Inspectors will 
be trained and testing schedules will be established by January 2, 2002. Actual 
on-site testing is scheduled to begin on January 2, 2002. 
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Attachments A. Proposed Rule Revisions 
1. Proposed Rule Revisions 
2. Proposed SIP Revisions 
3. Proposed On-Site Test Policies and Procedures 

B. 1. Public Input and Department's Response 
2. Written Public Comment 

C. Presiding Officer's Report on Public Hearings 
D. Relationship to Federal Requirements 
E. Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 
F. Land Use Evaluation Statement 

Available Upon 1. Legal Notice of Hearing 
Request 2. 

3. 
4. 

Cover Memorandum from Public Notice 
Written Comment Received 
Rule Implementation Plan 

Approved: 

Section: '~~,: ,;::: cl/ .,,J r;, l~tl:'.~.l .. 

~~~~~ 
Report Prepared By: Jerry Coffer 

Division: 

Phone: 503-731-3050 E229 



The Oregon Administrative Rules contain OARs filed through March 15, 
2001 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DIVISION 256 

340-256-0010 
Definitions 

MOTOR VEHICLES 

The definitions in OAR 340-200-0020, 340-204-0010 and this rule apply to this division. If the 
same term is defined in this rule and OAR 340-200-0020 or 340-204-0010, the definition in this 
rule applies to this division. 
(1) "Basic test" means an inspection and maintenance program designed to measure exhaust 
emission levels during an unloaded idle or an unloaded raised idle mode as described in OAR 
340-256-0340. 
(2) "Carbon dioxide" means a compound consisting of the chemical formula (C02). 

(3) "Carbon monoxide" means a compound consisting of the chemical formula (CO). 
( 4) "Certificate of Compliance" means a certification issued by a Private Business Fleet or a 
Public Agency Fleet Vehicle Emission Inspector or a Vehicle Emissions Inspector employed by 
the Department of Enviromnental Quality or an Independent Contractor that the vehicle 
identified on the certificate is equipped with the required functioning motor vehicle pollution 
control systems and otherwise complies with the emission control criteria, standards, and rules of 
the Commission. 
(5) "Certified Repair Facility" means an automotive repair facility, possessing a current and valid 
certificate issued by the Department, that employs automotive technicians certified by the 
Department's Automotive Technician Emission Training Program (ATETP). 
(6) "Commission" means the Enviromnental Quality Commission. 
(7) "Crankcase emissions" means substances emitted ilirectly to the atmosphere from any 
opening leading to the crankcase of a motor vehicle engine. 
(8) "Dealer" means any person who is engaged wholly or in part in the business of buying, 
selling, or exchanging, either outright or on conditional sale, bailment lease, chattel mortgage, or 
otherwise, motor vehicles. 
(9) "Dealership" means a business involved in the sale of vehicles that is franchised with an 
automobile manufacturer as defined in ORS 650.120(1). 
(109) "Department" means the Department ofEnviromnental Quality. 
(11 W) "Diesel motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle powered by a compression-ignition 
internal combustion engine. 
(12-l+) "Director" means the director of the Department. 
(13.J±) "Electric vehicle" means a motor vehicle which uses a propulsive unit powered 
exclusively by electricity. 
(14~) "Emissions Inspection Station" means an inspection facility, operated by the Department 
of Enviromnental Quality or an Independent Contractor, for the purpose of conducting emissions 
inspections of all vehicles required to be inspected pursuant to this Division. 
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(154) "Enhanced test" means an inspection and maintenance program designed to measure 
exhaust and fuel evaporative system emissions levels using a loaded transient driving cycle and 
other measurement techniques as described in OAR 340-256-0350. 
(165) "Exhaust emissions" means substances emitted into the atmosphere from any opening 
downstream from the exhaust ports of a motor vehicle engine. 
(176) "Factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control system" means a motor vehicle pollution 
control system installed by the vehicle or engine manufacturer to comply with United States 
motor vehicle emission control laws and regulations. 
(18+) "Gas analytical system" means a device which measures the amount of contaminants in the 
exhaust emissions of a motor vehicle, and which has been issued a license by the Department 
pursuant to OAR 340-256-0450 and ORS 468A.380. 
(19&) "Gaseous fuel" means, but is not limited to, liquefied petroleum gases and natural gases in 
liquefied or gaseous forms. 
(20+9) "Gasoline motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle powered by a spark-ignition internal 
combustion engine. 
(2Hl) "GPM" means Grams Per Mile. 
(22+) "Gross vehicle weight rating" or "GVWR" means the value specified by the manufacturer 
as the maximum design loaded weight of a single vehicle. 
(23±) "Heavy duty motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle rated at more than 8500 pounds 
GVWR or that has an actual vehicle curb weight as delivered to the ultimate purchaser of 6000 
pounds or over. 
(24:;) "Hydrocarbon gases" means a class of chemical compounds consisting of hydrogen and 
carbon. 
(254) "Idle speed" means the unloaded engine speed when accelerator pedal is fully released. 
(265) "Independent Contractor" means any person, business firm, partnership or corporation with 
whom the Department enters into an agreement providing for the construction, equipment, 
maintenance, personnel, management or operation of emissions inspection stations or activities 
pursuant to ORS 468A.370. 
(276) "Inspection and Maintenance Program (I/M) means a program of conducting regular 
inspections of motor vehicles, including measurement of air contaminants in the vehicle exhaust 
and an inspection of emission control systems, to identify vehicles that do not meet the standards 
of this Division or which have malfunctioning, maladjusted or missing emission control systems, 
and, when necessary, of requiring the repair or adjustment of vehicles to make the emission 
control systems function as intended and to reduce tailpipe emissions of air contaminants. 
(28+) "In-use motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle which is not a new motor vehicle. 
(29&) "Light duty motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle rated at 8500 pounds GVWR or less 
and has an actual vehicle curb weight as delivered to the ultimate purchaser of under 6000 
pounds. 
(30:69) "Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA)" has the meaning given in 
OAR 340-204-0010. 
(31 If) "Model year" means the annual production period of new motor vehicles or new motor 
vehicle engines designated by the calendar year in which such period ends. If the manufacturer 
does not designate a production period, the model year with respect to such vehicles or engines 
shall mean the 12-month period beginning January of the year in which production thereof 
begins. 
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(32+) "Motorcycle" means any motor vehicle, including mopeds, having a seat or saddle for the 
use of the rider and designed to travel on not more than three wheels in contact with the ground 
and having a mass of 680 kilograms (1500 pounds) or less with manufacturer recommended 
fluids and nominal fuel capacity included. 
(33±) "Motor vehicle" means any self-propelled vehicle used for transporting persons or 
commodities on public roads. 
(34J) "Motor vehicle pollution control system" means equipment designed for installation on a 
motor vehicle for the purpose of reducing the pollutants emitted from the vehicle, or a system or 
engine adjustment or modification which causes a reduction of pollutants emitted from the 
vehicle, or a system or device which inhibits the introduction of fuels which can adversely affect 
the overall motor vehicle pollution control system. 
(354) "Motor Vehicle Fleet Operation" means ownership, control, or management or any 
combination thereof by any person of five or more motor vehicles. 
(36~) "New motor vehicle" means a motor vehicle whose equitable or legal title has never been 
transferred to a person who in good faith purchases the motor vehicle for purposes other than 
resale. 
(376) "Noise level" means the sound pressure level measured by use of metering equipment with 
an "A" frequency weighting network and reported as dBA. 
(38:+) "OBD" means the On Board Diagnostic system in a vehicle that tracks the effectiveness of 
the vehicle's emissions control systems. These OBDII (or higher systems) have typically been 
placed on 1996 and newer motor vehicles. 
(39%) "OBD Test" means an emissions related test in which the vehicle's On Board Diagnostic 
computer is downloaded, supplying diagnostic information to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
vehicle emissions control systems. 
( 40) "On-Site Vehicle Test" means an emissions related test that is conducted at the vehicle 
owner's location. Such test will be performed by DEQ using DEQ test equipment and is only 
available as a service for automobile dealerships. 
( 41 J9) "Owner" means the person having all the incidents of ownership in a vehicle or where the 
incidents of ownership are in different persons, the person, other than a security interest holder or 
lessor, entitled to the possession of a vehicle under a security agreement, or a lease for a term of 
ten or more successive days. 
( 424-0) "Opacity" means the degree to which transmitted light is obscured, expressed in percent. 
(43+) "Oxides of Nitrogen" or NOx means oxides of nitrogen except nitrous oxides. 
( 44±) "Person" means any individual, public or private corporation, political subdivision, agency, 
board, department, or bureau of the state, municipality, partnership, association, firm, trust, 
estate, or any other legal entity whatsoever which is recognized by law as the subject ofrights 
and duties. 
(45J) "Portland Vehicle Inspection Area" has the meaning given in OAR 340-204-0010. 
( 464) "PPM" means parts per million by volume. 
(47~) "Private Business Fleet" means ownership by any person of 100 or more Oregon
registered, in-use, motor vehicles, excluding those vehicles held primarily for the purpose of 
resale. 
( 486) "Private Business Fleet Vehicle Emissions Inspector" means any person employed on a 
full-time basis by a Private Business Fleet that possesses a current and valid license issued by the 
Department pursuant to OAR 340-256-0440 and ORS 468A.380. 
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( 49'7) "Propulsion exhaust noise" means that noise created in the propulsion system of a motor 
vehicle that is emitted into the atmosphere from any opening downstream from the exhaust ports. 
This definition does not include exhaust noise from vehicle auxiliary equipment such as 
refrigeration units powered by a secondary motor. 
(504&) "Public Agency Fleet" means ownership of 50 or more government-owned vehicles 
registered pursuant to ORS 805.040. 
(5149) "Public Agency Fleet Vehicle Emissions Inspector" means any person employed on a 
full-time basis by a Public Agency Fleet that possesses a current and valid license issued by the 
Department pursuant to OAR 340-256-0440 and ORS 468A.380. 
(52W) "Public roads" means any street, alley, road, highway, freeway, thoroughfare, or section 
thereof used by the public or dedicated or appropriated to public use. 
(53*) "Regional Authority" means a regional air quality control authority established under the 
provisions of ORS 468A.005 to 468A.035, 468A.075, 468A.100 to 468A.130, and 468A.140 to 
468A.175. 
(54~) "Ringlemann Smoke Chart" means the Ringlemann Smoke Chart with instructions for 
use as published in May, 1967, by the U.S. Department ofinterior, Bureau of Mines. 
(55£) "RPM" means engine crankshaft revolutions per minute. 
(56M) "Two-stroke cycle engine" means an engine in which combustion occurs, within any 
given cylinder, once each crankshaft revolution. 
(57~) "Vehicle Emission Inspector" means any person employed by the Department or an 
Independent Contractor that possesses a current and valid license issued by the Department 
pursuant to OAR 340-256-0440 and ORS 468A.380. 
(58~) "Visible Emissions" means those gases or particulates, excluding uncombined water, 
which separately or in combination are visible upon release to the outdoor atmosphere. 
[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as 
adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission under OAR 340-200-0040.] 
Stat. Auth.: ORS 467.030 & ORS 468A.360 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 467.030 & ORS 468A.350 - ORS 468A.400 
Hist.: [DEQ 8, f. 4-7-70, ef. 5-11-70; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93]; [DEQ 89, f. 4-22-75, 
ef. 5-25-75; DEQ 139, f. 6-30-77, ef. 7-1-77; DEQ 9-1978, f. & ef. 7-7-78; DEQ 22-1979, f. & 
ef. 7-5-79; DEQ 18-1980, f. & ef. 6-25-80; DEQ 12-1982, f. & ef. 7-21-82; DEQ 23-1984, f. 11-
19-84, ef. 4-1-85; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; DEQ 15-1994, f. 6-8-94, cert. ef. 7-1-94; 
DEQ 25-1996, f. & cert. ef. 11-26-96]; DEQ 14-1999, f. & cert. ef. 10-14-99, Renumbered from 
340-024-0005 & 340-024-0305; DEQ 17-2000, f. & cert. ef. 10-25-00 

340-256-0320 
Motor Vehicle Inspection Program Fee Schedule 
This rule sets out the fee schedule for Certificates of Compliance, and licenses issued by the 
Department of Environmental Quality, Vehicle Inspection Program: 
(!) The cost of each Certificate of Compliance issued at an Emissions Inspection Station: 
(a) In the Portland Vehicle Inspection Area will be a maximum of$21; or 
(b) In the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area will be a maximum of $10. 
(2) The cost of each Certificate of Compliance issued by a Private Business Fleet or Public 
Agency Fleet: 
(a) In the Portland Vehicle Inspection Area will be a maximum of $1 O; or 
(b) In the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area will be a maximum of$5. 
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(3) The cost of each License issued to a Private Business Fleet or Public Agency Fleet is as 
follows: 
(a) Initial $5; 
(b) Annual renewal $1. 
( 4) The cost of each License issued to a Private Business Fleet or Public Agency Fleet Vehicle 
Emission Inspector is as follows: 
(a) Initial $5; 
(b) Annual renewal $1. 
(5) The cost of each License issued for a Gas Analytical System is as follows: 
(a) Initial $5; 
(b) Annual renewal $1. 
(6) The cost of each Certificate of Compliance issued on-site to an automobile dealership will be 
a maximum of $26. 
[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as 
adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission under OAR 340-200-0040.] 
Stat. Auth.: ORS 468A.400 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468A.400 
Hist.: DEQ 20-1981, f. 7-28-81, ef. 8-1-81; DEQ 3-1992, f. & cert. ef. 2-4-92; DEQ 4-1993, f. & 
cert. ef. 3-10-93; DEQ 25-1996, f. & cert. ef. 11-26-96; DEQ 14-1999, f. & cert. ef. 10-14-99, 
Renumbered from 340-024-0307 

340-256-0356 
Emissions Control Test Method for On-Site Vehicle Testing for Automobile Dealerships 
The on-site vehicle test will be performed in accordance with the Vehicle Inspection Program 
Inspection and Maintenance Policies and Procedure Number 226.00. The test will be perfonned 
by DEQ using DEQ testing equipment and conducted at the dealership location. The test 
program applies to manufacturer franchise automobile dealerships only, as defined in ORS 
650.120(1). Dealerships may use either on-site testing or the centralized DEQ test stations. 
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SIP REVISION 

5.4. 7 Test Procedures and Standards 

The authority to establish test procedures and standards is contained in Oregon 
statutes ORS 468A.360 through 468A.460 in Section 2.2.11 of the Oregon SIP. The 
test procedures and test standards are specified in the regulation in Section 2.2.7 of 
the Oregon SIP. 

In the Portland area: 

The first two model years are exempt. 
Next three model year vehicles - basic test 
1981 - to 6 year old vehicles - enhanced test 
1975 -1980 model year vehicles - basic test 

The restructuring of the vehicle test 
schedule above, by adding the OBD test for 1996 to 
three year old vehicles, will begin on or before 
January 1, 2001. OBD testing for light duty passenger 
vehicles and light duty trucks (GVWR less than or equal 
to 8500 lbs) will begin January 1, 2001, as these 
vehicles are currently equipped with advanced OBD 
systems (OBDII or higher) . OBD testing of gasoline 
powered heavy duty vehicles (greater than 8500 lbs 
GVWR) will begin when advanced OBD systems are 
available on these vehicles. 

In the Medford area: 

The first two model years are exempt 
Next 19 model year vehicles - basic test 

The restructuring of the vehicle test schedule above, by adding the OBD test 
for 1996 to three year old vehicles, will begin on the date that is mandated 
by EPA for the OBD testing in Medford. Before the mandatory 
implementation, OBD testing will be used as a pass only screen; vehicles 
that fail the OBD test will receive a basic emissions test. The following is 
the estimated implementation schedule for OBD based on vehicle types: 
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• OBD testing for light duty passenger vehicles and light duty trucks 
(GVWR less than or equal to 8500 lbs) will begin when mandated by 
EPA, as these vehicles are currently equipped with advanced OBD 
systems (OBDII). 

• OBD testing of gasoline powered heavy duty vehicles (greater than 8500 
lbs GVWR) will begin when advanced OBD systems are available on 
these vehicles and EPA mandates OBD testing of these vehicles. 

In both the Portland and Medford test areas, vehicles will be rejected for unsafe 
conditions, including overheating, fluid leaks, or other conditions determined to be 
unsafe to the inspection program operations. 

For the basic test, vehicles 1981 and newer must pass both an idle and 2500 rpm 
emissions standards for carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons. Subject vehicles with 
model years older than 1981 are not judged at the 2500 rpm test point. 
All basic tested vehicles are given a second chance idle test 

In the Portland area, a gas cap test will be performed for all basic tests. Also, a cap 
test and an evaporative system purge test will be done as part of all Portland area 
tailpipe enhanced tests. In the Medford area, neither the cap nor the purge test will 
be performed in conjunction with their basic test. Finally, the purge tests will not be 
done as an add-on to the OBD test in either the Medford or Portland area and the 
cap test may be done on OBD tested vehicles in Portland and Medford. 

The enhanced test is a 31 second loaded transient cycle as outlined in the test 
procedures. 

Detailed testing procedures for the basic test are shown in Appendix H Section 
710.00 and Appendix K Detailed testing procedures for the enhanced test are 
shown in OAR 340-256-0350 and OAR 340-256-0410. The OBD test procedure is 
outlined in OAR 340-256-0355. 

Both the Portland and Medford inspection areas will continue using self-testing fleet 
operations, including requiring that these fleets perform OBD tests on 1996 and 
newer vehicles where OBD testing is required as a part of the centralized testing 
operations. 

DEQ will initiate on-site vehicle testing of manufacture :franchised dealership 
vehicles beginning January 2, 2002. In this program, dealerships' approximately 
25,000 vehicles per year will be tested at the dealer's locations. DEQ will perform 
the testing operations. The program will be operated using test methods and 
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standards that will provide essentially no emissions reduction loss from the process 
where vehicles are tested in DEQ's centralized test lanes. 
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Vehicle Inspection Program 

PROCEDURE: 226.00 

I •1 §(•I 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

ON-SITE VEHICLE 

TESTING PROGRAM FOR 

AUTO DEALERS 

SUBJECT: On-Site Vehicle Testing Procedures 

POLICY/PROCEDURE NUMBER: 226.00 EFFECTIVE DATE: 10/1/01 

SUPERSEDES: NONE DATE SIGNED: 

APPROVED BY: TED KOTSAKIS 

ORIGINATING SECTION: ENGINEERING 

PURPOSE: TO ESTABLISH THE ON-SITE VEHICLE TESTING PROCEDURES 

REFERENCE: 

Under this testing program DEQ will test dealership vehicles at the 
dealership's location using a traveling van equipped with remote
testing equipment and OBD-testing equipment. The remote-testing 
equipment will be used as a pass screen, and the OBD test will be used 
as the final test for 1996 and newer model year vehicles that fail the 
remote-sensing screen test. For 1995 and older model-year vehicles 
that fail the remote-sensing test, the vehicle owner must have the 
vehicle tested at the DEQ Clean Air Stations. 

DEQ will typically schedule testing visits for any particular dealership at 
no more than every other week. Exceptions to this limit will be 
allowed for dealerships with very large test volumes. Dealerships must 
contact DEQ to set-up a routine schedule or call for appointments as 
needed. 

Remote-Sensing Clean-Screen Testing. 
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Vehicle Inspection Program 

Typically, all vehicles that the dealership requests to have tested during DEQ's 
visit will first be clean-screened using the remote-sensing test procedure. DEQ 
may opt to perform only the OBD test if the number of vehicles present does not 
justify using the remote testing clean screen procedure. 

• The DEQ inspectors will set-up the clean-screen operation using 
manufacturer's procedures, either on the dealership's lot or on a nearby low
traffic street. The setup will include the license-plate-photo-capability, speed 
and acceleration measurement capability, and emissions measurement of CO, 
HC and NOx. 

• Dealership drivers will drive the vehicles through the remote sensing beam at 
speeds of between 15 and 25 MPH gradually accelerating through the beam. 

• A picture will be automatically taken of the Oregon-plated vehicles to identify 
the vehicle. For non-plated (or other state plate) vehicles, the rear plate area 
will be affixed with a DEQ supplied temporary plate. The dealership will 
submit a paper record of the corresponding vehicle VIN, make, model and 
year associated with each of the temporary plates when the DEQ inspectors 
arrive at the dealership's location. 

• The plates of the vehicles with known Oregon plates will be submitted by the 
dealership to DEQ for review before DEQ's visits to the dealership's site. The 
DEQ vehicle ID database will be searched by the inspector at the DEQ Tech 
Center computer to get full vehicle description information. The inspector will 
confirm this information at the dealership's site by directly observing the 
vehicle. 

• All Canadian import vehicles of 1996 and newer model-years will receive both 
a clean-screen remote-sensing test and an OBD test to insure that the vehicle 
computer is flashed to meet EPA's OBD requirements. 

• After remote-sensing test, each vehicle's remote-sensing test record will be 
identified by a photo of either the temporary ID number plate or an Oregon 
plate. During the testing process an inspector must insure that all plates and 
temporary ID number photos are readable. If they are not, the vehicle must 
be run through the test a second time to get a good plate picture. 

• The pass/fail criteria for clean-screening is as follows: 
• co 0.25 % 
• HC 75 ppm 
• Nox 1000 ppm 

• Vehicles that fail the clean-screen test will receive a backup OBD test for 1996 
and newer model years. 

• Vehicles that pass the clean-screen test receive a certificate of compliance and 
will be registered on site if the dealer wishes. 

• The dealership must pay for all the testing and DMV registration costs before 
DEQ leaves the site. Check or cash is acceptable. The vehicle test cost is 
collected only when the vehicle passes the test. 
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Vehicle Inspection Program 

• If a vehicle fails a DEQ on-site test, that vehicle will not be re-tested on the 
current DEQ visit. (This process will avoid the possibility of DEQ inspector's 
waiting for vehicle repairs.) The failed vehicle may, however, be re-tested on 
the next DEQ visit. 

OBD Testing 
The OBD test will be given to those vehicles (MY 1996 +)that failed the clean 
screen test. DEQ may also give the OBD test as a first test if there is a small 
number of vehicles, and the remote-sensing clean-screen test is impractical. 

The OBD-test procedure will be identical to the test procedure used in the 
centralized test lanes described in VIP Policies and Procedures # 225 except as 
follows: 
• No backup basic or enhanced test will be given for vehicles that can not be 

OBD tested, including EPA exempted vehicles (Subaru 1996 and Mitsubishi 
1996-98), and vehicles for which we are unable to locate the DLC. These 
vehicles will must be tested in the centralized test station 

• In most cases DEQ will already have identified the vehicle in the previous 
remote-sensing test. The vehicle ID will be pulled from that previous data 
entry. 

• If a vehicle passes the OBD test, the dealer will receive a certificate of 
compliance for that vehicle. The owner may pay for and receive a DMV 
registration at the same time. 

• If a vehicle fails the OBD test, the vehicle must be repaired before being re
tested. DEQ will not re-tested it on the current visit. 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Enviromnental Quality 

Rulemaking Proposal 
On-Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers 

Department Response to Public Comment 

As outlined in the Presiding Officer's Report, written connnent was received from the Northwest 
Automotive Trades Association (NATA) at the On-Site Vehicle Testing Program public hearing 
held in the Portland on August 16, 2001. This document indicates that after receiving the public 
hearing rulemaking announcement package about on-site dealer vehicle testing, NATA members 
expressed certain concerns. DEQ meet with members of NATA on August 7, 2001 prior to the 
public hearings. The written public testimony submitted by NA TA at the public hearing 
discusses the August 7, 2001 meeting and the concerns ofNATA. The following issues were 
raised by NATA. 

1) NATA Members at Unfair Disadvantage 
Comment: The NATA letter indicates that they originally felt NATA members "would be 
placed at an nnfair disadvantage" compared to the franchised auto dealers because of the 
proposed on-site testing of franchise auto dealer vehicles. NAT A represents independent auto 
repair facilities who are in competition with the francished auto dealers for repair work. 
Response: In the on-site testing program, DEQ will test only the vehicles owned by the 
franchised dealers. We will not test vehicles that are being serviced by franchised auto dealers 
and owned by their customers. Therefore DEQ is not providing direct aid to the dealers in their 
repair business. DEQ continues to provide reservation lanes at onr test stations to facilitate 
independent repair industry testing. 

2) Suspect DEQ May Test Franchised Dealer Repair Customer Vehicles 
Comment: NATA is concerned that on-site dealer vehicle testing may "open the door to 
futnre testing of customer vehicles in service departments that may not include the same 
opportunity for independent repair facilities." 
Response: The proposed rules only allow for the testing of franchised owned vehicles, not 
for testing of customer vehicles being repaired by dealers. 

3) NATA Use as Consultants 
Comment: NAT A requested that "in the futnre when new policies or rules will be considered 
NAT A will be contacted and included in the conversation." 
Response: DEQ usnally involves the independent auto repair groups as participants in om 
rulemalcing process. With regard to on-site vehicle testing, DEQ did not anticipate NATA's 
concerns about the on-site dealer testing for franchised auto dealers, and as such we dealt 
primarily with the Oregon Auto Dealers Association in establishing rules and procednres. 
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is because the rules dealt exclusively with the members of the OADA members. DEQ will 
make sure that NAT A is brought into discussions early for any future VIP rule changes. 

4) NATA Summary ofDEQ Presentation 
Comment: In their written testimony, NATA summarized DEQ discussion at the August 7, 
2001 meeting of DEQ and NAT A. They wanted these comments to be a part of the public 
hearing record. 
Response: DEQ agrees with the essence of the comments submitted by NAT A. 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 
Jerry Coffer 
1240 SE 121

h Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Jerry, 

1710 NE 82"d Ave. Portland, OR 97220 
503-253-9898 1-800-730-7282 
Fax: 503-253-9890 

As you know the Northwest Automotive Trades Association had some concerns with the 
proposed rule to allow on site emission testing for franchised dealerships. We heard from many 
member businesses expressing concerns that they would be placed at an unfair disadvantage if 
such a rule were approved. Even greater was our concern that such a rule would open the door 
to future testing of customer vehicles in service departments that may not include the same 
opportunity for independent repair fucilities. 

After gathering input from members, discussing the proposed rule with Darrell Fuller, 
Government Affairs Director for the Oregon Auto Dealers Association, I contacted Ted 
Koskakis, DEQ's Vehicle Inspection Manager. Ted readily volunteered to meet with NATA 
members and answer their questions as well as explain how the rule was developed and would be 
implemented. 

First let me say what a thorough job Ted did in his presentation to the members who attended a 
special meeting held at our office. As a result NATA will not oppose the rule change, however 
we would like to put into the record a few of the basic understandings that NATAheard on 
Tuesday August 9th, 2001. 

1) Only used cars in the dealership's inventory will be tested. Basically '96 and new 
vehicles. 

2) Customer vehicles from the Service Departments will not be tested on site. 
3) Dealers must schedule with DEQ in advance and will pay a higher fee to help offset 

the costs to perform the on site testing. 
4) Dealers must submit Vehicle Identification Numbers of the cars they intend to have 

tested in advance ofDEQ's visit. 
5) DEQ will verify that vehicles submitted have not been licensed in Oregon. 

Before I close I would like to reiterate the request from the NATA membership. Implement a 
new policy that would open one lane for technicians to retest customer vehicles at all stations. 
Like the dealers, the costs associated with sending a technician to a testing station are quite high. 



Consistently technicians must wait in line to retest a customer's vehicle and when repeated the 
costs do escalate. Ted expressed his openness to the idea; however, we would prefer to see the 
new policy begin tomorrow as opposed to sometime in the next 14 to 16 months. 

We appreciate this opportunity to submit our comments and ask that in the future when new 
policies or rules will be considered NATA will be contacted and included in the conversation. 
With almost 900 members from all segments of the automotive industry we believe our 
membership has the expertise and knowledge to assist the Vehicle Inspection Program in reaching 
many of their long-range goals. 

In the meantime ifl can answer any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at (503) 253-
9898. 

Sincerely, 

Debra Elkins 
Executive Director 

P._ *~o..<lA W\ €.N\J\- 'B--:2. I 'tJ '-'-"b« ~ 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Conunission 

Russ Schell (Portland) and Ted Wackier (Medford) 
Vehicle Inspection Program/ Air Quality Division 

Memorandum 

Date: August 3, 2000 

Subject: Presiding Officers' Report for On-Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers 
Rulemaking Hearings of August 16, 2001 in Portland and Medford. 

Portland, Oregon Hearing August 16, 2001 

The rulemaking hearing in Portland for the above proposal was convened at 8: 15 AM and ended 
at 8:20 AM. People were asked to sign witness registration forms if they wished to present 
testimony. People were also advised that the hearing was being recorded and of the procedures 
to be followed. 

The only person from the public attending the hearing was Debra Elkins, Executive Director of 
the Northwest Automotive Trades Association. Ms. Elkins submitted written testimony, but did 
not wish to testify orally. 

Medford, Oregon Hearing August 16. 2001 

The OBD rulemaking hearing in Medford was held beginning at 3:00 PM. However no one 
from the public attended. DEQ employees waited until 3:30 PM and closed the meeting without 
participation from the public. 
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Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission 
August 3, 2000 
Presiding Officer's Report on 
July 25 and July 28, 2000 Rulemaking Hearings 
Page2 

Written Testimony Not Offered at Public Hearings Received before the 5:00 PM August 2, 2000 
Deadline 

The Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers and the Association oflntemational Automobile 
Manufactures sent a letter supporting the adoption of OBD for clean air and consumer 
convenience during emission testing. The letter made the following suggested changes to the 
proposed DEQ test procedure: 

1) Light duty diesel vehicles OBD tested starting with model year 1997 rather than 1996 
2) California vehicles OBD tested to 14,000 lbs GVWR rather than limited to 8,500 lbs and 
under. 
3) Failing for two or more "not-ready" status for 2001 + model year vehicles rather than 

Oregon's proposal of failing for three or more "not-ready". 
4) For vehicles where the manufacturer resets readiness status whenever the engine is turned 

off, AAM recommends dropping the readiness requirement and proceeding with the OBD 
test. Oregon is currently proposing that these vehicles receive an enhanced test. 

5) When a vehicle returns to the DEQ test station for a retest after repairs, AAM suggests that 
the vehicle not be failed for "not ready" if a receipt for repairs is submitted by the customer. 
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Questions to be Answered to Reveal 
Potential Justification for Differing from Federal Requirements. 

1. Are there federal requirements that are applicable to this situation? If so, exactly what 
are they? 

No. There are no federal requirements that states provide on-site testing for vehicle 
emissions. DEQ is proposing this service as a response to a request for relief from the 
Oregon Automobile Dealers Association. The dealers currently shuttle large numbers 
of vehicles to DEQ's centralized test stations, experiencing a high labor cost. DEQ 
proposes to charge the dealers $26 for a DEQ performed test conducted at the dealer's 
lot. On average this is expected to save the dealer about $5 per test. The $26 fee was 
set to allow a break-even operation for the DEQ. The program is voluntary for the 
dealers. They can always have their vehicles tested in one of DEQ's centralized test 
station if they wish. A survey of the Oregon Automobile Dealers Association members 
showed that 93 percent would participate in the new on-site testing. 

2. Are the applicable federal requirements performance based, technology based, or both 
with the most stringent controlling? 

There are no applicable federal requirements for on-site emissions testing. 

3. Do the applicable federal requirements specifically address the issues that are of 
concern in Oregon? Was data or information that would reasonably reflect Oregon's 
concern and situation considered in the federal process that established the federal 
requirements? 

There are no applicable federal requirements for on-site emissions testing. 

4. Will the proposed requirement improve the ability of the regulated community to 
comply in a more cost effective way by clarifying confusing or potentially conflicting 
requirements (within or cross-media), increasing certainty, or preventing or reducing the 
need for costly retrofit to meet more stringent requirements later? 

As discussed in item 1 above, DEQ's new on-site testing program will save the dealers 
an estimated average of $5 per vehicle tested. It is expected that 25,000 vehicles per 
year will be on-site tested. This would be an estimated overall savings to the dealers of 
$125,000 per year. 
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5. Is there a timing issne which might justify changing the time frame for implementation 
of federal requirements? 

There are no applicable federal requirements for on-site emissions testing. 

6. Will the proposed requirement assist in establishing and maintaining a reasonable 
margin for accommodation of uncertainty and future growth? 

Yes. If the number of vehicles requested by the dealers to be on-site tested grows, the 
income to the DEQ grows proportionally. DEQ will add equipment and labor to fill the 
need. 

7. Does the proposed requirement establish or maintain reasonable equity in the 
requirements for various sources? (level the playing field) 

The proposed on-site testing as proposed is limited to manufacturer-franchised dealers. 
This is because these are the high volwne vehicle dealers and it is not cost effective to 
include the smaller dealers. Also, these dealers sell only newer model, used vehicles 
(typically 1990 model year and newer). The high-volwne testing method DEQ uses 
(remote sensing) is cost effective on only these newer model year vehicles. 

8. Would others face increased costs if a more stringent rule is not enacted? 

The proposed test method is equivalent in stringency to the existing DEQ centralized 
testing. 

9. Does the proposed requirement include procedural requirements, reporting or 
monitoring requirements that are different from applicable federal requirements? If so, 
Why? What is the "compelling reason" for different procedural, reporting or monitoring 
requirements? 

There are no applicable federal requirements for on-site emissions testing. 

10. Is demonstrated technology available to comply with the proposed requirement? 

Yes. DEQ will be supplying the test equipment and will be perfonning the tests. The 
remote sensing and OBD test methods ate well established and available. 

11. Will the proposed requirement contribute to the prevention of pollution or address a 
potential problem and represent a more cost effective environmental gain? 

The proposed on-site testing of dealerships is expected to be environmentally neutral. 
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Introduction 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Rulemaking Proposal 
for 

On Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 

The rulemaking proposes to adopt an on-site vehicle testing program for automobile dealers for 
both the Medford and Portland vehicle inspection and maintenance (IM) areas. Only the 
manufactmer-franchised dealers will be eligible to participate in the testing program. The proposed 
testing program is voluntaiy. Dealers will still be able to talce their vehicles to the centralized Cleai1 
Air Stations for testing if they want. There will be a minor increase in cost to the Pmiland area 
dealers above the cmrent fee for the centralized test ($26 versus $21 per certificate). The cost for 
the new test in the Medford area will increase more, from the cmrent $10 to $26 per ce1tificate. 
However, in most cases these cost increases should be offset by the savings in labor costs 
associated with trips to the centralized testing operations. 

Approximately 50 dealers have indicated they want to participate in the new on-site testing 
program. We expect about 25,000 vehicles to be tested per year. All vehicles will receive a clean 
screen remote sensing test. All 1996 and newer model year vehicles that fail the cleai1 screen test 
will receive a follow-up on-board-diagnostic (OBD) test . Vehicles older than 1996 model year that 
fail the clean screen test must be tested in the Vehicle Inspection Program's centralized test lanes. 
Almost all of the vehicles to be tested will be 1990 model year and newer. About 70 percent will 
be 1996 and newer. The remote sensing test will take about 30 seconds, and the OBD test will talce 
about 2 minutes. 

General Public 

None of the general public vehicles will be tested directly in this new program. We do not expect 
ai1y financial impact on the general public. 
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Small Business 

The number of employees at the average-sized, manufacturer-franchised Oregon auto dealer is 28, 
which means that most of the dealers are likely considered to be small businesses. The dealers in 
the Portland area should experience a significant cost reduction by participating in this Program. 
We estimate that the Portland area dealers will save approximately $5 per vehicle. This assumes 
an estimated time for ferrying the vehicle to the centralized test station of 1 hour and a labor rate of 
$10 per hour for the driver. The savings in the Medford area are harder to define. In Medford 
there may be an actual loss in direct costs in using the service when compared to the cmrent $10 
centralized test cost. A loss of $6 per certificate is estimated, but there may be an internal savings 
due to reduced dismptions at the dealer's facility when employees remain on the dealer site. 

A survey conducted by the Oregon Automobile Dealers Association in both the Portland and 
Medford areas found that no dealerships objected to the on-site testing program design because of 
test cost. We expect ninety percent of the participants to be Portland area dealers. We estimate the 
total savings per year for these dealers to be $112,500 (25,000 vehicles/yearx0.9x$5), with the 
average participating Portland dealer experiencing a $2,500 savings per year ($112,500/0.9x50). 

Large Business 

There are only a few large dealers in the Pmiland and Medford areas. As above for small 
businesses, the dealers in the Portland area will likely experience some savings due to the 
elimination of the travel time for testing. 

Local Governments 

The proposed on-site vehicle testing program will not impact local governments. 

State Agencies 

DEQ 

DEQ has budgeted $1.6 million for the first biennium to pay for equipment, training and operating 
personnel, and $1.1 million for the second biennium primarily for labor and ongoing maintenance 
mid supply costs. We expect the projected income from the testing operations to be $1.3 million for 
each of the first two biennia. The initial purchase of equipment will be paid from the DEQ Vehicle 
Inspection Program's fund balanc'e. We expect full payback of program stmi-up costs from on-site 
test fees in the 2005-7 biennium. No increase in Vehicle Inspection Program FTE is scheduled for 
on-site testing. The reduced test volume in the centralized test lanes resulting from on-site testing 
will allow us to draw the required five FTE of on-site testing personnel from the centralized test 
lm1es. 
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Other Agencies 

Other state agencies should not be impacted. The Motor Vehicle Division will be involved 
because DEQ will be registering many of the vehicles after they pass the on-site testing. 
However, DEQ will collect the DMV monies and transfer them to DMV just as we are cunently 
doing at our centralized testing operations. The change should be invisible to DMV. 

Assumptions 

We assumed there me no significant labor costs to the dealers during the DEQ on-site testing 
process. 

Housing Cost Impact Statement 

The Department has determined that this proposed rulemaking will have no effect on the cost of 
development of a 6,000 squme foot parcel and the construction of a 1,200 square foot detached 
single family dwelling on that pm-eel. 
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State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Rulernaking Proposal 
for 

On-Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers 

Land Use Evaluation Statement 

1. Explain the purpose of the proposed rules. 

Establish the on-site vehicle test method for automobile dealers in the Portland and Medford IM test areas. 

2. Do the proposed rules affect existing rules, programs or activities that are considered land 
use programs in the DEQ State Agency Coordination (SAC) Program? D Yes ~No 

a. If yes, identify existing program/rule/activity: N/ A 

b. If yes, do the existing statewide goal compliance and local plan compatibility 
procedures adequately cover the proposed rules? D Yes D No (if no, explain): 
NIA 

c. If no, apply the following criteria to the proposed rules. 

Staff should refer to Section III, subsection 2 of the SAC document in completing the evaluation form. 
Statewide Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources is the primary goal that relates to DEQ 
authorities. However, other goals inay apply such as Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic 
Areas, and Natural Resources; Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services; Goal 16 - Estuarine 
Resources; and Goal 19 - Ocean Resources. DEQ programs and rules that relate to statewide land 
use goals are considered land use progra1ns if they are: 

I. Specifically referenced in the statewide pla1111ing goals; or 

2. Reasonably expected to have significant effects on 
a. resources, objectives or areas identified in the statewide planning goals, or 
b. present or future land uses identified in aclmowledged comprehensive plans. 

In applying criterion 2 above, two guidelines should be applied to assess land use significance: 
The land use responsibilities of a program/rule/action that involved more than one agency, are 
considered the responsibilities of the agency with primmy authority. 
A determination of land use significance must consider the Department's mandate to protect public 
health and safety and the environment. 

In the space below, state if the proposed rules are considered programs affecting land 
use. State the criteria and reasons for the determination. 
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It has previously been detennined through the DEQ SAC program that the Vehicle Inspection Program is not a 
program that significantly affects land use. These proposed rules, which address only a switch in the testing 
procedure for newer model vehicle, do not contain program changes that significantly affect land use. 

3. If the proposed rules have been determined a land use program under 2. above, but are 
not subject to existing land use compliance and compatibility procedures, explain the new 
procedures the Department will use to ensure compliance and compatibility. 

NIA 

h-0/-0( 
Date 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

August 31, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commissi~~ . A / N ~ 

Stephanie Hallock, Director ) ,~-. 

Agenda Item K, Rule Adoption: 
Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Department 
Recommendation 

The Department recommends the Commission adopt proposed rule revisions to 
the following as presented in Attachment A, p. 5: 

Need for 
Rulemaking 

Effect of Rule 

Commission 
Authority 

Stakeholder 
Involvement 

• OAR 340-045-0030 Application for NP DES or WPCF Permit 
• OAR 340-045-0033 General Permits 
• OAR 340-045-0040 Renewal ofNPDES or WPCF Permits 

The proposed revisions are necessary to: 
• Maintain consistency with federal regulations, and 
• Provide for a more formal and broader public participation process for 

general permit issuance by requiring adoption of the permits into rule. 

The rule revisions would: 
1. Update the water quality general permit program to conform to federal 

regulations for issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) general permits. Note: In addition to NPDES general 
permits, the Department also issues Water Pollution Control Facilities 
(WPCF) general permits pursuant to state regulations. The WPCF general 
permit program is administered in alignment with federal requirements and 
this will continue under the proposed revisions. 

2. Clarify application and fee requirements for general permits to reflect 
existing procedures. 

3. Revise the general permit issuance procedure to require adoption of water 
quality general permits in rule by reference. 

4. Adopt by reference into rule 20 current NPDES and WPCF general permits 
by citing the permit number, title and date of issuance (see specific list in 
Attachment G, p. 20). 

The Commission has authority to take this action under ORS 468.020, 
468B.020 and 468B.035. 

An advisory committee was not involved in developing the rule revisions 
because no substantive discretionary decisions were needed. The proposed 
updates were directed by federal regulation and adopting general permits into 
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rule assures full compliance with Oregon's Administrative Procedures Act (ORS 
Chapter 183). 

Public Comment A public comment period from June 15, 2001, to July 20, 2001, was provided 
and included public hearings in Portland, Medford and Bend. A total of seven 
people attended the hearings; no one provided oral or written comments at the 
hearings. 

Key Issues 

Leslie Fish, a representative of the U.S. Postal Service, submitted written 
comment urging adoption of a "no exposure" exclusion for storm water 
permittees. This is a provision adopted by EPA in late 1999 that allows storm 
water permittees to be exempt from the permit requirement if they have no 
exposure of storm water to industrial activities. The Water Quality Division 
will address this issue during the renewal of the storm water general permits 
scheduled for mid-2002. 

Results of public input and the Department's responses are provided in 
Attachment B, p. 11. 

Key issues were: 
• Change in Permit Appeal Process 

Adopting general permits into rule by reference as proposed in this 
rulemaking will alter the permit appeal process. While opportunity for 
appeal will still exist, the forum for appeal will differ. After permit 
adoption into rule, challenges to the conditions or limitations of a general 
permit will be subject to review by the Oregon Court of Appeals. This is 
consistent with the process utilized for all rulemaking actions (ORS 
183.400 Judicial determination of validity of rule). However, it differs 
from the previous appeal process for general permits which provided for 
contested case hearings before the Commission or its authorized 
representative because issuance of a general permit was not a rulemaking 
action [see the proposed deletion of OAR 340-045-0033( 4), p. 8]. 

Contested case hearings will still be available for challenges related to the 
Department's implementation of a general permit. For example, one could 
challenge the Department's interpretation of the description of activities 
covered by a particular general permit, but would not be able to challenge 
the actual language in that permit. Another example of a potential 
challenge for a contested case hearing would be whether the Department 
followed the correct procedures for revoking coverage under a general 
permit. 

• Overview of General Permits and Adoption Plan 
There are 26 NPDES and WPCF general permits currently in effect, 



Agenda Item K, Rule Adoption: Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 
Page 3 of20 

Next Steps 

however, only 20 are being proposed for adoption in this rulemaking effort. 
These 20 general permits expire after 2001 and do not need to go through an 
extensive renewal process. They will be adopted in the same form as they 
were originally issued. The remaining six will be handled as follows: 
.,/ Three permits expired on July 31, 2001, and the conditions and 

limitations of these permits must be reevaluated as part of the renewal 
process (NPDES #100 Non-Contact Cooling Water, NPDES #300 Fish 
Hatcheries, and NPDES #400 Log Ponds). The Department 
determined that postponing renewal until the general permit program 
rule revisions were final was the best approach to assure more formal 
and broader public participation in the renewal process. As a result, 
these permits were administratively extended and are still in force. 
They will be scheduled for adoption in early 2002 . 

.,/ Three permits will not be renewed because the Department has 
determined that these activities are better managed with individual 
permits (WPCF #1800 Kennels, WPCF #4400 Waste Disposal Well, 
and WPCF #5600 On-Site Sewage Systems <5,000 gallons/day). 
Persons currently covered by these permits are being notified of this 
decision. 

• WPCF General Permit #800 for Confined Animal Feeding Operation 
House Bill 2156 adopted by the 2001 Legislature gave the Oregon 
Department of Agriculture (ODA) authority to issue water quality permits 
for confined animal feeding operations (CAFOs). ODA currently 
administers the Department's general permit WPCF #800 for CAFOs. 
However, ODA will likely develop its own permit in the near future. To 
recognize that ODA may issue a CAFO permit, the proposed language in 
OAR 340-045-0033(10)(e) has been modified to indicate that WPCF #800 
is effective until superseded by a permit issued by ODA. 

The rule revisions would become effective upon filing with the Secretary of 
State. The Rule Implementation Plan is available upon request. 

Regulated Community Implementing and Assistance Actions 
No additional assistance above what is currently provided is planned for the 
regulated community since the proposed rule revisions will not require 
implementing actions by permittees. The water quality general permits are 
currently in effect and the general permit program is actively being administered. 

Staff Implementing and Training Actions 
Training of staff on the general permit program is not required since the general 
permits are currently in effect and staff has already been trained. Staff 
responsible for issuing general permits will be trained on rulemaking procedures 
as needed. While rulemaking does require additional steps, it is not expected to 
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Attachments 

Available Upon 
Reqnest 

significantly increase workload since general permit development and renewal 
have always been major undertakings for the Department. 

Transition to Adopting all General Permits into Rule 
This rulemaking action by the Commission will adopt 20 current general 
permits. As explained earlier, the three general permits that expired in July 
2001 and were administratively extended by the Department will go through a 
renewal process and be scheduled for adoption in early 2002. This allows for 
timely adoption of all 23 general permits into rule. 

Permit Renewal Schedule Requiring Future Action by the Commission 
Future Commission action will be required to renew the 23 general permits 
(for detail see Attachment G, p. 20). The following schedule is based on the 
expiration dates of the permits and anticipated renewal dates: 
• Mid-2002 ................... 8 general permit renewals 
• 2003 .......................... . 2 general permit renewals 
• 2004 ........................... 3 general permit renewals 
• 2005 ........................... 6 general permit renewals 
• 2006 ........................... 3 general permit renewals 
• Does not expire .......... 1 general pennit WPCF #800 CAFO 

Total ........................... 23 

A. Proposed Rule Revisions 
1. Summary of Rule Revisions 
2. Proposed Rule Revisions 

B. Public Input and Department's Response 
C. Presiding Officers' Report on Public Hearings 
D. Relationship to Federal Requirements 
E. Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 
F. Land Use Evaluation Statement 
G. List of Water Quality General Permits 

1. Legal Notice of Hearing 
2. Cover Memorandum from Public Notice 
3. Written Comment Received 
4. Rule Implementation Plan 
5. Copies of General Permits 

Approved: 

Section: 

Division: 
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The proposed rule revisions will: 

Attachment A 
Summary of Rule Revisions 

1. Revise rules to update the Water Quality general permit program in accordance with 
federal regulations for issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) general permits 
These include: 
• Modifying language to reflect terminology used in the federal regulations. 
• Allowing applications to be submitted on a schedule determined by the Director. 
• Allowing third parties to petition the Director to terminate permittee coverage under a 

general permit and require a permittee to obtain an individual permit. 
• Requiring that general permits issued after the effective date of the rule specify the 

requirements to obtain coverage under a general permit. The permits must also specify 
the process the Department will use to notify a person that coverage has been obtained 
and the discharge or activity is authorized. 

2. Clarify application requirements for general permits 
The current rule does not specify that a person must submit an application and fees in order to 
be covered by a general permit. The Water Quality Division is proposing to clarify that 
application and fees are required for general permits unless otherwise specified in a particular 
permit. This clarification will reflect procedures that are currently in place. 

3. Revise general permit issuance procedure to require adoption of Water Quality general 
permits by rule 
In order to ensure that the general permit program fully complies with Oregon's 
Administrative Procedures Act, the Water Quality Division is proposing to amend rules to 
revise the general permit issuance procedure. This would require that the Environmental 
Quality Commission adopt general permits through rulemaking before they are issued by the 
Director. 

4. Adopt by reference 20 current NPDES and WPCF general permits listed in Attachment 
G. 
There are currently 13 NPDES and seven WPCF general permits proposed for adoption into 
rule. These permits were issued in accordance with public notice and participation 
procedures in OAR Chapter 340, Division 045. An opportunity for the public to provide 
written and oral comment was made available for each permit. 
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Attachment A 
continued 

Proposed Rule Revisions 

AMENDMENTS TO DIVISION 045 
REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO NPDES AND WPCF PERMITS 

340-045-0030 
Application for NPDES or WPCF Permit 

(1) Any person wishing to obtain a new or renewal NPDES or WPCF permit from the 
Department must submit a written application at least 180 days before an NPDES permit is 
needed or at least 60 days before a WPCF permit is needed on a form provided by the 
Department. The DSJ3ar!meffi HH!St reeeive a1313lieatiens at least 180 days before an NPDES 
pennit is needed er at least 60 days before a WPCF permit is needed. The Director may grant 
permission in writing for a later date to submit a new or renewal application. The Director will 
not grant permission for a renewal application to be submitted later than the expiration date of 
the existing permit. 

(2) Any person wishing to modify their NPDES or WPCF permit must submit a written 
application on a form provided by the Department. Applications must be submitted well in 
advance of the needed modification in order to process the request as required by OAR 340-045-
0055. 

(3) All application forms must be completed in full and signed by the applicant or the 
applicant's legally authorized representative. The name of the applicant must be the legal name of 
the owner of the facility or the owner's agent or the lessee responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of the facility. Applications that are correctly signed and appear administratively 
complete will be considered timely upon receipt. A request for further information under section 
( 5) of this rule will not effect the timeliness of an application. 

( 4) Applications that are obviously incomplete, unsigned, improperly signed, or that do not 
contain the required exhibits clearly identified will not be accepted by the Department for filing 
and will be returned to the applicant for completion. 

( 5) Within 45 days of receipt of an application, the Department will preliminarily review an 
application to determine the adequacy of the information submitted. Failure to complete this 
review within 45 days does not preclude the Department from later requesting further 
information from the applicant as provided in this section. 

(a) If the Department determines that additional information is needed, it will promptly 
request in writing the needed information from the applicant. The application will be considered 
withdrawn ifthe applicant fails to submit the requested information within 90 days of the request 
or such other time as the Department establishes in writing. 

(b) If the Department determines that additional measures are necessary to gather facts 
regarding the application, it shall notify the applicant in writing that such measures will be 
instituted and provide the timetable and procedures to be followed. The application will be 
considered withdrawn if the applicant fails to comply with the additional measures. 
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(5) If upon review of an application, the Department determines that a permit is not required, 
the Department shall notify the applicant in writing of this determination. Such notification shall 
constitute final action by the Department on the application. 

(6) An application that has been filed with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in accordance 
with Section 13 of the Federal Refuse Act, or an NPDES application that has been filed with the 
U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency will be accepted as an application filed under this section 
provided the application is complete and the information on the application is still current. 

Stat. Auth.: ORS 4680RS 468.020, 468B.020 and 468B.035 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468.065, 468B.015, 468B.035 and & ORS 468B.050 
Hist.: DEQ 53(Temp), f. & ef. 6-21-73 thru 10-18-73; DEQ 58, f. 9-21-73, ef. 10-25-73; 
DEQ 113, f. & ef. 5-10-76; DEQ 22-1981, f. & ef. 9-2-81; DEQ 15-2000, f. & cert. ef. 10-11-
2000 

340-045-0033 
General Permits 

(1) The Director may issue general permits for certain categories of minor discharge sources 
or minor activities where individual NPDES or WPCF permits are not necessary in order to 
adequately protect the enviromnent. Before the Director can issue a general permit, the following 
conditions must be met: 

(a) There must be several minor sources or activities that involve the same or substantially 
similar types of operations,t 

(b) +hey-The sources or activities must have the potential to discharge or dispose of the same 
or similar types of wastes,t 

( c) They general permit must require the same or similar monitoring requirements, effluent 
limitations and operating conditions for the categories.-;-and 

( d) They category of sources or activities would be more appropriately controlled under a 
general permit than an individual permit. 

(e) The Commission has adopted the general permit into rnle by reference. 
(2) General permits issued after the effective date of this rule will specify the following: 
(a) The requirements to obtain coverage under a general permit, including application 

requirements and application submittal deadlines. The Department may determine that submittal 
of an application is not necessary after evaluating the type of discharge, potential for toxic and 
conventional pollutants in the discharge, expected discharge volume, availability of other means 
to identify dischargers, and estimated number of dischargers to be covered by the permit. The 
Department's evaluation must be provided in the public notice for the general permit. 

(b) The process used by the Department to notify a person that coverage under a general 
permit has been obtained and the discharge or activitv is authorized. 

(±.:3) Although general permits may include activities throughout the state, they may also be 
restricted to more limited geographical areas. 

(~)Prior to issuing a general permit, the Department will follow the public notice and 
participation procedures outlined in OAR 340-045-0027, and-340-045-0035(3), and ORS 
183.325 to 183.410. In addition the Department will make a reasonable effort to mail notices of 
pending actions to those persons known by the Department who are likely to be covered by the 
general permit. 
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(4) If a pE>l'son eov6fed by a genE>fal permit is dissatisfied with the eonditions or limitations of 
the pE>fffiit issued by the Direetor, that pE>l'son may request a hearing. The Department must 
reeeive a '.vritten request for a hearing within 20 days following the date of issuanee of the 
general permit. The hearing will be eondueted as a eontested ease hearing in aeeordanee with 
ORS 183.413 through 183.470 and OAR Chapter 340, Division 011. 

(5) All-Any persons operating a discharge source or conducting an activity described in a 
general permit must apply for coverage under the general permitbeeome pE>fffiittees, unless the 
general pem1it does not require submission of an application pursuant to subsection (2)(a) of this 
rule or the source or activity is specifically covered by an individual NPDES or WPCF permit. 

(a) Any person seeking coverage tmder a general permit must submit an application as 
required under the terms of the applicable NPDES or WPCF general permit. If application 
requirements are not specified in the general permit, procedures in OAR 340-045-0030 or OAR 
340-071-0162, whichever is applicable, must be followed. 

(b) A person who fails to submit an application in accordance with the tenns of the general 
permit, OAR 340-045-0030 or OAR 340-071-0162, whichever is applicable, is not authorized to 
conduct the activity described in the permit. 

(6) Any person required to have coverage under a general pennit must pay pennit fees as 
required in OAR 340-045-0070 to 340-045-0075 or OAR 340-071-0140 to obtain and maintain 
coverage under that permit. 

(61) Any permittee covered by an individual NPDES or WPCF permit may request that the 
individual permit be canceled or allowed to expire, and that it be covered by a general permit if 
the-its permitted souree or aetivitydischarge or activity is-alsemay be covered by an existing 
general permit. As long as the souree or aetivitypermittee is covered by an individual NPDES or 
WPCF permit, as well as a general permit, the conditions and limitations of the individual permit 
govern, until such time as it is canceled or expires. 

(7ll.) Any pE>fffiitteeperson not wishing to be covered by a general permit may make 
application for an individual permit in accordance with OAR 340-045-0030 or OAR 340-071-
0162, whichever is applicable. 

(&2) The Director may revoke coverage and authorization under a general permit pursuant to 
OAR 340-045-0060 as it applies to any person and require such person to apply for and obtain an 
individual NPDES or WPCF permit4. Any interested person may petition the Director to take 
action under this section. Cases where an individual pennit may be required include the 
following: 

(a) The eovered souree discharge or activity is a significant contributor of pollution or creates 
other environmental problems; 

(b) The permittee is not in compliance with the terms and conditions of a-the general permit, 
submitted false infonnation, or is in violation of any applicable law; er 

( c) Conditions or standards have ehanged so that the souree or aetivity no longer qualifies for 
a general permit.A change occurs in the availability of demonstrated technology or practices for 
the control or abatement of pollutants being discharged; 

@ For NPDES general permits, effluent limitation guidelines are promulgated for point 
sources covered by a general pemlit and the guidelines are not already in the general permit; or 
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01 Circumstances have changed so that the discharge or activity is no longer appropriately 
controlled under a general permit, or either a temporary or permanent reduction or elimination of 
the authorized discharge is necessary. 

(9) In order to maintain a list of general pennittees, the Department may require general 
permittees to register with the Department. 

(10) The following general permits are adopted by reference in this rule and available for 
review at the Deparhnent: 

(a) NPDES 200-J, Filter backwash (issued August 29, 1997) 
(b) NPDES 500-J, Boiler blowdown (issued August 29, 1997) 
(c) WPCF 600, Offstream placer mining (issued April 9, 1997) 
(d) NPDES 700-J, Suction dredges (issued May 3, 1999) 
(e) WPCF 800, Confined animal feeding operations (issued August 8, 1990), until 

superseded by a permit issued by the Oregon Department of Agriculture 
(f) NPDES 900-J, Seafood processing (issued June 7, 1999) 
(g) WPCF 1000, Gravel mining (issued August 6, 1997) 
(h) NPDES 1200-A, Stonn water nmoff from sand, gravel & non-metallic quarrying & 

mining in Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 14, asphalt mix batch plants, and concrete 
batch plants (issued August 6, 1997) 

(i) NPDES 1200-C, Storm water runoff from construction activities, including clearing, 
grading, and excavation, and stockpiling that disturbs five or more acres, including activities that 
will disturb five or more acres over time as part of a larger common plan of development; 
effective December 1, 2002, construction activities that disturb one or more acre are covered 
(issued Februaiy 20, 2001) 

(j) NPDES 1200-CA, Government agencies responsible for storm water runoff from 
construction activities that disturbs five or more acres; effective December l, 2002, construction 
activities that disturb one or more acres are covered (issued February 20, 2001) 

(k) NPDES 1200-COLS, Storm water runoff in the Columbia Slough watershed from 
industrial activities listed in subsection 10(1) of this rule (issued December 22, 1999) 

(I) NPDES 1200-Z, Storm water nmoff from: Warehousing in SIC 4221-4225; Food 
processing in SIC 20; Landfills, land app. sites; Heavy industrial in SIC 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33 & 
stean1 electric power generating (includes coal/hogged fuel handling); Light mfg. in SIC 34, 35, 
36, 37, 38 & 39 includes ship & boat building/repair; Printing in SIC 27; Textile & apparel mfg. 
in SIC 22 & 23; Transportation in SIC 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 & 5171; Wood products mfg. in SIC 
24 & 25; Metal scrap yards, battery reclaimers & auto salvage yards in SIC 5015 & 5093; 
Hazardous waste treatment, storage, & disposal facilities (issued July 22, 1997) 

(m)NPDES 1300-J, Oily storm water runoff and oil/water separators (issued Jaimary 11, 
2000) 

(n) WPCF 1400-A, Seasonal food processing & wineries, less than 25,000 gallons/day 
(issued August 22, 2000) 

(o) WPCF 1400-B, Other food processing, less than 25,000 gallons/day (issued August 22, 
2000) 

(p) NPDES 1500-A, Petroleum hydrocarbon cleaimps discharged to surface waters (issued 
August 22, 2000) 

(g) WPCF 1500-B, Petroleum hydrocai·bon cleanups (issued August 22, 2000) 
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(r) NPDES 1700-A, Vehicle and equipment wash water discharged to surface waters (issued 
March 5, 1998) 

(s) WPCF 1700-B, Vehicle and equipment wash water (issued March 5, 1998) 
(t) NPDES 1900-J, Non-contact geothermal heat exchange (issued September 11, 1997) 
Stat. Auth.: ORS 4680RS 468.020, 468B.020 and 468B.035 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468.065, 468B.015, 468B.035, &and GR&-468B.050 
Hist.: DEQ 28-1980, f. & ef. 10-27-80; DEQ 15-2000, f. & cert. ef. 10-11-2000 

340-045-0040 
Renewal ofNPDES or WPCF Permits 

(1) The procedures for issuance ofNPDES and WPCF permits apply to renewal of these 
permits. 

(2) If a completed application for renewal of a permit is filed with the Department 180 days 
prior to the expiration date of an NPDES permit or 60 days prior to the eicpiration date of a 
WPCP permitpursuant to OAR 340-045-0030, the permit will not expire until final action has 
been taken on the renewal application. 

Stat. Auth.: ORS 468.020, 468B.020 and 468B.035 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 468.065, 468B.015, 468B.035 and & ORS 468B.050 
Hist.: DEQ 53(Temp), f. 6-21-73 thru 10-18-73; DEQ 58, f. 9-21-73, ef. 10-25-73; DEQ 113, 
f. & ef. 5-10-76; DEQ 21-1990, f. & cert. ef. 7-6-90; DEQ 15-2000, f. & cert. ef. 10-11-2000 
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Attachment B 
Public Input and Department's Response 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Mike Llewelyn Date: August 9, 2001 
Water Quality Division Administrator 

Ranei Nomura through Mike Kortenhof 
Surface Water Management, Water Quality Division 

Summary of comments and response to comments received for Water Quality 
General Permit Program Rule Amendments 

Overview of 
comment period 

A public comment period from June 15, 2001, to July 20, 2001, was provided 
for the proposed Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments. 
Public hearings were held on July 17 in Portland, Bend and Medford. A total 
of seven people attended the hearings; no one provided oral or written 
comment at the hearings. One person submitted written comment. 

Comment 
received 

Response to 
comment 

Leslie Fish, a representative of the U.S. Postal Service, submitted written 
comment urging adoption of a "no exposure" exclusion for storm water 
permittees. This is a provision adopted by EPA in late 1999 that allows storm 
water permittees out of the permit program if they have no exposure of storm 
water to industrial activities. Mr. Fish also provided supporting information 
on the federal no-exposure provision and suggested additional clarifications 
that could be made to the EPA provision. 

The Water Quality Division will address the no-exposure issue during the 
renewal of the storm water general permits scheduled for mid-2002. It is 
likely that many permittees and other groups reserved their comment on this 
issue expecting it to be addressed during the renewal process. By addressing 
EP A's no-exposure provision. during permit renewal, interested persons will 
have a better opportunity to review and comment on such a proposal. No 
change to the rule was made in response to this comment. 
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Attachment C 
Presiding Officers' Report on Public Hearings 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

To: 
From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 
James Cowan, Water Quality Division 
Tom Hall, Eastern Region - Bend 
Andy Ullrich, W estem Region - Medford 

Memorandum 

Date: July 18, 2001 

Subject: Presiding Officers' Report for Rulemaking Hearings on July 17, 2001 
Title of Proposal: Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 

Overview of Public Hearing Locations, Times and Presiding Officers 

Presidin!! Officer James Cowan Tom Hall Audy Ullrich 
Date and Time July 17 at 4 p.m. July 17 at 10 a.m. July 17 at 10 a.m. 
Place DEQHQ,Rm3A DEQ Bend Office Santo Center, Rm 2021 

811SW6'" Ave. Main Conference Rm 701 N Columbus 
Portland, OR 2146 NE 4°' #104 ' Medford, OR 

Bend, OR 

Portland Hearing 
The rulemaking hearing was convened at 4:04 p.m. and closed at 4:45 p.m. A brief explanation 
of the rulemaking proposal and hearing procedures was provided. Five people were in 
attendance: Norman Hagestedt; Sean Darcy, Storm Water Management; Heather Bartlett, Secor; 
Gordon McGhee, Clackamas River Water; and John Linn, Pacific Surimi. No one provided oral 
or written comment. 

Bend Hearing 
The rulemaking hearing was convened at 10:00 a.m. and closed at 10:30 a.m. There was no one 
in attendance. 

Medford Hearing 
The rulemaking hearing was convened at 10:00 a.m. and closed at 10:30 a.m. A brief 
explanation of the rulemaking proposal and hearing procedures was provided. Two people were 
in attendance: Mike Osterman, Medford Regional Water Reclamation Facility, and Curtis 
Crichton, LTM Inc. No one provided oral or written comment. 
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Attachment D 
Relationship to Federal Requirements 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AL QUALITY 

Rulemaking Proposal 
for 

Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 

Questions to be Answered to Reveal 
Potential Justification for Differing from Federal Requirements. 

1. Are there federal requirements that are applicable to this situation? If so, exactly what 
are they? 
40CFR§122.28 General permits establish the conditions for developing National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general permits and procedures for implementing a 
general permit program. Along with 40 CFR §122.21 Application for a permit, these 
requirements also specify how persons obtain coverage under these permits and when 
coverage under an individual permit may be required instead of a general permit. 

2. Are the applicable federal requirements performance based, technology based, or both 
with the most stringent controlling? 
The federal requirements cited above relate to administrative procedures not performance or 
technology based standards. 

3. Do the applicable federal requirements specifically address the issues that are of 
concern in Oregon? Was data or information that would reasonably reflect Oregon's 
concern and situation considered in the federal process that established the federal 
requirements? 
The applicable federal requirements do not specifically address issues that are of concern in 
Oregon, nor was information from Oregon considered in the federal process that established 
the requirements. However, these requirements set forth an administrative process to utilize 
NPDES "general" permits to regulate categories of similar discharges to waters of the United 
States. Administration of this permit program is of state interest because DEQ has been 
delegated authority from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to administer the 
NPDES general pennit program and wishes to maintain this delegation. 

4. Will the proposed requirement improve the ability of the regulated community to 
comply in a more cost effective way by clarifying confusing or potentially conflicting 
requirements (within or cross-media), increasing certainty, or preventing or reducing 
the need for costly retrofit to meet more stringent requirements later? 
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DEQ is proposing to clarify application and fee requirements for its general permit 
program. This clarification should provide clearer direction to the regulated community on 
general permit application requirements. This could result in a more cost-effective process 
for the regulated community by reducing the time they spend on determining or debating 
the necessary application requirements. 

5. Is there a timing issue which might justify changing the time frame for implementation 
of federal requirements? 
The federal requirements ( 40 CPR § 122) affecting the general permit program are currently 
in effect. Therefore, DEQ must proceed in a timely manner to adopt these proposed 
rev1s10ns. 

6. Will the proposed requirement assist in establishing and maintaining a reasonable 
margin for accommodation of uncertainty and future growth? 
The proposed requirement clarifies administrative procedures pertaining to DEQ's water 
quality general perinit program and does not affect the issue of accommodation of uncertainty 
and future growth. 

7. Does the proposed requirement establish or maintain reasonable equity in the 
requirements for various sources? (level the playing field) 
The proposed requirement clarifies adlninistrative procedures pertaining to DEQ's water 
quality general permit program and does not affect the issue of establishing or maintaining 
reasonable equity. 

8. Would others face increased costs if a more stringent rule is not enacted? 
No. 

9. Does the proposed requirement include procedural requirements, reporting or 
monitoring requirements that are different from applicable federal requirements? If so, 
Why? What is the "compelling reason" for different procedural, reporting or 
monitoring requirements? 
The proposed requirement includes a procedural requirement that is different from federal 
requirements. The proposed rule revision would require that EQC adopt general permits into 
rule by reference before DEQ issues general permits. EPA does not issue NPDES general 
permits through adoption into the Code of Federal Regulation. However, EPA does follow 
extensive public notice and participation procedures through publication of proposed general 
permits in the Federal Register. DEQ's proposal will make the state process procedurally 
consistent with and, therefore, equivalent to the federal process. This consistency is required 
in order to maintain federal delegation of the NPDES general permit program. 

Adoption of the general permits into Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) by reference ensures 
that the general permit program fully complies with Oregon's Adlninistrative Procedures Act 
(AP A). The AP A, implemented through ORS Chapter 183, defines any agency regulation 
implementing law or policy that is "generally applicable" as a rule and requires that 
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rulemaking follow specific public notification and participation procedures. General 
permits are "generally applicable" to a group of similar activities or operations rather than a 
specific site and adoption of these permits through rulemaking is appropriate. 

10. Is demonstrated technology available to comply with the proposed requirement? 
Not applicable. 

11. Will the proposed requirement contribute to the prevention of pollution or address a 
potential problem and represent a more cost effective environmental gain? 
Not applicable. 
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Introduction 

Attachment E 
Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Rulemaking Proposal 
for 

Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 

The proposed rule amendments do the following: 
• Update the water quality general permit program to comply with federal regulations for 

issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general permits, 
• Clarify application and fee requirements for general permits, 
• Revise the general permit issuance procedure to require adoption of water quality general 

permits in rule by reference, and 
• Adopt by reference into rule 20 existing general permits. 

These amendments do not fiscally impact the regulated community because no changes are being 
proposed to the existing general permits or permit fee structure. The process to obtain and 
comply with a water quality general permit remains the same for the regulated community, which 
may include the general public and small or large businesses. The proposed amendments do 
affect DEQ's internal process requiring that general permits be adopted through rulemaking by 
the Environmental Quality Commission. 

General Public: No expected impact. 

Small Business: No expected impact. 

Large Business: No expected impact. 

Local Governments: No expected impact. 

State Agencies 
DEQ: The proposed rulemaking will require additional actions on the part ofDEQ to issue general 
permits. However, DEQ will not be adding additional FTE, receiving additional revenue or 
increasing expenditures to implement the proposed rule. The additional workload will be 
accomplished through reallocation and reprioritization of existing staff time. 

Other Agencies: No expected impact. 
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Assumptions 
DEQ is assuming that the increase in workload is manageable through reallocation and 
reprioritization of existing staff time. 

Housing Cost Impact Statement 
The Department has determined that this proposed rulemaking will have no effect on the cost of 
development of a 6,000 square foot parcel and the construction of a 1,200 square foot detached 
single family dwelling on that parcel. 
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Attachment F 
Land Use Evaluation Statement 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Rulemaking Proposal 
for 

Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 

Land Use Evaluation Statement 

1. Explain the purpose of the proposed rules. 
The proposed rules amend Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR), Chapter 340, Division 045 to 
do the following: 
• Update the water quality general permit program to comply with federal regulations for 

issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general permits. 
Note: Water Pollution Control Facilities (WPCF) general permits are issued pursuant to 
state regulations and administered in alignment with federal requirements. This will 
continue under the proposed revisions. 

• Clarify application and fee requirements for general permits. 
• Revise general permit issuance procedure to require adoption of water quality general 

permits in rule by reference. 
• Adopt by reference into rule 20 existing general permits. 

2. Do the proposed rules affect existing rules, programs or activities that are considered land 
use programs in the DEQ State Agency Coordination (SAC) Program? 

Yes X No __ 

a. If yes, identify existing program/rule/activity: 

The following water quality permit programs are affected: National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued pursuant to federal and state regulations and 
Water Pollution Control Facilities (WPCF) permits issued pursuant to state regulations. 

b. If yes, do the existing statewide goal compliance and local plan compatibility 
procedures adequately cover the proposed rules? 

Yes X No_ (if no, explain): 



Agenda Item K, Rule Adoption: Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 
Page 19 of20 

A land use compatibility statement signed by the local land use authority is required from 
the applicant prior to authorizing discharges under a NPDES or WPCF general permit. 

c. If no, apply the following criteria to the proposed rules. 
Staff should refer to Section III, subsection 2 of the SAC document in completing the evaluation form. 
Statewide Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources is the primary goal that relates to DEQ authorities. 
However, other goals may apply such as Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural 
Resources; Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services; Goal 16 - Estuarine Resources; and Goal 19 - Ocean 
Resources. DEQ programs and mies that relate to statewide land use goals are considered land use programs if 
they are: 

1. Specifically referenced in the statewide planning goals; or 

2. Reasonably expected to have significant effects on 
a. resources, objectives or areas identified in the statewide planning goals, or 
b. present or future land uses identified in acknowledged comprehensive plaus. 

In applying criterion 2 above, two guidelines should be applied to assess land use significance: 
The land use responsibilities of a program/rule/action that involved more than one agency, are 
considered the responsibilities of the agency with primary authority. 
A determination ofland use siguificance must consider the Department's mandate to protect public 
health and safety and the environment 

In the space below, state if the proposed rules are considered programs affecting land 
use. State the criteria and reasons for the determination. 
not applicable 

3. If the proposed rules have been determined a land use program under 2. above, but are 
not subject to existing land use compliance and compatibility procedures, explain the new 
procedures the Department will use to ensure compliance and compatibility. 

Water Quality Division 
Division 

[signed by Roberta Young] 
Intergovernmental Coordinator 

[6-12-01] 
Date 
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Attachment G 
List of Water Quality General Permits 

• • • .I • • • 

NPDES 200 Filter backwash 
NPDES 500 Boiler blowdown 
WPCF 600 Offstream lacer mining 
NPDES 700 Suction dredges 
WPCF 800 Confined animal feeding operations 

NP DES 900 
WPCF 1000 
NP DES 1200-A 

NPDES 1200-C 
NPDES 1200-CA 

NP DES 1200-
COLS 

NPDES 1200-Z 

NP DES 1300 
WPCF 1400-A 
WPCF 1400-B 
NP DES 1500-A 
WPCF 1500-B 
NP DES 
WPCF 

Seafood processing 
Gravel mining 
Storm water runoff from sand, gravel & non-metallic quarrying & 
mining, SIC 14 
Storm water runoff from construction that disturbs 5 or more acres 
Govennnent agencies responsible for storm water n1noff from 
constiuction that disturbs 5 or more acres 

For storm water runoff from industrial activities listed for 1200-Z in 
the Columbia Slough watershed 
Stmm water runoff from: Warehousing in SIC 4221-4225; Food 
processing in SIC 20; Landfills, land app. sites; Heavy industr·ial in 
SIC 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33 & steam electric power generating 
(includes coal/hogged fuel handling); Light mfg. in SIC 34, 35, 36, 
37, 38 & 39 includes ship & boat building/repair; Printing in SIC 
27; Textile & apparel mfg. in SIC 22 & 23; Transportation in SIC 
40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 & 5171; Wood products mfg. in SIC 24 & 25; 
Metal scrap yards, batte1y reclaimers & auto salvage yards in SIC 
5015 & 5093; Hazardous waste treatment, storage, & disposal 
facilities 
Oily storm water runoff, oil/water se arators 
Seasonal food rocessing & wineries, less than 25,000 gallons/day 
Other food rocessin , less than 25;000 allons/day 
Petroleum h drocarbon cleanu s discharged to surface waters 
Petr·oleum h drocarbon cleanups 
Vehicle & e ui ment wash water dischar ed to surface waters 

. . . .. . . 

Au st 29, 1997 
August 29, 1997 
April 9, 1997 
May 3, 1999 
August 8, 1990 

June 7, 1999 
August 6, 1997 
August 6, 1997 

Feb.20,2001 
Feb. 20, 2001 

Dec. 22, 1999 

July 22, 1997 

Jan. 11, 2000 
Au ust 22, 2000 
Au ust 22, 2000 
August 22, 2000 
August 22, 2000 
March 5, 1998 
March 5, 1998 
Se t. 11, 1997 

'<"~'°iFJ$.$Ue~:·5c· 

Mid-2002 
Mid-2002 
Mid-2002 

2002 
Does not expire; 

will be superceded 
b ODA ermit 

2005 
Mid-2002 
Mid-2002 

2005 
2005 

2004 

Mid-2002 

2004 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2003 
2003 

WPCF 1800 Kennels July 22, 1996 Will not be renewed 
WPCF 4400 Waste dis osalwell Feb.19, 1997 Willnotberenewed 
WPCF 5600 On-site sewage system <5,000 allons/day Feb. 19, 1997 Will not be renewed 
Copies of the general permits may be obtained by contacting Ranei Nomura at (503) 229-5657 or from the Department's website: 

,1ttp://waterquality.deq.state.or.us/wq/wqpermit/permitdocs.htm. 



BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In The Matter of a Petition ) 
by CLEAN, an Unincorporated Association, ) 
for Rulemaking Relating to Methane ) 

DENIAL OF PETITION 
FOR RULEMAKING 

1. On August 21, 2001, CLEAN, an unincorporated citizens association, filed a petition 
for rulemaking pursuant to ORS 183.390 and OAR 137-001-0070. The petition 
proposed both temporary and permanent rule amendments relating to the regulation 
of methane at unpermitted landfills. 

2. The Commission considered the petition at its regularly scheduled meeting on 
September 21, 2001. After review of the petition, the Department of Environmental 
Quality staff report, and related materials, the Commission determined that neither 
temporary nor permanent rulemaking is appropriate at the present time. 

3. The Commission also determined that there should be opportunity for further review 
of this issue by an advisory committee and the public. Accordingly, the Commission 
directed the Department to appoint an advisory committee to assist in consideration of 
landfill methane regulations. 

4. The Commission further directed that the Department report back to the Commission 
on the status of its deliberations at the Commission's December 2001 meeting. 

The Petition for Rulemaking is DENIED. 

GEN97170 

/ 

~a«i.LdoY'auocA , 10/1(01 
Stephanie Hallock, Director of the 
Department of Environmental Quality 
for the Environmental Quality Commission 



State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

August 31, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Stephanie Hallock, Director 

Agenda Item L, Action Item: Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking 
to Amend OAR 340-122-0115, Regarding Hazardous Substances 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Department 
Recommendation 

The Department recommends that the Commission: 
1) deny the petition for temporary rulemaking to add methane, under 
certain conditions, to the list of hazardous substances subject to the 
state's environmental cleanup rules. No imminent threat exists to warrant 
temporary rulemaking. 

NeedforEQC 
Action 

Key Issues 

2) direct DEQ to consult with stakeholders, initiate permanent 
rulemaking to address methane issues, and present a status report to the 
Commission at its meeting in December, 2001. 

On August 21, 2001, CLEAN petitioned the Commission for temporary and 
permanent rulemaking to add methane, under certain conditions, to the list of 
hazardous substances subject to the state's environmental cleanup rules 
(Attachment A). CLEAN is an association of citizens concerned about 
environmental and safety issues associated with development of the former 
Cobb's Quarry Landfill in Beaverton, Oregon. 

• DEQ has informed the City of Beaverton about the presence of elevated 
levels of methane associated with portions of the former Cobb's Quarry 
unpermitted landfill and has recommended that the City address potential 
hazards in reviewing and approving land use proposals. The City of 
Beaverton has responsibility for local government land use approvals 
affecting Cobb's Quarry (aka Sexton Mountain Landfill). 

• A No Further Action letter being issued to the developer specifically 
states that that the NFA "does not extend to methane". The authority for 
petitions to the EQC is limited to temporary and/or permanent rule 
making and not the issuance of No Further Action letters. 

• DEQ is currently evaluating a range of potential tools for managing or 
regulating methane generated at unpermitted and previously permitted 
solid waste landfills. Options being evaluated include: a) a permanent 
rule identifying methane under certain conditions as a hazardous 
substance subject to the state's environmental cleanup rules; b) 
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EQCAction 
Alternatives 

Attachments 

modification of the existing solid waste rules to address generation of 
methane from unpermitted and previously permitted landfills; and c) use 
of the existing environmental hazards notice process (OAR 340-130). 

• DEQ agrees with the petitioners that the methane management issue has 
broad (statewide) implications with regard to public health and safety. In 
addition, DEQ agrees with the petitioners that this issue should be given 
priority for resolving as quickly as possible. 

• DEQ intends to use our advisory committees to assist the Department in 
identification of the best alternative for managing methane problems. 

• The EQC previously adopted a temporary rule concerning methane (cited 
by the petitioners as a model for the petitioner's proposed action). The 
rule was necessary to address an imminent threat to adjacent residences 
associated with a specific orphan site (no responsible party), known as 
Killingsworth Fast Disposal and, more specifically, to allow access to the 
State's Solid Waste Orphan Site Account to address these threats. 

• Cobb's Quarry is not an "orphan site". In addition, existing information 
does not indicate an "imminent threat" is present primarily because the 
pending development proposal involves only one of the three parcels 
comprising the former Cobb's Quarry Landfill site. At the subject parcel, 
observed methane levels are less concentrated compared to the other 
undeveloped parcels, and additional sampling of the site is being 
conducted by the developer to ensure that observed levels are below the 
lower explosive limit for methane. 

• The developer is participating in DEQ's Voluntary Cleanup Program. In 
addition, the developer and the City appear to be addressing potential 
methane problems in a manner consistent with DEQ recommendations 
provided under oversight of the Voluntary Cleanup Program. City 
actions have included retention of the services of an independent expert 
to advise the city about engineering and monitoring measures appropriate 
for development of Cobb's Quarry Landfill. 

EQC could grant the full petition and adopt the temporary rule as proposed by 
the petitioner. The Department of Justice, however, has formally advised 
agencies against readoption of temporary rule. 

A. Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to Amend OAR 340-
122-0115, Regarding Hazardous Substances 

B. December 14, 2000 DEQ letter to City of Beaverton 
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Approved: 

Section: 

Division: 

'By: Jeff Christensen 

Phone: (503) 229-6391 



08/31/2001 15:55 5032212182 RYCElol I CZ&CHEND~IETH 

RYCEWICZ & CHENOWETH, LLP 
ATTOl"!:NE'I'.!'! AT l.Aw 

I 00 I SW FIFTH AVENUE:, SUITE 1300 - PORTI.AND, OR 97204· I I !5 I 
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August 31, 2001 

Vi'a Fax (503) 229-6954 and Regu.lar Mail 
AlanKiphut 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW 6'h Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

RE: Temporary & Permanent Rulemaking Petition 

Dear Mr. Kiphut: 

CHRl3TOPHER A. R1'0~1cz 
BRIA1'1 D, CHEl.iOWETH• 

CHRISTOPHER W, Fllc:Hf 

Cl"IRl~PHER E. MARTfli~ 

STLIFEM C, $r.Jl"!:K!'.* 

~ADMITTED IN OR Ar.ID WA 

'tAciMrrTltO !M OR AMD CO 

As you are aware, I submitted a petition on behalf of "CLEAN" on August 21, 2001 
requesting that the Environmental Quality Commission ("EQC") direct DEQ to initiate 
Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking designating methane as a "hazardous substance." 

PAGE 01/01 

I wish to clarify that the August 21, 2001 rukmaking petition, in fact, constitutes two 
separate petitions, one for Temporary rulemaking, and one for Permanent rulemaking. CLEAN 
asks the EQC and the DEQ to consider each petition on its own merit, pursuant to the facts and 
information presented therein and the applicable statutes and administrative rules. CLEAN 
thanks the EQC and the Department for its consideration of these petitions. 

Very truly yours, 

RYCEWICZ & CHENOWETH, LLP 

Christopher W. Rich 
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Via Hand Delivery 
Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Stephanie Hallock, Director 

August 21, 2001 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW 6'" Avenue 10'" Floor 

' 
Portland, OR 97204 

RE: Cobb's Quarry Landfill 

Dear Environmental Quality Commission: 

CHRISTOPHER A, RYcEWICZ 

BRIAN 0, CHENOWETH* 

CHRISTOPHER W, R1cHf 

CHRISTOPHER E. MARTIN* 

STEVEN C. BURKE* 

*ADMITTED IN OR AND WA 

tADM!TTED IN OR AND CO 

State ol Oregon 
Daparlrn8nl of OuautY , 
~E Of lHE OIRECiOP 

Please be advised that I represent "CLEAN," an association of citizens concerned about 
environmental conditions and safety issues associated with the development of the former 
Cobb's Quarry Landfill in Beaverton, Oregon. 

Enclosed is a Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking submitted by CLEAN 
related to providing DEQ adequate authority to regulate potentially dangerous methane gas as a 
"hazardous substance" under OAR 340-122-115. CLEAN appreciates your consideration of this 
petition, as development of this former landfill is imminent, and my CLEAN wishes to ensure 
that DEQ has ongoing authority to address methane concerns before such development occurs in 
order to protect persons living and working on or near the site. Please feel free to contact me if 
you wish to discuss this matter further. 

Very truly yours, 

RYCEWICZ & CHENOWETH, LLP 

Christopher W. Rich 

ENCLOSURES: Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking w/ attachments 
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

STATE OF OREGON 

4 IN THE MATTER OF THE 
AMENDMENT OF OAR 340-122-115 

5 DEFINING METHANE AS A 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE 

6 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

PETITION FOR TEMPORARY & 
PERMANENT RULEMAKING TO 
AMEND OAR 340-122-115 
(HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES) 

7 TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
c/o Stephanie Hallock, Director 

8 Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
811SW6'h Avenue 

9 Portland, Oregon 97204 

10 1. Petitioner is "CLEAN" an unincorporated association. CLEAN may be contacted 

11 via its attorney, Christopher W. Rich, at 1001SW5th Avenue, Suite 1300, Portland, Oregon, 

12 97204. 

13 2. Petitioner CLEAN is an association of citizens and owners of property in the 

14 vicinity of the former Cobb's Quarry Landfill, located between Murray Boulevard and Beard 

15 Road in Beaverton, Oregon. The site was operated as a as a rock quarry between the 1940's and 

16 the 1970's. Sometime between the 1970's and the 1990's, the large excavation created by the 

17 quarrying activities was filled with soil, rock, vegetative matter, and other solid waste materials. 

18 Because the site was operated as an unpermitted landfill, the exact nature of the materials 

19 disposed of at the site are unknown. Numerous residents now live directly adjacent to the former 

20 Cobb's Quarry Landfill. 

21 3. The former Cobb's Quarry Landfill site has been broken into three parcels for 

22 proposed development: Sexton Place, Sexton Crest, and a Haagen Grocery facility. Polygon 

23 Northwest Company and Briar Development Company are actively pursuing residential and 

24 commercial development of these three parcels. Initial zoning and land use approvals for the 

25 three developments have already been granted by the City of Beaverton, and land grading has 

26 begun at the Sexton Place parcel. 
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1 4. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality ("Department" or "DEQ") first 

2 became aware of potential environmental concerns at the Cobb's Quarry Landfill in May of2000 

3 when residents, including members of CLEAN, raised questions about the environmental 

4 conditions at the site and questioned whether development could proceed safely. These residents 

5 had, through their own diligent investigations, identified numerous reports documenting the 

6 presence of hazardous substances and methane gas at explosive levels at the Cobb's Quarry 

7 Landfill. 

8 5. On January 2, 2001, DEQ prepared a "Preliminary Assessment" of the Cobb's 

9 Quarry Landfill site which identified numerous hazardous substances documented in soils, 

10 including asphalt, TPH, aromatic volatiles, gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, barium, cadmium, and lead. 

11 The Preliminary Assessment also identified groundwater contamination, including BTEX, 

12 P AHs, arsenic, barium, and groundwater seeps of an unknown nature onto adjacent residential 

13 properties. Perhaps most significantly, the Preliminary Assessment also confirmed that methane 

14 gas has been documented at the site at concentrations of up to 67% in air, where methane is 

15 explosive at concentrations of 5% to 15%. DEQ noted that the methane gas concentrations 

16 would be of particular concern to field workers who could be exposed to potential explosive or 

17 toxic site conditions. A summary ofDEQ's assessment of the Cobb's Quarry Landfill site from 

18 the Environmental Cleanup Site Information Database is attached hereto as Attachment "A." 

19 6. The developers consultant, GeoDesign, conducted limited additional methane 

20 sampling at the former landfill between May of 2000 and the present. These further methane 

21 investigations have confirmed numerous locations where methane gas has been documented 

22 above explosive levels, and recent methane readings show positive pressure indicating active 

23 venting of methane gas. See, e.g., Attachment "B." 

24 7. DEQ has recently informed Petitioner that, based upon consultation with the 

25 Oregon Attorney General's Office, DEQ has concluded that it lacks specific administrative rule 

26 authority to regulate methane as a "hazardous substance" under OAR 340-122-115, and further 
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1 lacks statutory authority to regulate methane gas under the solid waste provisions of ORS 

2 Chapter 459 in circumstances, exactly such as the present case, concerning an illegal (i.e., non-

3 permitted), closed landfill. This is an unintended statutory loophole, as DEQ has also concluded 

4 that, had this site been a permitted landfill, it would possess clear authority to require 

5 monitoring, control, and abatement of methane gas. The proposed Temporary and Permanent 

6 Rulemaking will allow DEQ 1) access to necessary funding to initiate immediate action to abate 

7 and address methane concerns at closed or abandoned landfills where responsible persons have 

8 not taken such remedial actions, and 2) provide adequate authority to DEQ to order remedial 

9 actions to abate methane concerns. Without such express regulatory authority, DEQ currently 

10 lacks any enforceable way to regulate potentially dangerous and explosive methane gas at closed 

11 or abandoned landfills. 

12 8. Pursuant to ORS 183.390, CLEAN petitions the Environmental Quality 

13 Commission to direct the Department to initiate both Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to 

14 amend OAR 340-122-115 to include methane as a "hazardous substance" under certain 

15 circumstances. 

16 9. Pursuant to the criteria outlined in ORS 183.335, Temporary Rulemaking is 

17 needed and justified in order to ensure that the any continued development (which has already 

18 begun via grading at Sexton Place) fully addresses the investigation, monitoring, and mitigation 

19 of methane at the former Cobb's Quarry Landfill. Without a Temporary Rule, DEQ lacks the 

20 authority to order property owners or developers in this, and similar, circumstances to take any 

21 steps whatsoever to control methane. This lack ofDEQ authority and oversight places the public 

22 at potential risk. In the event that DEQ accepts as adequate GeoDesign's recent investigation of 

23 "hazardous substances" (which Petitioner contends is not adequate) at the Sexton Place parcel, 

24 DEQ will be in the untenable position of potentially issuing a "no further action" letter stating 

25 the parcel does not contain any "hazardous substances," and yet leaving the methane 

26 investigation, monitoring, and mitigation issues unresolved and at the discretion of the 

Page 3 - Petition For Rulemaking. 



1 developers to address. This same concern applies to the other parcels in the Cobb's Quarry 

2 Landfill site. Methane concerns should properly be factored into any decision to issue a "no 

3 further action" letter at a former landfill as such a letter signals termination ofDEQ oversight 

4 and is relied upon by the public as an indication that environmental threats no longer exist. 

5 10. Failing to act promptly in initiating Temporary Rulemaking will result in serious 

6 prejudice to the public interest, or the interests of individuals working and living near this 

7 landfill and other similar landfills, by potentially exposing the public to dangers associated with 

8 venting methane gas without adequate state regulatory oversight. 

9 11. The Environmental Quality Commission and DEQ have previously identified and 

10 consented to the need for the rule proposed by Petitioner. In June of 1999, the Environmental 

11 Quality Commission adopted a Temporary Rule that designated methane gas, in cases of closed 

12 or abandoned landfills, as a "hazardous substance." See Attachment "C." The rationale for this 

13 earlier rulemaking was "to insure that the department will have the authority and resources to 

14 take immediate action to prevent risks to human health posed by the potential movement of 

15 methane gas out of [a] landfill and into confined spaces such as neighboring residences and 

16 businesses." This specific rationale is just as valid today. Temporary rule, DEQ 11-1999 

17 (Temp), f. & cert. ef. 7-6-99 thru 1-2-2000, should not have been allowed to expire without 

18 initiation of Permanent Rulemaking by DEQ. Petitioner asks DEQ to re-adopt a substantially 

19 identical version of this former Temporary Rule immediately in order to give the Department 

20 necessary authority to address the current methane concerns at the Cobb's Quarry Landfill, and 

21 to ensure that the Department has the immediate resources to protect human health and the 

22 environment at this, and other, closed or abandoned landfills with methane concerns. The text of 

23 the proposed Temporary, and Permanent, Rule is attached hereto as Attachment "D." 

24 12. Pursuant to ORS 183.390 CLEAN petitions the Environmental Quality 

25 Commission to amend OAR 340-122-115 as a Temporary Rule, and to simultaneously initiate 

26 Permanent Rulemaking in order to ensure that the Department has adequate authority in the 
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1 future to regulate methane as a "hazardous substance" under the conditions outlined in the 

2 proposed rule. 

3 13. Petitioner contends that any "voluntary" measures by owners of former landfills 

4 with methane concerns are insufficient to adequately protect human health and the environment, 

5 in light of the risks to persons working or living near such former landfills, and that DEQ 

6 regulation and oversight is in the public interest and benefit. 

7 14. Petitioner contends that because methane is not listed in OAR 340-122-115 as a 

8 "hazardous substance," DEQ lacks the authority to utilize "Orphan Fund Site Account" funds in 

9 order to immediately address threats to public health and safety from methane gas at former 

10 landfills in the event that an owner or responsible party cannot be located, or becomes unable or 

11 unwilling to take steps necessary to mitigate risks associated with methane. 

12 15. ORS 465 .400 authorizes the Environmental Quality Commission to designate 

13 additional substances as "hazardous substances" for purposes of ORS Chapter 465. 

14 16. In consideration of the above, the proposed Temporary and Permanent Rule is 

15 necessary and in the public interest. CLEAN further petitions DEQ to stay issuance of any "no 

16 further action" letters related to the Cobb's Quarry Landfill, or any other closed or abandoned 

17 landfills with current methane concerns, until the Commission and the Department have acted on 

18 this petition and any subsequent rulemaking. 

19 

20 

17. Persons known to be interested in this rule are attached hereto as Attachment "E." 

21 DATED: August 21, 2001 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
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About DEQ Regulations News & lnro 

Home> Programs> Cleanup & Spills> ECSI Query> ECSI Introduction > List of ECSI Sites 

Environmental Cleanup Site Information Database 
Results of ECSI Query 
shows data entered as of August 21, 2001 at 9:11 :26 AM 

Your search criteria 

Site Name: 

Programs Contact Us 

Site ID: 2766 

Street Number: Quadrant: None 

City: 

Street Name: Street Type: None 

County: All 

Latitude Min: 

Township: 

Site Action or Milestone: 

Contaminant: None 

Latitude Max: 

Range: 

All Action Codes 

Zip Code: 

Longitude Min: Longitude Max: 

Section: 

Contaminant Alias: None 

The following 1 sites match your search criteria. See the Definition of Actions list for brief descriptions of the 
terms used in the Status column. To obtain detailed site information, click on the Site ID link in the left column. 

Site ID Site Name Site Location City Zip Code County Status 
2766 Cobb's Quarry Landfill SW Murray BLVD Beaverton 97008 Washington SITE INVESTIGATION 

There are 1 records in the table. 

For more information about this page please contact Gil Wistar at (503) 229-5512 or via email at 
wistar.gil@deq.state.or.us. 

DEQ Online is the official web site for the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. 
If you have questions or comments about the web site contact DEQ's webmaster. 

http ://www, deq. state.or. us/wmc/ECSI/ ecsilist.asp 
ATTACHMENT A 
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ECSI Site Summary Report Page I of 4 

Home> Programs> Cleanup & Spills> ECSI Query> ECSI Introduction> ECSI Site Details 

Environmental Cleanup Site Information Database 
Site Summary Report - Details for Site ID 2766 

This report shows data entered as of August 21, 2001 at 9:11 :48 AM 

See the bottom of this page for a key to certain acronyms and terms used in the report below 

Site Information 
Site ID: 2766 Site Name: Cobb's Quarry Landfill CERCLIS No: 

Property: 

Other Site 
Names: 

Operations: 

Address: SW Murray BLVD Beaverton 97008 

County: Washington 

Investigation Status: Suspect site 
requiring further investigation 

Twnshp/Range/Sect: 1 S , 1 W , 29 

Latitude: 45 deg. 27' 20.6" 

Sexton Mountain Landfill 

Beacon Hill Landfill 

Name: Cobb Rock Quarry 

NPL Site: N 

Longitude: 
122 deg. 49 ' 33.4" 

Region: Northwest 

Orphan Site: N Study Area: N 

Tax Lots: 200,301 (S29A); 
100,200(S29D) 

Site Size: 37.85 acres 

Comments: Closed Rock Quarry; Quarry Pit backfilled through about 1990 . 

Years of Operation: 1947-1982 

SIC Code: 1442 Operating Status: Inactive 

Contamination Information 
Hazardous 
Substances/Waste 
Types: 

Asphalt and "organics" have been documented in the site subsurface. Laboratory 
analyses indicate the presence of petroleum {TPH, aromatic volatiles, gasoline, diesel 
fuel, oil) and metals (barium, cadmium, lead, and possibly selenium) in subsurface soils. 
Although not considered hazardous substances by the State of Oregon, site soils also 
contained elevated concentrations of methane, carbon dioxide, and carbon monoxide 
which could be a potential concern for field workers at the site {the explosive range for 
methane is 5 to 15 percent in air; the IDLH for carbon monoxide is 1,200 ppm; methane 
has been detected at the site at concentrations of up to 67 percent in air; carbon 
monoxide has been detected at concentrations of up to 412 ppm in air). Low 
concentrations of BTEX and PAHs have been detected in site groundwater. 
Groundwater also contained metals (arsenic and barium) at concentrations that were at 
or slightly above the Drinking Water Maximum Contaminant Level threshold values. An 
elevated concentration of volatile organic vapors and petroleum-like odor were detected 
at 4 to 5 feet bgs northeast of the center of the site, although this apparent contamination 
was not further characterized. The highest contaminant concentrations have been 
detected in subsurface soils, with lower concentrations in groundwater. Apparent 
petroleum-stained soils were encountered on the surface at the northeast corner of the 

http://www.deq. state. or .us/wmc/ECSVecsidetail.asp ?seqnbr=2 7 66 

ATTACHMENT A 
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ECSI Site Summary Report Page 2 of 4 

Manner and Time of 
Release: 
Contamination 
Information: 

site, although the full nature and extent of this apparent contamination does not appear 
to have been determined. 
Historic quarry pit backfilling and known illegal dumping. 

(1/24/01 SMF/SAS) Subsurface soils contain apparent elevated concentrations of 
several metals (cadmium, lead, and possibly selenium), TPH, and PAHs. Although not 
regulated as hazardous substances in the State of Oregon, subsurface soils also 
contained elevated concentrations of methane and carbon dioxide, and carbon 
monoxide. The gas concentrations would be of particular concern to field workers who 
could be exposed to potential explosive or toxic site conditions (the explosive range for 
methane is 5 to 15 volume percent in air; carbon monoxide was detected at 
concentrations of up to 412 ppm; the IDLH for carbon monoxide in air is 1,200 ppm). 
Apparent leachate seeps west of the site have elevated concentrations of iron. Apparent 
petroleum-stained soils have been observed near the northeast corner of the site. Soil 
gas northeast of the center of the site has elevated concentrations of voes, according to 
PIO readings at 4 feet bgs, and apparent petroleum-like odors at 5 feet bgs. Site 
groundwater contains low concentrations of PAHs and BTEX, and concentrations of 

·metals (arsenic and barium) that are at, or slightly higher than, the Drinking Water 
Maximum Contaminant threshold values. 

Pathways: Any future residents at the site could be exposed to site contaminants through direct 
contact, incidental ingestion of contaminated soil, or inhalation of contaminant vapors. 
Utility trench workers could be similarly exposed. Contaminated leachate could represent 
a threat to adjoining residents, or to surface waters or wetlands located at the 
downstream end of the site. Site groundwater contamination could represent a threat to 
both nearby domestic drinking water wells and two City of Beaverton Supplemental 
Municipal Supply wells located 0.6 miles northeast of the site (the site lies over fractured 
basalt). Although the Cleanup Program does not regulate methane, carbon dioxide, or 
carbon monoxide, the elevated concentrations of these gases that were detected in the 
site's subsurface could represent a significant explosion threat or health impacts to site 
workers or future site residents unless the gas is properly controlled and/or vented. 

Environmental/Health Methane (and possibly carbon monoxide) could represent a direct physical injury (or 
Threats: toxicity) threat to on-site workers or future site residents, although DEQ does not 

regulate either gas. Surface or shallow subsurface contaminants could represent a threat 
to future residents or utility trench workers. Seeps of apparent contaminated leachate 
could represent a potential health threat to nearby residents or a possible ecological 
threat to nearby surface waters and wetlands. Groundwater contamination could 
represent a potential health threat to nearby domestic well water users, or to the City of 
Beaverton's supplemental Municipal Supply wells. 

Status of Investigative (1/24/01 SMF/SAS) Additional site investigation is needed to define: 1) the full 
or Remedial Action: vertical/horizontal extent of site contamination; 2) flow directions for shallow and deep 

groundwater; 3) the full character of leachate that seeps to adjoining residential 
properties west of the site, if leachate seeps may be present at other locations 
surrounding the site (particularly along an unnamed tributary to Summer Creek and 
wetlands area south of the site); and 4) whether nearby older residences may be using 
groundwater as a drinking water supply. Further site investigation has been 
recommended as a medium priority. The site has been recommended for proposed 
addition to the Confirmed Release List and Inventory. (6/12/01 TER/VCP) Briar 
Development signed a Letter Agreement with VCP for oversight of additional 
investigation. 

Data Sources: At least 25 site assessment, subsurface investigation, and summary reports are 
believed to have been issued for this site between 1988 and 2000. DEQ has 
copies of 16 of the reports. As many as 77 soil borings and 121 exploratory 

Substance 

test pits have been constructed to examine the site's subsurface. Very little 
laboratory data has been generated for the site, considering the number of 
subsurface explorations. All existing data is believed to be contained in 
these reports. 

Substance Contamination Information 

Media 
Concentration Level 

Date Lab Agency 

ATTACHMENT A 

http://www.deq.state.or.us/wmc/ECSI/ecsidetail.asp?seqnbr=276L 
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ECSI Site Summary Report Page 3 of 4 

Contaminated Recorded Data Observation Admission 
ANTHRACENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
ARSENIC Groundwater 06/03/1992 y 
BARIUM Groundwater 06/04/1992 y 
BARIUM Soil 06/04/1992 y 
BENZENE Groundwater 06/03/1992 y 
BENZO(a) Soil 06/03/1992 y 
ANTHRACENE 
BENZO(a)PYRENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
BENZO(b) Groundwater 11 /06/2000 y 
FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(b) Soil 06/03/1992 y 
FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(ghi) 

Soil 06/03/1992 y 
PERYLENE 
BENZO(k) 

Soil 06/03/1992 y 
FLUORANTHENE 
CADMIUM Soil 11 /04/2000 y 
CH RYS ENE Groundwater 11 /06/2000 y 
CHRYSENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 

DIESEL - FUEL OIL Soil 
May have included 10/06/1995 y 
heavier oil 

ETHYLBENZENE Soil 06/01/1992 y 
FLUORANTHENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
FLUORENE Groundwater 11/06/2000 y 
FLUORENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
GASOLINE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
INDEN0(1,2,3-cd) Soil 06/03/1992 y 
PYRENE 
LEAD Soil 06/04/1992 y 
NAPHTHALENE Groundwater 11 /06/2000 y 
OIL - LUBRICATING Soil 10/10/1995 y 
PHENANTHRENE Groundwater 11 /06/2000 y 
PHENANTHRENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
PYRENE Groundwater 11 /06/2000 y 
PYRENE Soil 06/03/1992 y 
SELENIUM Groundwater 10/09/1995 y 
SELENIUM Soil 06/03/1992 y 
TOLUENE Groundwater 06/03/1992 y 
TOLUENE Soil 06/01/1992 y 
TOTAL PETROLEUM 
HYDROCARBONS Soil 06/01/1992 y 
(TPH) 

Soil gas by PIO. Reading 
VOLATILE ORGANIC 

Air 
was one foot shallower 

10/26/2000 y 
COMPOUNDS (VOC) than observed 

"petroleum-like 

Investigative, Remedial and Administrative Actions 

Action 

Site added to database 
Site Screening recommended (EV) 
SITE EVALUATION 

Start Date g~~pl. Resp. Staff ~~~~cy Region~~~ 
11/29/2000 11 /29/2000 DEQ 
12/11/2000 12/11/2000 Gil Wistar DEQ HQ SAS 

01/02/2001 01/24/2001 Steve Fortuna DEQ NW SAS 

http://www. deq. state. or. us/wmc/ECSI/ ecsidetail.asp ?seqnbr=27 66 
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ECSI Site Summary Report Page 4 of 4 

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 
01/02/2001 01/24/2001 Steve Fortuna DEQ NW SAS EQUIVALENT 

Proposal for Confirmed Release List 
01/24/2001 01/24/2001 Steve Fortuna DEQ NW SAS recommended 

Other remedial or investigative action 
01/24/2001 01/24/2001 Steve Fortuna DEQ NW SAS 

recommended 
Proposal for Inventory recommended 02/05/2001 02/05/2001 Steve Fortuna DEQ NW SAS 
VCS Waiting List 03/08/2001 03/08/2001 Jim Anderson DEQ NW vcs 
NEGOTIATIONS 03/08/2001 03/22/2001 Tom Reick DEQ NW vcs 
SITE INVESTIGATION 03/22/2001 Tom Reick DEQ NW vcs 
Letter Agreement 03/22/2001 03/22/2001 Tom Reick DEQ NW vcs 

Key to certain acronyms and t~_cms in this report: 
CERCLIS No.: The U.S. EPA's Hazardous Waste Site identification number, shown only if EPA has been involved 
at the site. 
Region: DEQ divides the state into three regions (E, NW, and W); the regional office shown is responsible for 
site investigation I cleanup. 
NPL Site: Is the site on EPA's Superfund List? (Y /N). 
Orphan Site: Has DEO:s Orphan Program been active at this site? (Y /N). The Orphan Program cleans up high
priority sites where owners and operators responsible for the contamination are absent, or are unwilling or 
unable to use their own resources for cleanup. 
Study Area: Is this site a Study Area? (Y /N). ECSI assigns unique Site ID numbers to both individual sites and to 
Study Areas, which are grouping~ of individual ECSI sites that may be contributing to a larger, area-wide 
problem. 
SIC Code: The Standard Industrial Classification code assigned to the operation described in this part of the 
report. 
Pathways: A description of human or environmental resources that site contamination could affect. 
Lead Pgm: This column refers to the Cleanup Program affiliation of the DEQ employee responsible for the 
action shown. SAS= Site Assessment; VCS =Voluntary Cleanup; SRS =Site Response (enforcement cleanup). 

For more information about this page please contact Gil Wistar at (503) 229-5512 or via email at 
wistar.gil@deq.state.or.us. 

DEQ Online is the offic!al web site for the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. 

-

ATTACHMENT A 
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- ·-

0.0 .. 
. . 

0.6 1-.9 - -
18.6 -
26.0 --17.6 -

I 23.7 .. 
24.6 ' -' ;,; ! .. 

. 4.8 -
6.2 5.6 
- -- .. 

2.8 ·-
l 0.3 -
4.3 --
2.7 -

I 

PreSsure 
Gndies w • .;.) 

-
--
-.. 
. . 
~ 

-.. 
0 
0 
-· -
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-.. 
-
--
--

' 
0 ' --.. .. 
-.. 
-
0 ' .. 
-
.. 
.. 
-
-
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04.111ro1 w 10•~4 r.u 1 5oJ zzs crass DllQ VC3AS . ' 

Location ClOlt!l 

GP-1 10 27/00 
10 MIOQ 
, 1 04"'0 
11 '116100 
11 08/00 
12 22100 
01 /05101 
01/17 01 
0;;/2' OJ 

GP-2 , 0 "'7 'hO 

l 0130/00 
11/04 00 
11 06 00 
11 OS co 
12 22 00 

11512001 • 
- 01117 OJ 

OZ/:2• 01 
l;P-0 10/27 00 

10130 •no 
11 /04/00 
11 05/00 
11 s100· 
12 '.>2/00 
115 2001· 
01 17 01 
02 20 01 

GP-4 10 27 00 
10 30 co 

I 11 0' 00 I IT 04 00 
11/0S 0(1 
11/08 no 
12 22 'OQ 

115 12001 • 
01 ,., 7 01 
02·z3 01 

GP-5 10 <7 00 
10 30 00 
11 02- 00 
11 04 00 
11/06 00 

1118/2000' 
1~1n100 

l /S/2001• 

£d Nd8£:£0 l00G 0l ·6n~ 

TABLE 1 
S~mmary of Soll i:;a. Tenln9 P.es11lts 
Proposed Sei<top Crest Oow<1loprnent 

Beaverton, Oregon 

%C::H.. % .,, %CO, 
Ta 
o.o 
Q_Q 

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
-

o.o 
o.o 
o.o 
o.c 
o.o 
o.o 
0.0 
o.o 
--.. 

1.1 .. 
4.8 
3.5 
3.8 
-

0.1) 
-
-

2$.0 
7.6 
31.2 
22-4 
26.3 
3-4.9 

-
1.2 

57.0 
52.0 
o.s 
7.4 
2.0 

20.4 
28.2 
33.8 
-o_o 

T, To 

- -.. 9.1 
18.5 .. 17.7 .. 6,Q 
9.9 

- 20.S 
-

0.0 9,3 
- -- 14.I 
- 17.3 
- 15.2 .. 14.S - 12.4 
.. 19.8 
-- -- -
- -- 18.5 
- 7.6 
- 7_9 

- . -
20.0 

- -- -- -- 15.8 .. 3.5 

- 1!_2 

- 12.1 
- ~.7 .. -
- ~0.3 

>8.3 0.1 
67.3 20.0 -.. 12.5 

- 19.6 
- 0.4 
- o.o 
- 0.0 
- -
-- 20.4 

Ta.bl~ l 
Page. 1 of...: 

l1'8£91'9£0S 

T1 To T, 

- ' - --- I 6.2 -- 1.9 -- 2.1 

- 7.6 -.. 4_1 

- 0.0 --
- -

17.5 1.S 0.9 - - -
s.o 

- ~.4 -
- I 5.7 -- 6.9 
- 1.1 -
-- 0.1 -
- - -- -- -- .. -- 0.5 -- 4.8 

i - 5.2 -.. .. 
- o.o 
- - -.. - -
- -· -- 4.6 -
- 13.6 
- 12.6 -- 4.~ .. 
- 13.7 -- .. -- 0.3 -

l.4 11.5 11.6 
0.2 OA '13. l 
- -- 11.2 -- 1.3 -
-- 20.8 .. 
- 29.1 
- 25.8 -
- .. -- 0.0 -

iQj 002 

Pr~sure. 

finch.,s w.~) .. 
--.. 

----
0.0 
-

t .. 
--
-
-
--
-.. 
.. 
. . 
.. f - ' ' - I 

- ! 

' .. .. 
I 

-
.. 
0 
0 
H 

·-.. 
.. 
... .. .. 
-

Po!vgc:1:.39·0~030'· 
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I 
TABLE 1 

Summary or Soll Gas Te~llng Results 
Proposed S..xtort Crest Oevelopment 

Beavi!f'tort, Oregon 

% "• %0, %CU2 Pn;u;s~re 
l..oeallon Data 

To ,, To T, To I T, (incliC!S W.<:.) 

CM~ 12/22/00 
01 OS/01 
01 17/01 
oi 23/01 

GP·20 12/22/00 
01105101 
Ol/17101 
021'3/0l 

C:P·21 12n2/00 
OJIOS'Ol 
01/17 01 
Q?/i';t ·01 

CP·22 12/22 00 I 
01 /05 01 
01/17 01 

i 02n3 '01 

I 
GP·23 12n2 00 

01/0S 01 
01 /17 01 
02n~, 'OJ 

Nott!>: 

• 

l 
0-:'4 MethM1 
O,• 0"1'!1en 
C:Oil. = Carb11:1r. Dioxide 

T1 w $«~ndary rr.tldlM; 

o.o 
0.0 
0.0 
o.o 
0.0 
o.o 
0.0 
o.o 
0.0 
0.0 
o.o 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
3.2 .. 
2.8 
o.o 
0.4 

I 
T ;1 ~ 1.11lti«l reedino;r 

~~-= l'~~nt of'!ow;r 4~os:lva limit 

-.. 
0.0 
0,0 

--
0.0 
o.o -.. 
0.0 
0.0 
--

Q.O 
7.4 -
-

2.4 
10.6 

19.8 - o.o -
19J - 0,3 -
16.2 15. l :u. 23 
20.2 l 4.1 0.1 2..6 
, 8.0 - 0.1 -
19.2 .. I 0.0 .. 
18.3 o.o ! 0.0 o.a 
1 ~.3 1 S.l i o.o 0.0 
18.0 - ! 0.4 -
12.4 - I 1B6.0 .. 
14.7 lL$ 2.3 15.2 
17.3 B.O 0.5 12.3 
- - -

18.6 - 0.2 -
1 S.2 2.1 1.1 9.2 I 
4.3 ; o.o 6.2 16.6 - .. - -

1 S.4 - 2.8 -
14.1 0.0 4.4 23.7 
19.1 0.3 0.6 22.7 

"*"" W11.ter prc~ii:ne 1t'I $Clil \';.pcif probe£- tt'!@~for« ine tl:bini; was \i~d ~bo'foe thQ waur te> i;;cllr;ii:;t soil gll reading:. 

-
-
0 
0 
-
-
0 
0 

0 
0 --
0 
0 

-
-
l;\ 

0 

L
ln~he~w.c. c:: Thr;has In waier mlUmn 

..... ~ flO dan1;/not av~ll:&~le 

A l.i.ni;htic:; GA-90 i1'1Strumcnt wa.s \r,;ijd fer ~nm !in ~hrcu t: i /S!Ol and • W.Gtei: ~M SQO wa:s i;sed o.n 1 /17 /01. 

!a.i:ilc T 
Paoe"' c:if 4 

I 

- ..... 

' i 
I 

~UUo 
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' ' ... 

GP·l 3 

CP-15 

G?.16 

GP-17 

GP·l 8 

TABLE I 
Summary Qf Soll c;as Tenilig Results 
Proposed Sext'J~: \.rest DeveZepm'!nt 

!P.:a'..1~ ~tur:, Or=!.~n;i 

ll 04/00 o.o 20.3 0.5 
11 06/00 0.0 20.2 1.0 
11 08 00 o.o 19.5 1.Ei 
12"2 00 -
01 OS 't:ll 0.0 ;10.4 o.o -
01 1 7 Ol ·• 
02 23 ()1 •• 
11107-uO ! 0.0 20.S I 0.1 
11 /08 00 0.0 20.6 u.2 
, Z/22 00 o.o 1 li.7 0.7 
01 05 01 o.o 1 !1.7 O.~ 
01 17 01 0.0 0.0 20.~ 1 B.5 0.1 
02 2~ 01 0.0 o.o 20.3 l&.7 o.~ 2.S 
11 07 00 0.0 io.9 0.2 
11 08 00 o.o 20.6 0.3 
12/22 00 0.0 1 $.7 0.7 
01105/01 0.0 <0.o 0.1 
0111701 o.o o.o 20.4 20.4 0.1 0. 1 
OU23 01 o.o 0.0 20.3 17.9 0.5 l.i 
11 07 00 o.c 20.B 0.2 
11 OB 00 C.O W.8 0.1 ! 
12 fJ2 00 o.o 18.0 0.8 
01/0S 01 0.0 19.7 o.i 

' 01 17/01 0.0 0.0 20.2 i9.6 0.2 1.3 
0£ 23 01 0.0 o.o l 9.2 11.S 0.4 4.5 
12 22 00 -
01 O~ OJ -
011701 -
02 c>3 UI -
12. 22 00 o.o 17.9 0.9 
01 05 01 0.0 i a.9 2.2 
01 ]7 01 0.0 0.0 19.6 ; 5.3 0.3 4.7 
02 23 01 0.0 0.0 17.6 14.1 0.4 6,3 
12 22 00 0.0 l S.7 1.S 
01 o- 01 o.o 19.i Z.9 
01 17 /01 o.o o.o 18.0 16.'! 2.0 i.3 
02 23101 0.0 o.o 17.2 l s.e 0.6 S.2 

l178£9179£0S "ON Xi:J.:l 

0 
0 

0 \ 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 ! 
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TABLE 3 
Summary Of Methane Monitoring Data 

Former Cobb Quarry 
Sexton Place Development Site 

Beaverton, Oregon 

Carbon 
Sample ID Date Methane(%} 

Dioxide(%) 
Oxygen (%) 

MW-SP1 06/13/01 9.6 1 5.8 0.8 
06/19/01 6.4 16.Z 0.8 
08/03/01 1.0 9.1 10.2 

MW-SP-2 06/13/01 2.2 12.8 6.1 
06/19/01 o.s 8.4 9.9 
08/03/01 0.0 10.2 I 0.7 

MW-SP:> 06/13/01 0,0 I 2. I 3.7 
06/19/01 0.0 12.4 3.5 
08/03/()1 0.0 8.2 11.7 

Notes: 

% • Percfrlt by volurne 

Tabl• 3 

Static Pressure 
(inches water 

column) 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.1 
0.0 
G.O 
0.0 

°" E-< z \0 

~~ 
::c: "' u --< OJ) 

E-< °'" 
I~ 

Polyoon-47:081401 



t2 
:E 
[)._ 

UJ 
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'""' 
'""' lS) 
lS) 
N 

'""' N 

o\ 
:! 
a: 

~ 
CD 

~ 
~ 
g 
~ 

_c 
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Jj 

& 
w 

:E 

~ 
GeoDesign, Inc. 

Screened 
Sample ID Interval 

(fbg) 

MW·HI 30 - 70 

MW-H ls s - 15 

MW-Hl i 20 - 38 

MW·H2 40 - 80 

MW-HZs 5 - 40 

MW-1-13 25 - 40 

MW-H3s 5 - 30 

Notes: 

fbg - f.eet b-elo\\I grade 

% ~ Pe.rcent by voJ1.1me 

TABLE 2 
Summary Of Methane Moni_toring Data 

Former Cobb Quarry 
Haggen Site 

Beaverton, Oregon 

Carbon 
Date Methane(%) 

Dioxide(%) 
Oxygen (%) 

07126101 65.2 28.2 0,2 
07/31/01 65.5 27.S 0.0 
07/26/01 17.6 13.3 0.7 
07131/01 22.4 13.9 2.9 
07126/01 0.1 0.2 19.6 
07/31/01 .o.o 0.4 19.0 
07/26101 0.0 4.6 1 7.7 
07/31/01 0.0 4.2 1 B.6 
07/26/01 0.0 0.6 18.3 
07/31/01 0.0 0.8 17.7 
07/26/01 0.2 0.5 14.7 
07/31101 0.2 1.0 1 4.1 
07/26101 0.0 5,7 l 5.6 
07/31101 0.0 l.6 1 8.1 

Table 2 

Static Pressure 
(inches water 

column) 

0.0 
0,0 
0,0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

"° b :z: \0 
p::i -
:8 'cl 
~ \0 u . 
--< bJl 
b p, 

I~ 
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~ GeoDeslgn, Inc_ 

TABLE l 
Summary of Soil Gas Monitoring Results 

Proposed Sexton Crest Development 
BeavHton, Oregon 

Location Date 
%CH• %0i % co, Prnssure 

To T, To T, To T, (inches) 

GP-23 cont. 05/31/01 0.0 26.2 19.8 2.3 0.0 24.2 0.0 
08/07/01 36.5 1.7 28.7 0.0 

MW-SC l s (5-3 5) 08/07/01 -- 11.3 ·- 1 5.9 -- 2.7 0.0 
MW-SCJ i (40-60) 08/07/0l -- 0.0 -- 19.4 -- 0.0 0.0 
MW-SCl (55-85) 08/07/01 -- 62.5 -- 1.7 -- 11.0 0.3 
MW-SC2 s (5-2 5) Og/07/01 -- 0.0 -- 1 3.0 -- 4.4 0.0 
MW-SC2i (30-60) 08/07/0l -- 0.0 -- l 9.0 -- 0.1 0.0 
MW-5C2 (65-90) 08/07/01 -- 0.0 -- 1 9.4 -- 0.0 0.0 
MW-SC3s (5-20) 08/07 /01 -- 0.0 -- 13.8 -- 5-4 0.0 
MW-SC31 (25-40) 08/07/01 -- 0.0 -- 1 6.2 -- 2.8 0.0 
MW-SC3 (40-60) 08/07 /01 -- -- -- -- -- -- ·-
MW-5C4s {5·25) 08/07 /01 -- 0.0 ·- 19.7 -- 0.0 0.0 
MW-SC-11 (30-50) 08/07 /01 -- 0.0 -- 19.5 -- 0.0 0.0 

Notes: 
CH-t: ~1ethane: 
Oi: Oxy~n 
C02: Carbon Dtoxicle 

T0 : lnit!al re.adlng 

T 1: Secondary reading 

-· : no data/not a.ppti-cabre 
11 ~: Screen h1terv.al saturated. No ga-s meas11rement:s could be recorded. 

GP-6 Ytas removed during soi! excavation activities in March 2001. 

A Landte< GA-90 lnstn.Jment was used for sampling through January 5, 200'1:. A Landtei: GEM 500 has. been tJsed for all 
subs.equ~rit monttorl ng eve.nts beglnfllna January 1 7. 2001. 

Table 1 
"~'le lOof~O 

~ 
E--< 

z '° 
~~ u . 
E'.:i ~ 
~ 

Polyr~~-47:081401 



Ir 

& 
" 
"' ... ... 
lSJ 

~ ... 
"' 
a\ 
:l 
a: 

~ 
£D 

~ 
~ 
ci z 

~ 

.L 
+' 

Jj 
Ill 

"' 
w 

:E 

!i1 
LL G 'sign. lj1c. 

r;Jfa~ 
TABLE 1 

Exploration Summary 

Former Cobb Quarry 

Proposed Sexton Place Development Site 

Beaverton, Oregon 

Boring/ Boring Depth 
Soil Groundwater 

Monitoring Well (Feet) 
Sam pie Depth Sample Depth 

(Feet) (Fei>t) 

GP-SPl 13.0 10.0 - 13.0 -· 
GP-SP2 26.S 9.0 - 12.0 --

Gl'-SP3 3.0 0.0 - 3,0 --
GP-SP4 28.0 Ul - 5.0 --
GP-SPS 16.0 6.0 - 8.0 .. 
GP-SP6 32.0 10.0-13.0 --
GP-SP? 24.0 FS 20.0 - 24.0 

GP-SPS 27.0 FS IS 

MW-SPl 18.5 4.0 - 7.0 3.5-18.5 

MW-SP2a 40.0 8.0-11.0 .. 

MW-SP2a 30.0 .. 5.0 - 30.0 

MW-SP3 27.2 3.{). 6.0 4.S - 27.0 

Notes: 

!5 - insufficleln ground~·1ater available for sampling 

FS - field screened only 

'--·not applicable 

I• I 

Monitoring Well 
Screen Interval 

(Feet) 

.. 

-· 

-· 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

3.5 - 18. 5 
.. 

5 .0 - 30.0 

4.5 - 27.0 

P-olygon-53 8100! 

i:o 
[:-< z \0 "" ...... ::;;: ci 
::r: 00 u . 
<i:: bO 
[:-< p., 

~ 

·1 



FROM Elise Smith FAX ND. 
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5036463847 

& ~ ~ ~ a· o a o 
b b b 

Aug. 21 2001 12:47PM P6 

t5 5 5 s 
~ ~ ~ A 
0 0 0 0 

b 0 0 0 

z:z2zz: 

~ ~ ~ !'. ~ 
pppoc:i 
0 0 0 0 b 

0 0 0 0 0 
b b b 0 0 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~~~i;gg 

:Z2:Z:Z2::C 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
9 ~ ~ 9 9 9 
000000 
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Sam•leJD I j Depth 
{Feet} Date 

! 
GF-S.P7-\AI 20.0- l4.0 06/07/01 

M'll'-SPI 3.S · 18.S 06/08/01 

M'.\'-SP~ 5.0 · JD.0 06/08/(}l 
) r.tW-S.Pl 1.S. 27.0 06/08/01 

~ MW-SP3 7.5·27.0 IJ7/19/01 

EPA Regi<m 9 Res ldentl.n.1 PRG-

UCU!i 

\'CC-s - •rolatlle .:irganr< CCoJnpoundi 

i'~H-s · ;i0Jp1ucl<!."'r ;iromaUc ~1,drocarl;on~ 

"i'JOC1. 1e-1r:·Yol.atlle .:irq<1<1lc: COtnDO~ndl 

:cei • tx1lychlorlnlltc.:l bl~·lrerTflS 

r..<Jii • 1mUlgr.a;m1 :rer .•:1u 

•0911 • n11.c:ro9ra.m~ ;tllr "'"• 

fPJl.- IJ.5 £1,.,ironmen1~I Pr-otect:OllP.genc~ 

9P.t. • Prellm,:1<1ry RamClli..i.1io1>GrJ-<1I 

• .. - t~l)I -£n.Jly~e<J/npoUnW"" 

G-t~::-!1-ig~ Inc. 

i::o 
' E-< 

TABLE J 

Summary Of Grouridwater Chemical Ana1yti<al Datai 

Former Cobb Quarry 

Proposed S1!:xtort Place Oe\•elopment She 

I 
I r-
, ~ 

H:e.ave:rtott, Oregon 

Petmleum Hydn>carb<:ln 1den1itkation ! 
Mie:thod N\VfPH·HCLD 

voes PAHs .s.vocs PCB.s I Organachlorlne Pestkides 

(rng/I) 
EPA Mecthod B260R EfA ME:rhod S270SJM .fP'A Method 8"2:70C EPA Me1had aoa IA(3082 . EPA Methotf 8(}S t A/8082 

(•9/IJ {µ-g/1) (µg/I) (11-g/I) • C1-1g/I) 
Gasoline Diesel Heavy Otl ·-- I ' 

NO ND ND T?l~ene 1.17 _) N0<0.0500 NO ND NO ' i 
·~~"<t., 

ND<0.250 ND<0.630 ND<0.530 fi<' 5 ND Oy.l»t ND<0.0500 .. .. .. 
N0<0.250 ND<G.630 ND<-0.630 - ND ND<0.0500 .. .. .. 

NO ND ND ND ND<O.-OSIJO ND ND ND 

NO ND NO ND .. - ND ND 
.. .. . . Tofu e ne '7.21! Vari.es \!arloes Varies. Vat I cs , 

Qflu>f!,<£/!'1! . ···- ·----. . -·-···· ·-···· ···-------·---- - . ··-- ·---·---·-·--- -- . .... -· 
i.µ,Ji;,y: f ... ···-·- -· .. --· 

s\-~nd&i;, '1 
·---

) 

-

Hblei PU~JCll·~ ~·'T~;~HI l}ij] 

\0 -<...., 
0 

0 -ob 
A 
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TABLE.7 < E--

Summuy Of <iroundw~~~r diem.ical An<oly.lk.i..l O:.tll f--< 
Former-C-0bhQ.llarry --< 

Proll'Oseli 5enc11 ~i" Oev~lopment ~Illl! 

Bea\'l!"f"W~ Orng-.on 

' 
f f>A tlan:lru:ss ToU.l Atkafln•ty 

Sp..,cif'n:: coo Ammanil {AS n) Chlotld.r. Sulbt-e Fecal Coliif-orm Tc1~! mr:rne l 
0~11111 •" C.an'll.iC1Ulot 

TVS EPA Metho.d ):j-eld.:i.ht 
Sampl~ 10 \Fe<ltt 

O:lltl! EPA Ml'.tltod 150..l 
Ml':\tiod 13'0.2 EPA ~e~hod :Jll).I 

EPA Me~od 121'.1.l EPA M~~ll!ld l6il', 1 EPA Mech0ill4U).4 El"A f.t-e1hi:d E:J5-0.~ 5W90S6 
EPA Meth>Gd :SW9056 EPA M-!!tho~ 92:21 E 

Nltrqgen 
).licn:igen 

{mg/l CaC01) fmg/IC..C-o,l 
(11rnhosi11200 

{mg/l} (mg/I) l'.rngf]) 
~mg/!) 

(mg/I) (l.1PN(t00 rnll 
Cmg/1) 

(.mig/l) 

:;l'·S.n·W ; ?0.:i · Z4-.-J '(16jf}]/01 6.6'9 "' ... .,, 530 25.() IAO 4.69 0.65 .. .. .. 
"1W·SP3 ' J .S · V .~ 06/08/()1 6.n: m "o .. , ,,. n.1 0.1 Sl 6.06 3.3J .. .. .. 
MW·SP} 7.'i • ;?1.0 rJ.i'/19{01 6.45 '" "' '" 

,,. tlO NO 6.72 4.30 "" 0.-485. tto ... o.oi - ---i EPA 'S ... cm1da•)· l'.:uriklng Wl1e1 Standard 
6.5 l-O S.') - .. - sco .. .. 250 I "' o.o~• .. ! Q,0 

J _li\.:.·1·C'Rf<lrcubl11-) 

" ""'"'"~~··~•km. J 
...... .,,.., ... .t:.bl1 "•"'""'"" 

;.,1."'Ullo;" 
I • • ~c-.n•>rcod(opc::ll;:>b~ , 

9cl>')«'•5J.·f~ 01'.llq:)I 

Co<:~li".l•c. :r..i::111 
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TABlE2 J 
Summary Ot Soll Chem1caf Analyucal Data w! ' •, ' Former Cobb Quariv .~ ,1 • 

Pmpo«dS«tonPlmDovclopm<n/{o ',)/Ip ·1!• w~,y,1'3.,;!f ,/ 
B•Mnon.O""'" coi~~u-Y,v" G pfL& ' 

Petroleum Hydro<arl:ion ldentifkadon voc~y/ svocs PC6s organochlorfn~ Pesticides 
Deplh Me1hod NWTPH-HCID EPA Method .8:2G 

Sampl-e. iD (Feet) Date 
(mg/kg) (-jig/kg) 

EPA Method 8270( EPA Method B-081 A/i-0&2 EPA Metflod 8081A/8.D62 
(119/kg) {µg/kg) {µg/kg) 

Gasoline Diesel Heavy 011 A<econe / Other$ 

GP-SP-I 10.0- 13.0 06j01/0l ND<25.0 ND-<-152_5 ND<l25" ND-<100 / NO .. .. .. 
GP-SP-2 "9.0. 12.0 05-/01/QI ND<24.'· ND-<61.0 ND-<l22 0-v NO NO l'\'D NO 
GP-SP-3 0,0· 3.0 06./01/03 ND<24.l ' ND-<Gil.2 j ND-<L20 ND<IOO NO .. .. .. 
GP·SP--4 2.0- ~.o 06/Gl/Dl ND<26.3 ND-<65.a r\0<:132 f\'O<lOO NO .. .. .. 
GP·Sf'"·~ 6.0- fl.O 06/01/01 ND-<26.0 NJ}<fi<1.\} NIJ<l30 NO<l 00 ND ND ND NU 

GP·SP·6 i-0.0. i:to -06/01 /0l ND<2fi.O ND<6'1.9 ND<l 30 ND<l-00 ND .. .. .. 

MW-SPl ( 

J.-----.....-. 
H-1.0; iJ6/06/Dl ND ND ND ND ND .. .. .. 

M\::~ l:LO • ll.O -06/06/01 ND ND ND ND ND .. .. .. 
MW- ~ 1.0-6.0 -06/06/Dl ND ND ND ND ND .. .. .. 

E:f'A [kg Ion 9 RE!.]de.ntlal PltG .. .. - t,600.-000 Varies Va.ries V.arics Vafks. 
- ----------·----· .;, .. 

IOCs • ~ol.t11~t 019~nlc tomp11und5 
PAU5 • polJ'llU(ioeo.r arama:~lc h',ldr0<drb-~n.s 
~\·ocs - 1emt11olallleilr!t.anlc «irnpoonc:s 
PC1l1 • PQ!ychlCKln11t«l ln1henyls 

nu}/'kg - niUJi9r11rnJ per kllngram 
p9/lrq • mlcrogfllm5 ptr kllngrllm. 
El'A- tt.S. <:n.ilronml!'<Tl<il frot<!:nlon Ao;-r.ncy 

PP.G • @r~Um1llary ftemedi.itlo" Goal 
• •• · Hal 11t1~l'f.<<.!dlaopllu~ln 
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TABLE4 

Swnmary Of Soll Chemical Analytical Data 

For-mer Cobb Quarry 

Propos€d Sex1on Place Devetop111ent Sire 

Beaverton, Oregon 

Depth 
EPA Methot! 60lOE 

Sa~nple ID Date lmg/i<gl 
(Feet) ·--· ---- --------· 

Arsenic Barium Cadmium Chromium l.e:ad SeJenluni-

GP·SP·l 10.0. l 3.0 06/01/01 ND<9.62 698 2.07 S.10 1.40 ND<9.62 

Gi>--SP·2 9.0. 12.0 06/01/01 ND<l. 75 38li 0.632 12.4 7.89 ND<l. 75 

GP·SP-3 0.0. 3.0 06/01 /01 ND<l. 89 168 0.624 16.2 7.36 ND<l.89 

GP·5P-4 2.0. 5.0 06/01/01 ND<9.26 155 1.90 5.19 N0<9.26 N0<9.26 

GP·5M 6.0. 8.0 06/01/01 2.90 . 14S 0.431 19.6 10.6 ND<l.96 

GP·SP·6 l0.0-13.0 06/0l /01 2.62 luO 0.49 18.0 8.89 ND<2.0 

MW·SPI 4.0. 7.0 06/06/01 3.16 104 0.657 19.2 38.9 ND<l.% 

MW·SP2 8.0. 11.0 06/06/0l 2.49 108 0.5()9 I 5.1 7.30' ND<l.79 

MW·SP3 3.0· 6.0 06/06/0 \ ND<9.62 581 1.01 9.62 ND<9.62, ND<9.62 

EPA Reg[on 9 R"ldentlal PRG dl.l!i! o(22~ 5,400 37 210 (·fOJl/ ~ 390 

Not;:.n: qy~.7 tf' 
I 9:/ mg/kg - rnil!lgrams pu ·~nogram. ~ /'> 

ND - Not deteccoed above lahor;:11or)' rnethod reporting l!mll!. G:tJ. 
EPA· U.S. ~nvi1011mental Plo1ectlon .~ency /Jtl'o PRG • Prellminary:Rernedlatlon Goal 

' .. ·Not a~a.!vzed/app]~cablc 

G eoD-e siyn, Inc Table 4 

EPA Method SW7471 
lmg/l<gl 

- ------·-·--·-------
Silver Mercury 

Nll<9.62 Nfl<0.0200 
NOd,75 0.0 793 
1;0<1.89 Nll<0.0200 

ND<9.26 0.01.14 
t;O<l.96 0.0297 

ND<2.0 0.0345 

ND<l.96 ND<0.0200 

ND<l.79 ND<0.0200 

ND<9.62 ND<D.0200 
---·----~ 
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TABLE I 
Summary Of Me!hane Monitoring Data 

Former Cobb Quarry 
Sexton Place Development Site 

Beaverton, Oregon 

Carbon Sample ID Date Methane (%) 
Dioxide(%) 

Oxygen(%) 

MW-SP1 06/13/01 9.6 I S.S 0.8 
06/19/01 '6.4 16.2 o.s 
08/03/01 1.0 9.1 10.2 

MW-SP-2 06/13/01 . 2.2" 12.8 6.1 
06/19/01 0,5 '8.4 . 9.9 
OS/03/01 0.0 I 0.2 10.7 

MW-SP:> 06/13/01 0.0 12.1 3.7 
06/19/01' 0.0 12.4 3.5 
08/03/01 0.0 8.2 11.7 

Notes: 

% • Percent hy volume 

Table I 

, 
' 

Static Pressure 
(inches water 

column) 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
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I 
I Environmental Quality Commission 

fZI Rule Adoption Item 
D Action Item 
D lnfoilllationitem 

Title: 

Agenda Item D 
June 25, 1999, Meetin 

Temporary Rulemaking To Designate Methane Gas Generated From Solid Waste Landfills, In 
Certain Circumstances, As A Hazardous Substance, Pursuant To ORS 465.400. 

Summary: 

This action is necessary to allow the Department to use the Solid Waste Orphan Site Account to 
address threats to public health and safety from methane generated at an abandoned landfill. 
Construction of a new methane collection system is necessary to mitigate risks associated with the 
site in its current condition. Immediate action is necessary; however, the property owner and foilller 
landfill operator is a dissolved corporation with no assets. Because unconfined methane produced by 
a landfill is not currently a "hazardous substance" for purposes of ORS Chapter 465, the Department 
cannot use Orphan Site Account funds to address these problems. ORS 465.400 authorizes the 
commission to designate additional substances as "hazardous substances" for purposes of ORS 
Chapter 465. Approval of this rule will allow the Department to use Solid Waste Orphan Site 
Account funds to construct a new methane cllection system and protect public health and safety. 

Department Recommendation: 

The Department recommends that the Commission temporarily adopt OAR 340-122-115(3) as 
presented in Attachment A of the Department Staff Report. 

D~~!:!:d_,(_ lVlSIOn .t\.WllllllS!rator Director 

Accommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contacting the Public Affairs Office at __ _ 
(503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD). ATTACHMENT C 
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I State of Oregon . 

. Department of Environmental Quality 
i· "' L Memorruichim 

Date: June 8, 1999 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Langdon Marsh, Director 

Subject: Agenda Item D, EQC Meeting June 25, 1999 

Statement of Purpose 

The Department recommends adoption of the attached temporary rule to provide the Waste 
Management and Cleanup Division with a source of fundirig to address a serious public health 
threat. As discussed more fully in the background section, the site most directly impacted by 
this rule is a closed and abandoned landfill located in Portland, known as Killingsworth Fast 
Disposal (KFD). 

At KFD, uncontrolled movement of methane gas presents a substantial and ongoing danger to the 
health, safety and welfare of on-site workers and neighboring homes, businesses, residents and 
others in the area. The quantity and concentration of methane at the facility poses a present and 
future danger to human health. Construction of" a new methane collection system is required to 
mitigate risks associated with the site in its current condition. 

hnmediate action is necessary at the landfill; however, the property owner and former landfill 
operator is a dissolved corporation with no assets other than the contaminated property. 
Presently, the Department is using bankruptcy settlement funds to monitor the situation and to 
design a new methane collection system. However, the bankruptcy settlement funds will not be 
adequate for construction of the methane collection system or continued monitoring. No other 
funds are currently available to address this problem. 

The Department has concluded that the necessary improvements at the landfill should be funded 
from the Solid Waste Orphan Site Account established by ORS 459.236. However, the Solid 
Waste Orphan Site Account; like the Industrial Waste Orphan Site Account, is available only for 
actions related to ORS Chapter 465 .''hazardous substances." Under ORS Chapter 465, the 
statutorily-defined hazardous substances include oil, hazardous substances under CERCLA and 
hazardous wastes as defined in ORS 466.005 (ORS Chapter 466 implements RCRA). Methane is 
not a hazardous substance under any of the preceding categories; therefore, unconfined methane 
produced by a solid waste landfill .is not a ''hazardous substance" for purposes of ORS Chapter 465, 

' Accommodations 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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Staff Report 
Temporary Rulemaking to Designate Methane a Hazardous Substance 

· EQC Agenda Item D 
June 25, 1999 
Page2 

and the Solid Waste Orphan Site Account may not be used to remedy a hazard created by methane 
gas from a landfill. 

ORS 465.400 authorizes the commission to designate other substances as "hazardous substances" 
in addition to the statutorily-defined hazardous substances. Before designation of a "hazardous 
substance" under ORS 465 .400, the commission must find that "the substance, because of its 
quantiJ:Y, concentration, or physical, chemical or toxic characteristics, may pose a present or future 
hazard to human health, safety, welfare or the environment should a release occur." For the 
reasons discussed below, under the circumstances described in the proposed rule, methane gas 
released from landfills clearly meets the statutory criteria. 

Substances designated " hazardous" by the commission are "hazardous substances" for 
purposes of ORS Chapter 465 and for purposes of the Solid Waste Orphan Site Account The 
Department therefore recommends the designation of methane, under certain conditions, as a 
"hazardous substance" subject to ORS 465. Approval of this rule will allow the Department to 
use Solid Waste Orphan Site Account funds to carry out the necessary cleanup actions. 

Background 

The Department has proposed adoption of this temporary rule in order to address the human health 
hazards created by the former (KFD) landfill. KFD is a 24-acre landfill facility in NE Portland. 
The landfill operated under a Metro franchise and DEQ pennit from approximately 1981 to 1990. 

The landfill was lined along the bottom and sides, and is equipped with a leachate collection 
system. The final landfill cover, consisting of a geomembrane, compacted soil, and grass, was 
completed in 1991. ·A gas control system, consisting of35 methane gas extraction wells, was 
installed in 1991 as part of final closure. 

Methane, carbon dioxide, and other landfill gases continue to be generated in substantial 
quantities at KFD through the decomposition of organic wastes. Methane gas is potentially 
explosive at concentrations of 5 to 15% by volume in air; it also poses a substantial hazard to 
human health in both larger and smaller concentrations.. Confined spaces like basements, crawl 
spaces, culverts, utility vaults, manholes and other structures are susceptible to methane buildup. 
High density residential and industrial developments are located within ten feet of the landfill along 
its south and southwest boundaries, and a high use golf course is located within one hundred fifty 
feet to the north. KFD is constructed in an old gravel pit and intersects highly porous sand and 
gravel deposits to depths of about 60 to 80 feet. The water table in the area is about 100 feet below 
ground surface, substantially below the base and side-walls of the landfill. These hydrogeologic 
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Staff Report 
Temporary Rulernaking to Designate Methane a Hazardous Substance 

·. EQC Agenda Item D 
June 25, 1999 
Page 3 

conditions promote methane mobility and create a high risk of offsite gas migration into 
neighboring residential and industrial areas; 

The original methane collection system at KFD was poorly designed and is failing. It is now · 
operational in only one comer of the landfill. KFD has been the source of several subterranean 
fires, most recently in November and December of 1998, which have further damaged the methane 
collection system and the landfill cap. The Department's consulting engineer has determined that 
the system has deteriorated to the point that it must be fully replaced. The Department proposes to 
install a landfill gas collection system during the next available construction season, i.e., the 
summer of 1999. Expedited construction is necessary to minimize risks to adjacent residents and 
properties. 

Installation of improvements is necessary at KFD; however, the landfill owner and operator has 
abandoned the property and is unable to pay for the necessary improvements. Soon after closure of 
the landfill, the landfill owner and operator, Riedel Waste Systems, Inc. (RWS), became insolvent 
and was unable to meet its post-closure permit requirements, which included monitoring of on and 
off site methane emissions, maintenance of the limited methane collection system, and maintenance 
of the landfill cap. RWS was subsequently abandoned by its parent corporation and sole 
shareholder, Columbia Western Inc. (CW!), durfilg CWI's bankruptcy proceedings. 

There are no other responsible parties. Because of the environmental and public health concerns at 
the site, the Department has become involved. Since 1996, the department has been carrying out 
limited monitoring and maintenance activities at the landfill using funds obtained through a 
settlement agreement with CWL Less than $50,000 remains in this fund. The Department 
estimates a construction cost of $1,300,000 for the new methane collection system and related 
improvements. 

A temporary rule is recommended to enable construction of the methane collection system at KFD 
in the next available construction season. Recent subterranean fires have damaged the existing gas 
collection system, increasing the risk to neighboring residents and businesses.. If the Department 
does not address the problem this construction season, the residents will face increased risks from 
migrating methane during the next year. 

For the past six months, the Department has been pursuing external funding sources to address the 
methane problems at KFD. Those funds have not materialized, and the Department has concluded 
that the appropriate way to pay for necessary improvements at KFD is to use the Solid Waste 
Orphan Site account. Adoption of this temporary rule will provide the department with the 
authority and source of funds to carry out the necessary improvements at KFD. 
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Temporary Rulemaking to Designate Methane a Hazardous Substance 
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June 25, 1999 
Page4 

Authority of the Commission with Respect to the Issue 

The commission has the authority to develop and approve these temporary rules under ORS 
465.200(15)(d), 465.400(3) and 183.335. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

Other feasible alternatives have not been identified. The hazardous waste program explored the 
possibility of designating methane a characteristic hazardous waste under RCRA so that rulemaking 
would not be required to enable use of the Solid Waste Orphan site Account. After discussion with 

. the Department of Justice and consideration of all issues, it was decided not to pursue this 
approach. Given recent federal court opinions, it was not clear that methane produced by a solid 
waste landfill would met the criteria for a characteristic hazardous waste. The property is owned by 
a dissolved corporation with no assets or officers. The environmental liabilities, costs for 
remediation, and restrictions on use of the property (to protect the geomembrane cover) have 
discouraged potential purchasers. 

Summary of Public Input Opportunity 

The Department is sending notice of the proposed rulemaking and a summary of the proposed 
rule to a mailing list of persons known by the Department to be potentially affected by or 
interested in the proposed rulemaking action. 

Intended Future Actions 

Upon adoption of the temporary rule, the Department intends to carry out necessary removal or 
remedial actions under ORS Chapter 465 at the Killingsworth Fast Disposal landfill in northeast 
Portland using funds from the Solid Waste Orphan Site Account. After adoption of this 
temporary rule, the Department will evaluate public comments and meet with appropriate 
advisory groups to determine whether to propose a permanent rule for this matter. The rule does 
not impact currently operating landfills because, by its terms, it applies only to abandoned 
facilities. 

Department Recommendation 
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Temporary Rulemaking to Designate Methane a Hazardous Substance 
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June 25, 1999 
Page 5 

It is recommended that the Connnission temporarily adopt OAR 340-122-115(30) as presented in 
Attachment A of the Department Staff Report. 

Attachments 

A. Temporary Rule Proposed for Adoption 
B. Statement of Need and Justification for Temporary Rule 

Reference Documents (available npon request) 

1. ORS Chapters 183, 459 and 465. 
2. Killingsworth Landfill - 96 Percent Design Report, prepared by Ecology & 

Environment, dated March 1999. 
3. Contract Documents, Landfill Gas Management System, 95 Percent Design, 

prepared by Ecology & Environment, dated March 1999. 
4. Post-closure Care Interim Site Management Plan, prepared by Ecology & 

Environment, dated May 1998. 

5. Gas Extraction System Engineering Evaluation, prepared by Emcont, dated 
December 12, 1997. 

Approved: 

Section: 

Division: 

Waste Management & Cleanup 

Report Prepared By: Charles Landman 
Phone: (503) 229-6461 
Date Prepared: June 8, 1999 
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Attachment A 
Staff Report 
Temporary Rulemaking to Designate Methane a Hazardous Substance 
EQC Agenda Item D 
June 25, 1999 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Temporary Rulemaking ) 
To Designate Methane Gas Generated ) 
From Solid Waste Landfills, In Certain ) 
Circumstances, As a Hazardous Substance, ) 
Pursuant to ORS 465.400 ) 

Proposed Temporary Rule 

1. Proposed adoption of the following temporary rule amending Oregon 
Administrative Rule 340- 122-115 as follows: 

(30) "Hazardous substance" means: 
(a) Hazardous waste as defined in ORS 466.005; 
(b) Any substance defined as a hazardous substance pursuant to section 101(14) of the 

federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 
P.L. 96-510, as amended, and P.L. 99-499; 

(c) Oil as defined in ORS 465.200(19); and 
(d) Any substance designated by the commission under ORS 465.400. Under ORS 
465.400, the commission has designated methane gas, from abandoned landfills as 
defined in ORS 459.005, provided: (1) methane is present, or is reasonably likely to be 
present at concentrations exceeding 5% by volume (the lower explosive limit for 
methane); and (2) a potential exists for methane to migrate into confined spaces or 
occupied structures and pose a hazard to human health and safety; and (3) the 
accumulations of methane are uncontrolled, poorly controlled, or require continued 
operation and maintenance of a landfill gas collection system. 
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Attachment B 
Staff Report 
Temporary Rnlemaking to Designate Methane a Hazardons Substance 
EQC Agenda Item D 
June'25, 1999 

Secretary of State 

STATEMENT OF NEED AND JUSTIFICATION 

Department of Environmental Quality, Waste Management and Cleanup Division 

In the Matter of Temporary Rulemaking ) 
To Designate Methane Gas Generated ) 
From Solid Waste Landfills, In Certain ) 
Circumstances, As a Hazardous Substance, ) 
Pursuant to ORS 465.400 ) 

Statutory Authority, 
Statutes Implemented, 
Statement of Need, 
Principal Documents Relied Upon 

Statutory Authority: The Commission has authority to adopt hazardous substance rules 
under ORS 465.400 and the authority to adopt temporary rules under ORS 183.335. 

Statutes Implemented: The Commission is implementing ORS 465.205 and 465.400(3) 
by adopting this temporary rule. 

Need for the Temporary Rule: Failure to inunediately adopt the temporary rule will 
result in serious prejudice to the public interest and specific individuals. Prejudice will 
result because the Department will not have the authority or funding to prevent the 
imminent and ongoing threats to human health posed by an abandoned solid waste 
disposal landfill. Adoption of this temporary rule will insure that the department will 
have the authority and resources to take immediate action to prevent risks to human 
health posed by the potential movement of methane gas out of the landfill and into 
confined spaces such as neighboring residences and businesses. 

Documents Relied Upon: 

1. Killingsworth Landfill - 95 Percent Design Report, prepared by Ecology 
& Environment, dated March 1999. 

2. Contract Documents, Landfill Gas Management System, 95 Percent 
Design, prepared by Ecology & Environment, dated March 1999. 

3. Post-closure Care Interim Site Management Plan, prepared by Ecology & 
Environment, dated May 1998. 

4. Gas Extraction System Engineering Evaluation, prepared by Emcon, dated 
December 12, 1997. 
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ATTACHMENT D - PROPOSED TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT RULE 

1. Proposed adoption of the following temporary rule amending Oregon Administrative 
Rule 340-122-115 as follows: 

(30) "Hazardous substance" means: 
(a) Hazardous waste as defined in ORS 466.005; 
(b) Any substance defined as a hazardous substance pursuant to section 101 ( 14) of the 

federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, P.L. 
96-510, as amended, and P.L. 99-499; 

(c) Oil as defined in ORS 465.200(18); and 
(d) Any substance designated by the commission under ORS 465.400. Under ORS 465.400, 

the commission has designated methane gas, from abandoned landfills as defined in 
ORS 459.005, provided: (1) methane is present, or is reasonably likely to be present 
at concentrations exceeding 5% by volume (the lower explosive limit for methane); 
and (2) a potential exists for methane to migrate into confined spaces or occupied 
structures and pose a hazard to human health and safety; and (3) the accumulations 
of methane are uncontrolled, poorly controlled, or require continued operation and 
maintenance of a landfill gas collection or monitoring system. 



ATTACHMENT E - INTERESTED PERSONS 

Polygon Northwest Company 
c/o Fred Gast 
2700 NE Andresen, Suite D-22 
Vancouver, WA 98661 

Briar Development Company 
c/o Joel Gordon 
902 Waterfront Place 
1011 Western Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98104 - 1097 

Mayor Rob Drake 
City of Beaverton 
4755 SW Griffith Road 
P.O. Box 4755 
Beaverton, Oregon 97076 



-Oregon 
John.A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Northwest Region 

2020 SW Fourth Avenue 
Suite 400 

Portland, OR 97201-4987 
(503) 229-5263 Voice 

December 14, 2000 
TIY (503) 229-5471 

John Osterberg 
Development Services Division 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box4755 
Beaverton OR 97076 

Dear Mr. Osterberg: 

Re: Sexton Mountain landfill · 
Washington County 

The Department of Environmental Quality's Site Assessment Program has been investigating 
complaints about the Sexton Mountain Landfill, a former "Clean Fill" landfill site located within 
the City of Beaverton. Initially, neighbors contacted the Department with concerns about the 
proposed Haggan Food Store's close proximity to the landfill. Subsequently, Sexton Crest 
Development, a residential development, was also proposed for construction near (and partly on) 
the landfill. Although this landfill was never pennitted by the Department to accept solid waste, 
it is apparent from the methane gas testing results that the landfill operator illegally accepted 
substantial amounts of biodegradable solid waste. 

The Department is concerned about the methane gas concentrations measured at the site. 
Dangerous methane concentrations (levels above the lower explosive limit) have been detected in 
several subsurface probes located on and adjacent to the landfill, including areas earmarked for 
residential development. Make no mistake about it, landfill gas is a serious threat to public 
safety, especially when human activities occur near the landfill. A life-threatening incident that 
occurred four years ago at the North Marion County Landfill near Woodburn Oregon 
underscores the Department's concern. Two employees were badly injured in a methane 
explosion when they entered the landfill scale-house and turned on a switch. Although the State 
Fire Marshal's office conducted a thorough investigation, they could not determine how methane 
migrated from the landfill to the building. This building was located hundreds of feet away from 
the landfill, the source of the methane. 

Methane gas is combustible and potentially explosive at concentrations of 5 to 15% by volume in 
air (the explosive range). Poorly ventilated enclosures such as basements, crawl-spaces, 
manholes, culverts, buried utility vaults and similar structures are particularly susceptible to 
methane buildup. Methane is lighter than air and may enter buildings and other confined spaces 
through foundation cracks, open-ended electrical conduits and other buried utility lines. Methane 
can migrate long distances through soils, fractured rock or man-made features such as utility 

DEQ-1 
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trenches. Weather conditions including atmospheric pressure, soil properties, hydrogeologic 
properties, impervious surfaces (e.g. pavement), surrounding development and the landfill's own 
physical and environmental characteristics all affect the rate and extent of methane movement. 
With all these influences methane's subsurface movement is unpredictable, unless it is controlled 
by well-engineered containment and control systems and checked by comprehensive monitoring. 
To our knowledge the Sexton Mountain Landfill has neither a landfill gas control system nor a 
comprehensive monitoring program. 

Development on or near property used for "clean fill" generally is not an alarming prospect to the 
Department. To reiterate, though, the Sexton Mountain Landfill appears to be actively 
biodegrading and generating significant amounts of methane gas. Inert material ("clean fill") 
lacks the potential to biodegrade and produce methane. 

The Department questions whether the developer has adequately investigated the problem or 
designed adequate safeguards to protect public health and safety. Under the circumstances, 
anything less could have grave consequences. Accordingly, the Department strongly urges the 
City of Beaverton to retain the services of an independent expert to provide detailed review of 
this proposal and recommendations to the city about appropriate engineering and monitoring 
measures. 

If you have any questions, please contact Tim Spencer of my staff at (503) 229-5826. 

ED:ts 

cc: Chris Taylor, DEQ HQ 
Dave St Louis, DEQ NWR 
Steve Fortuna, DEQ NWR 
Jeff Christensen, DEQ HQ 
Charlie Sandman, DEQ HQ 

Sincerely, 

Manager Solid Waste Program 
Northwest Region 

Tim Spencer, DEQ NWR 
x:SolidWaste\SWPennits\SWltrs-OO\BeavertonSextonMtLF(l2-00)-ltr 
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RICHARD H. ALLAN 

BY HAND-DELIVERY 

BALL JANIK LU' 

A T T 0 R N E y s 

101 SOUTHWEST MAIN STREET, SUITE 1100 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-3219 

www.balljanik.com 

TELEPHONE 503-228-2525 
FACSIMILE 503-295-1058 

September 17, 2001 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 
10th Floor 
Portland, OR 97204 
Attention: Mr. Mikell Omealy 

rallan@bjllp.com 
Direct Fax (503) 226-3910 

Re: Response to Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking 

Dear Chairperson Eden and Members of the Environmental Quality Commission: 

This firm represents Polygon Northwest Company and Briar Development 
Company, which are involved in redevelopment of the former Cobb's Quarry property in 
Beaverton, which is the subject of a Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to list 
methane as a hazardous substance. Polygon Northwest Company and Briar Development 
Company agree with the conclusion of the Department of Environmental Quality's Staff Report 
that the Environmental Quality Commission should not adopt the rule proposed by Petitioner. 
Enclosed is a response to the Petition. I respectfully request that you consider our response in 
making a determination on the Petition. 

RHA:bwo 
Enclosure 

cc: Paul Slyman 
Christopher W. Rich 
Mayor Rob Drake (by fax) 
Joel Gordon (by fax) 
Fred Gast (by fax) 

VIy t . yours'. ( 

1tkr1 ck;· -& -
Ri hard H. Allan 

::ODMAIPCDOCS\PORTLAND\26735311 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

PORTLAND, OREGON WASHINGTON, 0.C. BEND, OREGON 



BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AL QUALITY 
STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of the Amendment of 
OAR 340-122-115 defining Methane 
As a Hazardous Substance 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR 
TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT 
RULEMAKING TO AMEND 
OAR 340-122-115 

Briar Development Company ("Briar") and Polygon Northwest Company ("Polygon") hereby 

submit this Response to the Petition by "CLEAN" for a temporary and permanent rulemaking 

declaring methane to be a hazardous substance under certain circumstances. Polygon and Briar 

request that the Environmental Quality Commission deny the Petition for the reasons set forth below. 

1. Interest of Polygon Northwest Company and Briar 
Development Company in this proceeding. 

As indicated in Paragraph 3 of CLEAN' s Petition, Polygon and Briar have been engaged for 

several years in obtaining land use approvals necessary for the development of the former Cobb's 

Quarry site in Beaverton. CLEAN's Petition for a temporary and permanent rulemaking identifies no 

other sites allegedly requiring regulation of methane, and CLEAN does not purport to have an interest 

in DEQ regulation of any other specific site. The Cobb's Quarry site and the development proposals 

by Polygon and Briar plainly are the target of the Petition. 

CLEAN has known of the presence of methane at the former Cobb's Quarry site for at least a 

year. CLEAN's Petition comes before the Commission at this time because CLEAN and related 

1 RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR TEMPORARY 
AND PERMANENT RULEMAKING TO 
AMEND OAR 340-122-115 

BALL JANIK LLP 

One Main Place 
101 Southwest Main Street, Suite! 100 

Portland, Oregon 97204-3219 
Telephone 503-228-2525 



opponents of development at the site have nearly exhausted their opportunities to appeal land use 

approvals for development of the site. The Petition, in other words, is a transparent attempt to obtain 

from the Commission relief that the Petitioner and related opponents could not obtain through 

numerous land use appeals, and to further delay development of the site in the hope that delay will 

cause Polygon and Briar to abandon their development plans. The Commission should not allow its 

rulemaking process to be abused in this manner. 

2. Rulemaking is Unjustified. 

The requirements for adoption of a temporary rule are set forth in ORS 183.335(b). The first 

requirement is that the agency adopting the temporary rule must provide findings that the agency's 

failure to act promptly will result in serious prejudice to the public interest or the interest of the 

parties concerned. For several reasons, those findings cannot be made in this instance. 

First, the only site specifically identified by the Petitioners as a justification for the temporary 

rule is the former Cobb's Quarry site in Beaverton. The Petitioner has not presented the Commission 

with any facts justifying a statewide rule of general applicability. 

Second, neither a temporary rule nor a permanent rule is necessary to address methane issues 

associated with the Cobb's Quarry site. As noted in the Department's Staff Report, Cobb's Quarry is 

not an orphan site. To the contrary, Polygon and Briar have committed to addressing any methane 

issues, even though they did not cause or contribute to the presence of methane. Polygon and Briar 

have paid for investigation and monitoring of methane on the site, and have worked with the City of 

Beaverton, the City's consultant, and Department of Environmental Quality staff to address any 

2 RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR TEMPORARY 
AND PERMANENT RULEMAKING TO 
AMEND OAR 340-122-115 

BALL JANIK LLP 
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101 Southwest Main Street, Suite 1100 
Portland, Oregon 97204-32 l 9 

Telephone 503-228-2525 



legitimate concerns regarding methane. Thus, Petitioner's first justification for a temporary and 

permanent rulemaking - that it will allow DEQ access to necessary funding to abate and address 

methane concerns "where responsible persons have not taken such remedial actions" - is irrelevant to 

the situation at the former Cobb's Quarry site. For that reason, the temporary rule adopted by the 

Commission in June 1999 does not serve as a justification for the proposed temporary rule. As 

discussed in the staff report, the temporary rule adopted in 1999 was intended to make funds from the 

Orphan Site Account available to address methane threats at a specific orphan site. Petitioner has not 

indentified any such orphan site to justify the rule Petitioner proposes. 

Petitioner's second rationale -that the rulemaking will provide DEQ with adequate authority 

to order remedial actions to abate methane concerns - also provides no justification because any 

necessary remedial actions will be taken regardless of whether DEQ has regulatory authority. Finally, 

monitoring already performed at over forty locations across the site indicates there is no offsite 

migration of methane, and there is not pressure that would result in the potential movement of 

methane onto neighboring properties. Thus, there is no evidence that pockets of methane at the 

former Cobb's Quarry site present any threat to neighboring properties. 

In summary, the situation at the former Cobb's Quarry site is Petitioner's only specific 

justification for the temporary and permanent rulemaking, and that situation is no justification 

whatsoever. 

3. The Proposed Rule Would Delay Efforts to Address Methane Issues at Cobb's 
Quarry 

3 RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR TEMPORARY 
AND PERMANENT RULEMAKING TO 
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BALLJANIKJ.LP 
One Main Place 

101 Southwest Main Street, Suite 1100 
Portland, Oregon 97204-3219 

Telephone 503-228-2525 



The temporary and permanent rule proposed by Petitioner would list methane as a hazardous 

substance under certain circumstances, but would not address the cleanup standards applicable to 

sites at which methane is present. If the Commission were to adopt the rule without concurrently 

adopting standards for remediating methane, Polygon and Briar would have no way of determining 

whether the work they currently are performing would meet DEQ standards. In that circumstance, 

work to address methane at the former Cobb's Quarry site could come to a halt. That may be the 

result CLEAN desires, but such delay is inconsistent with the goal of achieving protection of human 

health and safety. 

4. Conclusion. 

The ultimate irony of CLEAN's Petition is that Polygon and Briar, and their proposed 

development of the former Cobb's Quarry site, are the solution rather than the problem. Methane 

exists on the site whether or not the site is developed. If CLEAN and its members feel that their 

neighboring properties are threatened by methane at the site, they should welcome developers that 

were willing to spend substantial sums on investigation of methane even prior to purchasing any 

portion of the site. In addition, Polygon and Briar voluntarily agreed to a condition of approval of 

local land use permits requiring that they address methane issues to the satisfaction of an independent 

expert, and they are committed to complying with that condition. Polygon and Briar's development 

plans offer the only near term opportunity to address methane issues on portions of the site that may 

require ongoing monitoring or control. 
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Polygon and Briar respectfully request that the Commission deny the Petition for Temporary 

and Permanent Rulemaking. 

Dated: September 17, 2001. 

Respectfully subm 'tted, 
BALLJA LE j 

By: rlkMJ~- ~~ 
d H. Allan, OSB #88147 

Of Attorneys for Polygon Northwest 
Company and Briar Development Company 
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SERVICE LIST 

Paul Slyman 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
2020 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97204 

Christopher W. Rich 
Rycewicz & Chenoweth, LLP 
1001 SW Fifth Avenue 
Suite 1300 
Portland, OR 97204-1151 

Mayor Rob Drake 
City of Beaverton 
City Hall 
4755 S. W. Griffith Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97076 
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RYCEWICZ & CHENOWETH, LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

I 00 I SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE I 300 - PORTLAND, OR 97204-1 I 5 I 
TELEPHONE: 503-22 1-7956 
FACSIMILE: 503-22 l-2 I 82 
SEATTLE TELEPHONE: 206-625-1623 
WWW, NORTHWESTLAW .COM 

Via Fax at (541) 482-8310 
Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o Stephanie Hallock, Director 

September 21, 2001 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW 61

h A venue, 101
h Floor 

Portland, OR 97204 

RE: Cobb's Quarry Landfill 

Dear Environmental Quality Commission: 

CHRISTOPHER A, RYCEWICZ 

BRIAN D. CHENOWETH* 

CHRISTOPHER W, RICHt 

CHRISTOPHER E. MARTIN* 

STEVEN C. BURKE* 

*ADMITTED IN OR AND WA 

tADMiTTED IN OR ANO CO 

As you are aware, I represent "CLEAN," an association of citizens concerned about 
environmental conditions and safety issues at the former Cobb's Quarry Landfill in Beaverton, 
Oregon. 

On August 21, 200 I, I submitted a Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking, 
on behalf of CLEAN, related to providing DEQ adequate authority to regulate methane gas at 
abandoned landfills as a "hazardous substance" under OAR 340-122-115. The Department, in 
its staff report on this agenda item, has recommended that the Commission grant the Permanent 
Rulemaking Petition and direct the Department to initiate rulemaking. 

I wish to briefly respond on behalf of my client to a "Response to Petition for Temporary 
and Permanent Rulemaking to Amend OAR 340-122-115" submitted on behalf of Polygon 
Northwest Company and Briar Development (Polygon/Briar). 

1. Rulemaking is Needed Now. and In the Future. 

Polygon/Briar suggest that no other site in Oregon allegedly requires regulation of 
methane, and that this somehow makes rulemaking unnecessary. While Polygon/Briar has no 
basis for such a broad statement, CLEAN wishes to point out that its goal in filing the Petition is 
to provide DEQ with adequate authority to regulate methane now, and in the future. Abandoned 
landfills, venting methane at explosive levels, have been discovered in the past, exists today at 
the Cobb's Quarry site, and new sites could be discovered tomorrow. The simple truth is that 
DEQ lacks the tools it needs to protect the public and environment at such sites. The rule now 
proposed by CLEAN was necessary in 1999, and DEQ acknowledges the need for such authority 
at the Cobb's Quarry site, as well as any sites that are later discovered. 
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2. Voluntary Measures Alone are Insufficient. 

It is very troubling that Polygon/Briar has characterized the rulemaking petition before 
the Commission as merely delay or subterfuge. CLEAN has consistently maintained that any 
development of the Cobb's Quarry Landfill site, if appropriate, must be done in such a manner 
that protects human health and the environment. Without the proposed rule, who will decide 
whether methane has been adequately addressed? What happens if a developer disagrees with 
DEQ's suggestions? What happens ifthe current developers' funding runs out? CLEAN 
believes that the best interests of the people and the environment are served by adequate DEQ 
oversight and regulatory authority, and asks the Commission to act with this goal in mind. 

Polygon/Briar suggests that rulemaking is unjustified because they are "committed to 
addressing any methane issues." While voluntary measures can be useful as part of the 
regulatory approach, there is a gaping hole in DEQ's ability to ensure (via regulation, oversight, 
and enforcement, as necessary) that methane generated at abandoned landfills is adequately 
controlled, and that any attempt to develop such sites is done in a safe manner. 

The environmental laws of the past thirty years were adopted with the fundamental tenets 
that environmental concerns are best regulated by agencies charged with this specific task, and 
that such oversight should not be left just to "market forces." No other entity in Oregon, besides 
DEQ, possesses the technical expertise, experience, and mission to protect citizens in such cases. 
CLEAN does not understand why Ploygon/Briar would not welcome rulemaking designed only 
to ensure public safety and safe development of abandoned landfills with methane concerns. 

3. Rulemaking Should Not be Denied to Rush Through a Particular Development. 

Polygon/Briar complains that the proposed rulemaking may cause delay in its 
development, as it already has obtained certain permits and approvals from the City of Beaverton 
to move foreward. It is precisely this posture - a rush to develop the site in the absence of clear 
methane rules - that concerns CLEAN. Hurrying development of a potentially dangerous site 
cannot be an overriding consideration. Methane, at explosive levels and at positive pressures 
(i.e., venting) has been documented at this site - and likely exists elsewhere. Hundreds of 
residents live around the Cobb's Quarry site, and many more would be present during any 
development thereof. Utility corridors, sewer lines, and impervious surfaces might change the 
character of venting or migrating methane. Under these circumstances, caution, patience, and 
certainty should be the overriding factors. The issues raised by the Petition have broader 
significance that one site, and the Petition deserves to be considered on its own merit. I thank 
the Commission for its consideration of these comments 

Respectfully submitted, 

RYCEWICZ & CHENOWETH, LLP 

c:-~---
Christopher W. Rich 
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September 17, 2001 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 
811 SW Sixth A venue 
10th Floor 
Portland, OR 97204 
Attention: Mr. Mikell Omealy 

rallan@bjllp.com 
Direct Fax (503) 226-3910 

Re: Response to Petition for Temporarv and Permanent Rulemaking 

Dear Chairperson Eden and Members of the Environmental Quality Commission: 

This firm represents Polygon Northwest Company and Briar Development 
Company, which are involved in redevelopment of the former Cobb's Quarry property in 
Beaverton, which is the subject of a Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to list 
methane as a hazardous substance. Polygon Northwest Company and Briar Development 
Company agree with the conclusion of the Department of Environmental Quality's Staff Report 
that the Environmental Quality Commission should not adopt the rule proposed by Petitioner. 
Enclosed is a response to the Petition. I respectfully request that you consider our response in 
making a determination on the Petition. 

RHA:bwo 
Enclosure 

cc: Paul Slyman 
Christopher W. Rich 
Mayor Rob Drake (by fax) 
Joel Gordon (by fax) 
Fred Gast (by fax) 

vr yours'. ( 

1tOwo__ #- /l{A ~ 
Ri hard H. Allan 
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of the Amendment of 
OAR 340-122-115 defining Methane 
As a Hazardous Substance 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR 
TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT 
RULEMAKING TO AMEND 
OAR 340-122-115 

Briar Development Company ("Briar") and Polygon Northwest Company ("Polygon") hereby 

submit this Response to the Petition by "CLEAN" for a temporary and permanent rulemaking 

declaring methane to be a hazardous substance under certain circumstances. Polygon and Briar 

request that the Environmental Quality Commission deny the Petition for the reasons set forth below. 

1. Interest of Polygon Northwest Company and Briar 
Development Company in this proceeding. 

As indicated in Paragraph 3 ofCLEAN's Petition, Polygon and Briar have been engaged for 

several years in obtaining land use approvals necessary for the development of the former Cobb's 

Quarry site in Beaverton, CLEAN' s Petition for a temporary and permanent rulemaking identifies no 

other sites allegedly requiring regulation of methane, and CLEAN does not purport to have an interest 

in DEQ regulation of any other specific site. The Cobb's Quarry site and the development proposals 

by Polygon and Briar plainly are the target of the Petition. 

CLEAN has known of the presence of methane at the former Cobb's Quarry site for at least a 

year. CLEAN's Petition comes before the Commission at this time because CLEAN and related 
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opponents of development at the site have nearly exhausted their opportunities to appeal land use 

approvals for development of the site. The Petition, in other words, is a transparent attempt to obtain 

from the Commission relief that the Petitioner and related opponents could not obtain through 

numerous land use appeals, and to further delay !development of the site in the hope that delay will 

cause Polygon and Briar to abandon their development plans. The Commission should not allow its 

rulemaking process to be abused in this manner. 

2. Rulemaking is Unjustified. 

The requirements for adoption of a temporary rule are set forth in ORS 183.335(b ). The first 

requirement is that the agency adopting the temporary rule must provide findings that the agency's 

failure to act promptly will result in serious prejudice to the public interest or the interest of the 

parties concerned. For several reasons, those findings cannot be made in this instance. 

First, the only site specifically identified by the Petitioners as a justification for the temporary 

rule is the former Cobb's Quarry site in Beaverton. The Petitioner has not presented the Commission 

with any facts justifying a statewide rule of general applicability. 

Second, neither a temporary rule nor a permanent rule is necessary to address methane issues 

associated with the Cobb's Quarry site. As noted in the Department's Staff Report, Cobb's Quarry is 

not an orphan site. To the contrary, Polygon and Briar have committed to addressing any methane 

issues, even though they did not cause or contribute to the presence of methane. Polygon and Briar 

have paid for investigation and monitoring of methane on the site, and have worked with the City of 

Beaverton, the City's consultant, and Department of Environmental Quality staff to address any 
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legitimate concerns regarding methane. Thus, Petitioner's first justification for a temporary and 

permanent rulemaking - that it will allow DEQ access to necessary funding to abate and address 

methane concerns "where responsible persons have not taken such remedial actions" - is irrelevant to 

the situation at the former Cobb's Quarry site. For that reason, the temporary rule adopted by the 

Commission in June 1999 does not serve as a justification for the proposed temporary rule. As 

discussed in the staff report, the temporary rule adopted in 1999 was intended to make funds from the 

Orphan Site Account available to address methane threats at a specific orphan site. Petitioner has not 

indentified any such orphan site to justify the rule Petitioner proposes. 

Petitioner's second rationale -that the rulemaking will provide DEQ with adequate authority 

to order remedial actions to abate methane concerns - also provides no justification because any 

necessary remedial actions will be taken regardless of whether DEQ has regulatory authority. Finally, 

monitoring already performed at over forty locations across the site indicates there is no offsite 

migration of methane, and there is not pressure that would result in the potential movement of 

methane onto neighboring properties. Thus, there is no evidence that pockets of methane at the 

former Cobb's Quarry site present any threat to neighboring properties. 

In summary, the situation at the former Cobb's Quarry site is Petitioner's only specific 

justification for the temporary and permanent rulemaking, and that situation is no justification 

whatsoever. 

3. The Proposed Rule Would Delay Efforts to Address Methane Issues at Cobb's 
Quarry 
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The temporary and permanent rule proposed by Petitioner would list methane as a hazardous 

substance under certain circumstances, but would not address the cleanup standards applicable to 

sites at which methane is present. If the Commission were to adopt the rule without concurrently 

adopting standards for remediating methane, Polygon antl Briar would have no way of determining 

whether the work they currently are performing would meet DEQ standards. In that circumstance, 

work to address methane at the former Cobb's Quarry site could come to a halt. That may be the 

result CLEAN desires, but such delay is inconsistent with the goal of achieving protection of human 

health and safety. 

4. Conclusion. 

The ultimate irony of CLEAN' s Petition is that Polygon and Briar, and their proposed 

development of the former Cobb's Quarry site, are the solution rather than the problem. Methane 

exists on the site whether or not the site is developed. If CLEAN and its members feel that their 

neighboring properties are threatened by methane at the site, they should welcome developers that 

were willing to spend substantial sums on investigation of methane even prior to purchasing any 

portion of the site. In addition, Polygon and Briar voluntarily agreed to a condition of approval of 

local land use permits requiring that they address methane issues to the satisfaction of an independent 

expert, and they are committed to complying with that condition. Polygon and Briar's development 

plans offer the only near term opportunity to address methane issues on portions of the site that may 

require ongoing monitoring or control. 
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Polygon and Briar respectfully request that the Conunission deny the Petition for Temporary 

and Permanent Rulemaking. 

Dated: September 17, 2001. 

Respectfully subm"tted, 
BALLJA LB j 

By: \'l~o_~J~- ~-
Richa: d H. Allan, OSB #88147 
Of Attorneys for Polygon Northwest 
Company and Briar Development Company 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandu111 

Date: September 7, 2001 

Environmental Quality Commission 

. '/, cft/ 
To: 

From: Stephanie Hallock, Director ~, q.\_()Jv"'O 

Subject: Agenda Item M, Temporary Rule Adoption: Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Need For 
Rulemaking 

Effect of Rule 

Commission 
Authority 

Stakeholder 
Involvement 

Public Comment 

The 2001 Legislature passed Senate Bill 764-B (Oregon Laws, 2001, Chapter 
928, Attachment B) extending the Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit another 
six years. The 2001 law becomes effective on October 6, 200 I. Section 6(1 ), 
when considered in conjunction with the effective date and other language in the 
Act, is ambiguous with respect to facilities that were constructed or installed 
under the provisions of the 1999 version of the tax credit statutes. A strict 
interpretation could unintentionally exclude some Oregon taxpayers from the tax 
credit benefits provided under ORS 315 .304. 

The Department is proposing a temporary rule to clarify section 6(1) with respect 
to a key provision that allows a 50% tax credit for facilities "certified under ORS 
468.150 to 468.190 (1999 Edition)." 

The rule would continue to allow filing under the 1999 Edition for facilities 
constructed on or before December 31, 200 I. These facilities would continue to 
have two years after substantial completion to submit an application and would be 
eligible for the 50% maximum tax credit under ORS 315.304. 

The Commission has authority to address this issue under ORS 468.020 and 
183 .335(5). 

No workgroups, committees or public hearings were convened. The proposed 
temporary rule is intended to clarify ambiguous language in the legislation. 

There was no public comment period. 



Agenda Item M, Temporary Rule Adoption: Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Key Issues The 1999 version of ORS 468.155 to 468.190 provides that any person who 
constructs a pollution control facility on or before December 31, 2001 has two 
years after substantial completion to submit an application for certification. A 
taxpayer that has a facility certified under the 1999 version is allowed 50% of the 
facility cost as a tax credit. 

The 2001 Act provides that any person who constructs a pollution control facility 
has one year from substantial completion to submit an application rather than the 
two years provided under the 1999 version. The 2001 Act also provides the 
taxpayer a range from 50% to 15% of the certified facility cost as a tax credit 
depending on a number of conditions. 

Section 6(1) of the 2001 amendments provides that the 50% credit is available 
"[l]fthe facility is certified tmder ORS 468.155 to 468.190 (1999 Edition)." This 
provision, if read literally, could apply only to those facilities the Environmental 
Quality Commission (Commission) certified before the October 6, 2001 effective 
date. This literal interpretation: 

o Would preclude the Commission from certifying any facility under the 
1999 version on or after October 6, 2001, regardless of when the facility 
was constructed and whether the taxpayer filed the application with the 
Department prior to October 6, 2001; 

o Would preclude certification on or after October 6, 2001 if the taxpayer 
filed the application during the second year after the substantial 
completion of the facility; and 

o Would not provide a tax credit under section 6 if the taxpayer commenced 
construction of the facility and filed the application for certification in 
2001, and the facility is not certified prior to October 6, 2001. 

The Department believes that this striet interpretation would unfairly exclude 
some Oregon taxpayers that relied on the existing tax credit provisions being 
effective through December 31, 2001 (the date that the 1999 version of the law 
was scheduled to sunset.) The Department does not believe this literal 
interpretation is consistent with the Legislature's intent (Attachment E) when it 
adopted the new tax credit laws. The Department believes that section 6(1) was 
intended to allow taxpayers that constructed or installed facilities prior to 
December 31, 2001 to apply for and receive tax credits under that version. 



Agenda Item M, Temporary Rule Adoption: Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit 
September 21, 2001 EQC Meeting 

Next Step 

Department 
Recommendation 

Attachments 

Available Upon 
Request 

The proposed temporary rule, if adopted, would go into effect on October 1, 
2001. The Director will appoint an Advisory Committee to address the Pollution 
Control Facilities Tax Credit rules that would include this temporary rule. The 
Department will support a technical correction to ORS 468.150 to 468.190 
regarding this clarification of section 6 as part of 2003 legislative proposals. 

The Department recommends the Commission adopt the proposed temporary rule 
as presented in Attachment A to be effective October 1, 2001. 

A. Proposed Rule Revisions 
B. Senate Bill 764-B 
C. Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 
D. Statement of Need and Justification 
E. Exhibits from Legislative Record 
F. Fact Sheet - 2001 Legislation 

1. ORS 468.150 to 468.190, OAR 340-016-0005 to 340-016-0080, and ORS 
315.304 

Approved: 

Section: 

Division: 

port Prepared By: Maggie Vandehey 
Phone: 503-229-6878 
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Attachment A 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

DIVISION 16 
POLLUTION CONTROL TAX CREDITS 

For the purposes of Oregon Laws, 2001, Chapter 928, Section 6(1), a facility may be ce1tified under the 1999 edition 
of ORS 468.155 to 468.190 if the facility was substantially completed on or before December 31, 200 I and an 
application was filed with the Department within two years after the date of substantial completion. 



Attachment B 

71st OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-2001 Regular Session 

Enrolled 

Senate Bill 764 
Sponsored by Senator L BEYER; Representative NELSON (at the request of Associated Oregon In

dustries) 

CHAPTER ................................................ . 

AN ACT 

Relating to pollution control tax credits; creating new provisions; amending ORS 315.304, 468.165 
and 468.170; and prescribing an effective date. 

Be It Enact;,d by the People of the State of Oregon: 

SECTI.ON 1. ORS 468.165 is amended to read: 
468.165. (1) Any person may apply to the Environmental Quality Commission for certification 

under ORS 468.170 of a pollution control facility or portion thereof erected, constructed or installed 
by the person in Oregon if: 

. '(a~ The air or watei;: pollution control facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after 
.J:iinuary 1, 1967. . 

(b) The noise pollution control facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 
l, 1977. 

(c) The solid waste facility was under construction on or after January 1, 1973, the hazardous 
waste or used oil facility was under construction on or after October 3, 1979, and if: 

(A) The facility's principal or sole purpose conforms to the requirements of ORS 468.155 (1) and 
(2); 

(B) The facility will utilize material that would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 
459.005, hazardous waste as defined in ORS 466.005 or used oil as defined in ORS 459A.555 by me
chanical process or. chemical process or through the production, processing including presegreM 
gation, or use of, materials which have useful chemical or physical ·properties and which may be 
used for the same or other purposes, or materials which may be used in the same kind of application 
as its prior use without change in identity; 

(C) The end product of the Utilization is an item of real economic value; 
(D) The end product .. of the utilization, other than a usable source of power, is competitive with 

an end product produced in another state; and 
(E) The Oregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards at least substantially equivalent 

to the federal law. 
(d) The hazardous w·aste control facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after JanuM 

ary 1, 1984, and if: 
(A) The facility's principal or sole purpose conforms to the requirements of ORS 468.155 (1) and 

(2); and 
(B) The facility is designed to treat, substantially reduce or eliminate hazardous waste as de

fined in ORS 466.005. 
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(2) The application shall. be made in writing in a form prescribed by the Department of Envi
ronmental Quality and shall contain information on the actual cost of the facility, a description of 
the materials incorporated therein, all machinery and equipment made a part thereof, the existing 
or proposed operational procedure thereof, and a statement of the purpose of prevention, control or 
reduction of air, water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or recycling or appropriate 
disposal of used oil served or to be served by the facility and the portion of the actual cost properly 
allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution or solid or hazard
ous waste or to recycling or appropriately disposing of used oil. 

(3) The Director of the Department of Environmental Quality may require any further informa
tion the director considers necessary before a certificate is issued. 

(4) The application shall be accompanied by a fee established under subsection (5) of this sec
tion. The fee may be refunded if the application for certification is rejected. 

(5) By rule and after hearing the commission may adopt a schedule of reasonable fees which the 'r 
department may require of applicants for certificates issued under ORS 468.167 and 468.170. Before 
the adoption or revision of any such fees the commission shall estimate the total cost of the program 
to the department. The fees shall be based on the anticipated cost of filing, investigating, granting 
and rejecting the applications and shall be designed not to exceed the total cost estimated by the 
commission. Any excess fees shall be held by the department and shall· be used by the commission 
to reduce any future fee increases. The fee may vary according to the size Mid complexity of the 
facility. The fees [shall] may not be considered by the commission as part of the cost of the facility 
to be certified. 

(6) The 'application shall be submitted after construction of the facility is substantially com·11 
pleted and. the facility is placed in service and within [two years] one year after construction of the 
facility is ~ubstantially completed. Failure to file a timely application shall make the facility ineli
gible for tax credit certification. An application [shall] may not be considered filed until it is com
plete and ready for processing. The commission may grant an extension of time to file an apP.,lication 
for circumstances beyond the control of the applicant that would make a timely filing unreasonable. 

·.However, the period for filing an application [shall] may not be extended to a date beyond Decem
l:u.;r 31, [2003] 2008. 

SECTION 2. ORS 468.170 is amended to read: 
468.170. (1) The Environmental Quality Commission shall act on an application for certification 

before the 120th day after the filing of the application under ORS 468.165. The action of the com
mission shall include certification of the actual cost of the facility and the portion of the actual cost 
properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution or solid 
or hazardous waste or to recycling or appropriately disposing of used oil. The actual cost or portion 
of the actual cost certified {shall] may not exceed the taxpayer's own cash investment in the facility 
or portion of the facility. Each certificate shall bear a separate serial number for each such facility. 

(2) If the commission rejects an application for certification, or certifies a lesser actual cost of 
the facility or a lesser portion of the actual cost properly allocable to the prevention, control or 
reduction of air, water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to 'recycling or appropri
ately disposing of used oil than was claimed in the application for certification, the commission shall 
cause written notice of its action, and a concise statement of the findings and reasons therefor, to 
be sent by registered or certified mail to the applicant before the 120th day after the filing of the 
application. 

(3) If the application is rejected for any reason, including the information furnished by the ap
plicant as to the cost of the facility, or if the applicant is dissatisfied with the certification of actual 
cost or portion of the actual cost properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of air, water 
or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or appropriately disposing of used oil, 
the applicant may appeal from the rejection as provided in ORS 468.110. The rejection or the cer
tification is final and conclusive on all parties unless the applicant takes an appeal therefrom as 
provided in ORS 468.110 before the 30th day after notice was mailed by the commission. 
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(4)(a) The commission shall certify a pollution control, solid waste, hazardous waste or used ail 
facility or portion thereof, far which an application has been made under ORS 468.165, if the ca.m
missian finds that the facility: 

(A) Was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements of ORS 468.165 
(l); 

(B) Is designed far, and is being operated or will operate in accordance with the requirements 
of ORS 468.155; and 

(0) Is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS 454.010 ta 454.040, 454.205 ta 454.255, 
454.505 ta 454.535, 454.605 ta 454.755, ORS chapters 459, 459A, 466 and 467 and ORS chapters 468, 
468A and 468B and rules thereunder. 

(b) Na determination of the proportion of the actual cost of the facility to be certified shall be 
made until receipt of the application. 

(c) If one or more facilities constitute an operational unit, the commission may certify such fa
cilities under one certificate. 

(d) A certificate under this section is effective far purposes of tax relief in accordance with ORS 
307.405 and 315.304 if, on or before December 31, [2001] 2007, erection, construction or installation 
of the facility is completed, the facility is placed in service and the application for certification is 
filed with the commission under ORS 468.165. 

(5) A person receiving a certificate under this section may take tax r~lief only under ORS 
315.304, depending upon the tax status of the person's trade or business except "that: 

(a) A corporation organized under ORS chapter 65 or any subsequent transferee of the corpo
ration shall take tax relief only under ORS 307.405; and 

(b)(A) A corporation organized under ORS chapter 62 or any predecessor ta ORS chapter 62 
relating ta·· the incorporation of cooperative associations or the subsequent transferee of the corpo· 
ration may make an irrevocable election to take the tax relief under either ORS 315.304 or 307.405. 
The corporation. shall make the election at the time of applying for the certificate, except that a 
corporatio.n receiving a certificate prior to December 31, 1995, may make the election at· any time 
on or before Decemb'er 31, 1995. If a corporation elects on or before December 31, 1995, to take the 
tax relief under ORS 315.304, any income taxes, penalties or interest otherwise payable by the cor
poration for improperly taking the tax relief under ORS 315.304 in a taxable year prior ta making 
t}\e election shall be waived. 

(B) In the case of a corporation making the election under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, 
the election applies to: 

(i) All existing or future facilities that are certified under this section, if the corporation claimed 
a credit under ORS 315.304 far a tax year beginning prior to December 31, 1995; or 

(ii) All future facilities that are certified under this section, if the corporation did not claim a 
credit under ORS 315.304 for a tax year beginning prior to December 31, 1995. 

(6) If the person receiving the certificate is a partnership1 each partner shall be entitled to take 
tax credit relief as provided in ORS 315.304, based an that partner's pro rata share of the certified 
cost of the facility. 

(7) Certification under this section of a pollution control facility qualifying under ORS 468.165 
(1) shall be granted for a period of 10 consecutive years which 10-year period shall begin with the 
tax year of the person in which the facility is certified under this section, except that if ad valorem 
tax relief is utilized by a carparatfon organized under ORS chapter 62 or 65 the facility shall be 
exempt from ad valorem taxation for a period of 20 consecutive years. 

(8) Portions of a facility qualifying under ORS 468.165 (l)(c) may be certified separately under 
this section if ownership of the portions is in more than one person. Certification of such portions 
of a facility shall include certification of the actual cost of the portion of the facility ta the person 
receiving the certification. The actual cost certified for all portions of a facility separately certified 
under this subsection [shall] may not exceed the total cost of the facility that would have been 
certified under one certificate. The provisions of ORS 315.304 (8) [shall] apply ta any sale, exchange 
or other disposition of a certified portion of a facility. 
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(9) A certificate issued under this section shall state the applicable percentage of the 
certified cost of the facilify, as determmed under section 6 of this 2001 Act. 

(10) If the construction or installation of a facility is commenced after December 31, 2005, 
the facility may be certifi.ed only if the facility or applicant is described in section 6 (3) of this 
2001 Act. A facility described in section 6 (2) of this 2001 Act for which construction or in· 
stallation is commenced after December 31, 2005, may not be certified under this section. 

SECTION 3. (1) Notwithstanding ORS 315.304 (9), in the case of a pollution control facility 
for which unexpired tax credits exist as of the tax year of the taxpayer that begins in the 
2001 calendar year, if the facility is in use and operation during the 'tax year immediately 
following the third succeeding tax year described in ORS 315.304 (9), any credit under ORS 
315.304 remaining unused may be carried forward to that fourth succeeding tax year. If the 
facility is in use and operation during the tax year immediately following the fourth suc· 
ceeding tax year, any credit under ORS 315.304 remaining unused may be carried forward to Ir 
that fifth succeeding tax year. If the facility is in use and operation during the tax year im· 
mediately following the fifth succeeding tax year, any credit under ORS 315.304 remaining 
unused may b~ carried forward to that sixth succeeding tax year, but may not be carried 
forward to any tax year thereafter . 

. '(2) For purposes-of this section, unexpired tax credits include credits claimed pursuant 
to ORS 315.304 (2) and credits carried over from previous tax years pursuant to ORS 315.304 
(9). 

SECTION 4. ORS 315.304 is amended to read: 
315.304.' (1) A credit against taxes imposed by ORS chapter 316 (or, if the taxpayer is a corpo

ration, under ORS chapter 317 or 318) for a pollution control facility or facilities certified under 
ORS 468.170 shall be allowed if the taxpayer qualifies under subsection (4) of this section. 

(2) For a facility certified under ORS 468.170, the maximum credit allowed in any one tax year II 
shail be the lesser of the tax liability of the taxpayer or [one-half] the applicable percentage of the 
certified cost of the facility, as determined under section 6 or 7 of this 2001 Act, multiplied by 
the certified percentage allocable to pollution control, divided by the number. of years of the facili
.tv's useful life. The number of years of the facility's useful life used in this calculation shall be the 
remaining number of years of useful life at the time the facility is certified but not less than one 
year nor more than 10 years. 

(3) To qualify for the credit the pollution control facility must be erected, constructed or in
stalled in accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.165 (1) and must be certified for tax relief 
under ORS 468.155 to 468.190. 

(4) To qualify for a tax credit under this section: 
(a) The taxpayer who is allowed the credit must be: 
(A) The owner, including a contract purchaser, of the trade or business that utilizes Oregon 

property requiring a pollution control facility to Prevent or minimize pollution; 
. (B) A person who, as a lessee or pursuant to an agreement, conducts the trade or business that 

operates or utilizes such property; or 
(C) A person who, as an owner, including a contract purchaser, or lessee, owns or leases a 

pollution control facility that is used: 
(i) In a business that is engaged in a production activity described in 40 C.F.R. 430.20 (as of July 

1, 1998); or 
, (ii) For recycling1 material recovery or energy recovery as defined in ORS 459.005; and 

(b) The facility must be owned or leased during the tax year by the tsxpayer claiming the credit 
and must have been in use and operation during the tax year for which the credit is claimed. 

(5) Regardless of when the facility is erected, constructed or installed, a credit under this sec
tion may be claimed by a taxpayer: 

(a) For a facility qualifying under ORS 468.165 (l)(a) or (b), only in.those tax years which begin 
on or after January 1, 1967. 

Enrolled Senate Bill 764 (SB 764-B) Page 4 

' . ' 



(b) For a facility qualifying under ORS 468.1.65 (l)(c), in those tax years which begin on or after 
January 1, 1973. · 

(c) For a facility qualifying under ORS 468.165 (l)(d), in those tax years which begin on or after 
January 1, 1984. 

(6) For a facility certified IJilder ORS 468.170, the maximum total credit allowable shall not ex
ceed one'half of the certified cost of the facility multiplied by the certified percentage allocable to 
pollution control. 
• (7) The credit provided by this section is not in lieu of any depreciation or amortization de

duction for the facility to which the taxpayer otherwise may be entitled under ORS chapter 316, 317 
or 318 for such year. 

(8) Upon any sale, exchange or other disposition of a facility, notice thereof shall be given to 
the Environmental Quality Commission who shall revoke the certification covering such facility as 
of the date of such disposition. Notwithstanding ORS 468.170 (4)(c), the transferee may apply for a 
new certificate under ORS 468.170, but the tax credit available to such transferee shall be limited 
to the amount of credit not claimed by the transferor. The sale, exchange or other disposition of 
shares in an S corporation as defined in section 1361 of the Internal Revenue Code or of a partner's 
interest in a partnership shall not be deemed a sale, exchange or other disposition of a facility for 
purposes of this subsection. 

· (9) Any tax credit otherwise allowable under this section which is not used by the taxpayer in 
a particular year may be carried forward and offset against the taxpayer's tax liability for the next 
succeeding tax year. Any credit remaining unused in such next succeeding tax year may be carried 
forward and~used in the second succeeding tax year, a:nd likewise, any credit not used in that second 
succeeding .tax year may be carried forward and used in the third succeeding tax year, but may not 
be carried 'forward for any tax year thereafter. Credits may be carried forward to and used in a tax 
year beyond the years specified in ORS 468.170. 

(10) The taxpayer's adjusted basis for determining gain or loss shall not be further decreased 
by any tax credits allowed under this section. 

{ll) A person d~scribed in subsection (4)(a)(C) of this section may, but· need not, operate the 
facility or conduct a txade or business that utilizes property requiring the facility. If more than one 
person has an interest under subsection (4)(a)(C) of this section in the facility, only one person may 
claim the credit allowed under this section. However, portions of the facility may be certified sepa
rately in the same manner as provided in ORS 468.170 (8) if ownership of the portions is in more 
than one person. The person claiming the credit as between an owner, including a contract pur
chaser, and lessee under this subsection shall be designated in a written statement signed by both 
the lessor and lessee of the facility. This statement shall be filed with the Department of Revenue 
not later than the final day of the first tax year for which a tax credit is claimed. 

(12)(a) A ta."Cpayer may not be allowed a ta.'< credit under this section for any tax year 
during which the taxpayer is convicted of a felony under ORS 468.922 to 468.956 that is re· 
lated to the facility for which the tax credit would otherwise be"claimed, or for the four tax 
years succeeding the tax year during which the taxpayer is convicted. 

(b) The amount of any tax credit that is otherwise allowable under this section but for 
paragraph (a) of this subsection shall be considered to be claimed by the taxpayer for pur· 
poses of determining .the amount of ta.""' credit that may be claimed in a tax year in which 
paragraph (a) of this subsection permits the taxpayer to claim the credit. 

SECTION 5. Sections 6 to Sa of this 2001 Act are added to and made a part of ORS 468.155 
to 468.190. 

SECTION 6. For purposes of ORS 315.304, the applicable percentage of the certified cost 
of a facility shall be one of the following: 

(1) If the facility is certified under ORS 468.155 to 468.190 (1999 Edition) or if construction 
or installation of the facility is commenced prior to January 1, 2001, and completed prior to 
January 1, 2004, 50 percent. 
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(2) Except as provided in subsection (1) or (3) of this section, if the facility is certified 
pursuant to application for· certification filed on or after January 1, 2002, and: 

(a) Construction or installation of the facility is commenced on or after January 1, 2001, 
and on or before December 31, 2003, 25 percent; or 

(b) Construction or installation of the facility is commenced after December 31, 2003, and 
on or before December 31, 2005, 15 percent. 

(3) U certified pursuant to application for certification filed on or after January 1, 2002, 
35 percent if: ., 

(a) The applicant is certified under International Organization for Standardization 
standard ISO 14001; 

(b) A Green Permit that applies to the facility has been issued under ORS 468.501 to 
468.521; 

(c) The facility is a nonpoint source or is regulated as a confined animal feeding operation 
under ORS 468B.200 to 468B.230; 

(d) The facility is used for material recovery or recycling, as those terms are defined in 
ORS 459.005; 

(e) The facility is used in an agricultural or forest products operation and is used for 
energy recovery, as defined in ORS 459.005; 

(f) The certified cost of the facility does not exceed $200,000; 
(g) Construction or installation of the facility is entirely voluntary and no portion of it 

is required in order to comply with a federal law administered by the United States Envi
ronmental Protection Agency, a state law administered by the Department of Environmental 
QU.ality or a law administered by a regional air pollution authority; or 

(h) The applicant demonstrates to the Department of Environmental Quality that the 
applicant uses an environmental management system at the facility. In order for the de· 
partment to determine that the applicant uses an environ.mental management system at the 
facility: 

1 

·(A) The applicant must have the environmental management systeni used at the facility 
;r~yiewed by an independent third party familiar with environmental management systems 
llD.d submit a report to the department stating that the provisions of this paT-agraph have 
been met. The report shall be accompanied by supporting materials that document compli· 
ance with the provisions of this paragraph. The report shall include certification from a 
registered or certified environmental management auditor employed by, or under contract 
with, the independent third party that reviewed the environmental management system; or 

(B) The department shall contract with an independent third party familiar with envi· 
ronmental management systems tO review the environmental management system employed 
at the facility. The third party shall review the environmental management system, and, if 
the third party determines that the environmental management system meets the provisions 
of this paragraph, a registered or certified environmental management system auditor em· 
ployed by, or contracted with, the third party shall certify that determination to the de
partment. The department shall recover from the applicant the costs incurred by the 
department as prescribed in ORS 468.073. An applicant shall be liable for the costs of the 
department under this subparagraph without regard to ~hether the department certifies the 
facility as a pollution control facility. The department may not certify a facility to which this 
subparagraph applies until the department has received full payment from the applicant. 

SECTION 6a. As used in section 6 of this 2001 Act, "environmental management 
system" means a continual cycle of planning, implementing, reviewing and improving the 
actions undertaken at the facility to meet environmental obligations and improve environ· 
mental performance that meet: 

(1) The standards established by the International Organization for Standardization un· 
der ISO 14001; 
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(2) The standards established in the Green Permit program established under ORS 468.501 
to 468.521; or 

(3) Other standards that meet criteria established by the Environmental Quality Com
mission by rule. 

SECTION 7. (l) If a person has obtained pollution control facility certification in which 
the applicable percentage is 35 percent because of issuance of a Green Permit described un· 
der section 6 (3)(b) of this 2001 Act that applies to the certified facility and the Green Permit 
is revoked, the applicable percentage for any remaining tax credit to be claimed under ORS 
315.304 shall be the applicable percentage described under section 6 (2) of this 2001 Act. If the 
construction or installation of the facility is commenced on or after January 1, 2006, the 
pollution control facility certification shall be revoked. 

(2) The Department of Environmental Quality shall inform the Department of Revenue 
of the revocation. 

SECTION 8. If a person is convicted of a felony under ORS 468.922 to 468.956, the county 
district attorney or the Attorney General, whichever was the prosecuting officer, shall give 
notice of the conviction to the Department of Revenue. 

SECTION Sa. For purposes of ORS 468.155 to 468.190, the construction or installation of 
a facility is commenced when the person constructing or installing the facility has obtained 
all necessary preliminary approvals and has begun continuous on-site: mpdification, con
struction, installation or other activity, the completion of which will cause the person to be 
able to obtain certification under ORS 468.155 to 468.190. Interruptions and delays resulting 
from naturiil. disasters, strikes, litigation or other matters beyond the control of the oWner 
shall be disregarded in determining whether the actions undertaken by the person are con· 
tinuous. Th6 burden of demonstrating that constrnction or installation of a facility is com .. 
menced shall be borne by the person filing an application for certification under ORS 468.165. 

SECTION 9. (1) The Legislative Assembly finds that the concept of environmental re· 
sponsibility has m:;itured beyond basic compliance with regulatory requirements tO one in 
Which citizens and .businesses voluntarily implement innovative solutiOns to achieve shared 
environmental goals.· 

(2) The Legislative Assembly declares that a pollution control tax credit that shifts the 
majority of the incentive away from compensation for basic regulatory compliance and to· 
ward encouraging voluntary investment is an effective way to achieve environmental goals. 

(3) The Legislative Assembly f'mds and declares that it is the policy of this state to pro
mote sustainability and provide incentives for the voluntary prevention, elimination, re• 
duction or control of air pollution, water pollution, solid waste and hazardous waste through 
the voluntary application of innovative solutions to achieve the environmental goals of this 
state. 

(4) The Legislative Assembly declares it to be the policy of this state to promote social, 
economic and environmental principles of sustainability by providing incentives to individuals 
and businesses that support social, economic and environmental sust3.inability goals. 

SECTION 10. (1) There is created the Pollution Control Ta.-.: Credit Improvement and 
Review Task Force. The task force is charged with the following two primary undertakings: 

(a) To study and -review the e."<isting pollution cont.rol tax credit program under ORS 
468.155 to 468.190 and 315.304; and 

(b) To compare the pollution control tax credit program with other types of incentives 
to see which type of incentive is most efficient and effective in achieving the policies set 
forth in section 9 of this 2001 Act. 

(2) In studying and reviewing the existing pollution control ta.x credit program under 
subsection (l}(a) of this section, the task force shall con_sider, but is not limited to consid· 
ering: 

(a) Ways to achieve administrative efficiency; 
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(b) Measures to simplify the existing program and reduce the complexity faced by the 
applicant in the application and certification process; and 

(c) Methods for measuring the environmental effectiveness or economic development 
achieved as a result of the pollution control tax credit program. 

(3) Jn studying pollution control incentives under subsection (l)(b) of this section, the 
task force shall consider, but is not limited to considering: 

(a) Incentives that promote sustainability, recycling or reductions in harmful emissions 
and toxics; 

(b) Benefits to local economies and local goveriunent tax revenues that are related to the 
incentives being reviewed; and 

(c) Incentives that simultaneously support community economic, environmental and so .. 
cial sustainability objectives through the collaborative efforts of business, government and 
nonprofit organizations. 

(4) The Governor shall appoint to the task force: 
(a) Not more than seven members, with the concurrence of the Speaker of the House of 

Representatives and the President of the Senate. A member appointed under this section 
must represent one of the following interests, each interest of which must be represented 
on the task force: 

· (A) Agriculture; 
(B) Business; 
(C) Environmental advocacy; and 
(D) The. general public. A member of the general public appointed under this paragraph 

must be knowledgeable about the principles of sustainability. 
(b) One ex officio nonvoting representative from the Economic and Community Develop .. 

ment Deparbnent and one ex officio nonvoting representative of the Department of Envi .. 
ronmenta:l Quality and the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(5)(a) The President of the Senate shall appoint one senator to the task force and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives shall appoint one member of the House of 'i.tepre-

-- Sentatives to the task force. 
-·~ (b) A member of the Legislative Assembly appointed to the task force shall be entitled 
to an allowance as authorized by ORS 171.072 from funds appropriated to the Legislative 
Assembly. 

(6)(a) The task force shall report on an ongoing and periodic basis to the interim com· 
mittees of the Seventy-first Legislative Assembly having jurisdiction over revenue and envi
ronmental matters. 

(b) The task force shall prepare a ·final written report of the findings and recommen .. 
dations of the task force and shall present the report to the committees of the Seventy .. 
second Legislative Assembly having jurisdiction over revenue and environmental matters. 

(7) The Legislative Revenue Officer shall provide the staff and administrative support 
necessary for the performance of the functions of the task force. 

(8) Official action by the task force created under this section shall require the approval 
of a majority of the members of the task force. All legislation recommended by official action 
of the task force must indicate that it is introduced at the request of the taslt force. Such 
legislation shall be prepared in time for presession filing pursuant to ORS 171.130, for pres· 
entation to the regular session of the Seventy-se~ond Legislative Assembly. 

SECTION 11. Section 10 of this 2001 Act is repealed July 1, 2003. 
SECTION 12. This 2001 Act takes effect on the 91st day after the date on which the 

regular session of the Seventy-first Legislative Assembly adjourns sine die. 
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Introduction 

Attachment C 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Temporary Rulemaking Proposal 
for 

Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 

Oregon Laws, 2001, Chapter 928 (Enrolled Senate Bill 764) significantly amended the Pollution 
Control Facilities Tax Credit statutes and extended the program for another six years. Section 
6(1) of the Act, when considered in conjunction with the effective date and other language in the 
Act, is ambiguous with respect to facilities that were constructed or installed under the 
provisions of the 1999 version of the tax credit statntes. This temporary rule clarifies that the 
language in section 6(1) means that a facility is to be certified under the 1999 law if the facility is 
substantially completed by December 31, 2001 and the application for certification is filed within 
two years after snbstantial completion. 

General Public 
Individuals can talce pollution control facilities tax credit against state personal income tax; or for 
cooperatives and non-profit corporations, as a credit against ad valorem taxes. There could be a 
direct impact to the general public in the amount of the tax credit depending on the interpretation 
of the 2001 law. 

Small Business 
Small businesses with 50 or fewer employees submit over 80% of applications for this tax credit 
each year, averaging 144 applications per year. Small businesses utilize the tax credit program 
for investments such as automotive refrigerant recovery equipment, alternatives to open field 
burning, oil/water separators, animal waste treatment systems, wood chippers, and underground 
and above ground storage tank systems. There could be a direct impact to small businesses in the 
amount of the tax credit depending on the interpretation of the 2001 law. This impact is 
indeterminate because· the number of applications and the amount of qualifying investment 
cannot be know in advance. 

Large Business 
Large businesses submit less than 20% of applications for this tax credit each year, averaging 36 
per year. There could be a direct impact to large business in the amount of the tax credit 
depending on the interpretation of the 2001 law. This impact is indeterminate because the 
number of applications and the amount of qualifying investment cannot be know in advance. 
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Local Governments 
Local governments are not eligible for certification of a pollution control tax credit and therefore, 
a change in program benefits will not have a direct financial impact on local governments. 

The tax credit statutes and rules allow cooperatives and non-profit corporations to claim credits 
against ad valorcm taxes. Any change in tax credit program benefits to such organizations could 
potentially result in an increase or decrease in ad valorem tax collections by local governments; 
however, this proposal does not change the impact on ad valorem tax collection. 

State Agencies 
The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is already involved in processing tax credit 
applications. The Oregon Department of Agriculture will continue to participate in tax credit 
application reviews. This amendment does not change the Oregon Department of Revenue's 
participation in that they process income tax returns redeeming the credit. The proposed rule 
amendment does not have a fiscal impact on DEQ or other state agencies. The amount of tax 
credits issued and talcen by persons for pollution control facilities represents the amount by 
which tax collections, and hence the state's General Fund, will diminish. 

Assumptions 
No other assumptions were made in developing the proposed temporary rule. 

Housing Cost Impact Statement 
The Department has determined that this proposed rulemaking will have no effect on the cost of 
development of a 6,000 square foot parcel and the construction of a 1,200 square foot detached 
single family dwelling on that parcel. 
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Attachment D 

Secretary of State 
STATEMENT OF NEED AND JUSTIFICATION 

A Certificate and Order for Filing Temporary Administrative Rules accompanies this form. 

Department of Environmental Quality, Management Services Division 
Agency and Division 

In the Matter of 

OAR 340-016-0005 
OAR 340-016-0010 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Statutory Authority, 
Statutes Implemented, 
Statement of Need, 
Principal Documents Relied Upon, 

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.020 and 183.335(5). 

Statutes Implemented: ORS 468.150 to 468.190 and ORS 315.304 

Need for the Temporary Rule(s): Oregon Laws, 2001, Chapter 928 (Enrolled Senate Bill 
764-B) significantly amended the Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit statutes and extended 
the program another six years. The 2001 law becomes effective on October 6, 2001. Section 
6(1) of the Act, when considered in conjunction with the effective date and other language in the 
Act, is ambiguous with respect to facilities that were constructed or installed under the 
provisions of the 1999 version of the tax credit statutes. 

Documents Relied Upon: Oregon Law, 2001, Chapter 928 

Justification of Temporary Rule(s): The Enviromnental Quality Commission (EQC) finds that 
failure to clarify the ambiguous provision in the new statute prior to its effective date will result 
in serious prejudice to the interests of parties concerned with the application of the statute. The 
ambiguous language in section 6(1) could be construed to exclude some Oregon taxpayers from 
the tax credit benefits provided under ORS 315.304. Taxpayers affected by the provisions would 
be disadvantaged if they were required to wait for the adoption of permanent rules or the judicial 
review of specific Commission decisions interpreting the statute to determine whether facilities 
are eligible for certification and the deadline for submission of applications for certification. The 
temporary rule is needed to clarify section 6(1 ). 

Housing Cost Impact Statement: The Department has determined that this proposed 
rulemaking will have no effect on the cost of development of a 6,000 square foot parcel and the 
construction of a 1,200 square foot detached single family dwelling on that parcel. 

Rules Coordinator Signature and Date 

Melinda Eden, Chair 
Environmental Quality Commission 
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Attachment E 

Proposed Amendments to SB 764A: Pollution Control Credit 

SB 764A 1. Extends period for construction of facilities eligible for pollution control tax 
credits through December 31, 2007 (Under current law this provision sunsets 
December 31, 2001 ). 

2. Extends period for submitting applications for certification of pollution control 
facilities through December 31, 2009 (Under current law this provision sunsets 
December 31, 2003). ' 

3. Allows additional 3 year carryforward for unused pollution control tax credits 
provided credit.s haven't expired as of the 2001 tax year and the facility remains 
in operation during the additional carryforward period. 

4. Allows taxpayer engaged in agricultural plastics recycling to sell their ·pollution 
control credit to another taxpayer if approved by Department cf Revenue. 

- A24 . Revises pollution control credit program as follows: 

1. Extends period for construction of facilities ellgible for pollution control tax 
credits through December 31, 2007 (Under current law this provision sunsets 
December 31, 2001). 

2. Extends period for submitting applications for certification of pollution control 
facilities through December 31, 2008 (Under current law this provision sunsets 
December 31, 2003). 

3. Shortens period between project completion and submission of application for 
certification from two years to one year. 

4. Projects commenced before January 1, 2001 and completed before January 1, 
2004 (or certified by December 31, 2001) receive "safe-harbor" treatment same 
as current law program (credit is 50% of certified costs). 

5. Projects not meeting criteria below commenced 1/1/01-12/31/03 eligible fer 25% 
cf certified costs; projects commenced 1/1/04-12/31/05 eligible for 15% of 
certified costs; no credit for these projects certitied after 12/31/2005. 

6. Following types of projects ("upper tier") eligible for 35% of certified costs (full 
credit): ISO 14001 certified, holds DEQ green permit, non-point source or 
CAFO, material recovery er recycling, agrricultural or forest products energy 
recovery, "small" projects (<$200,000 certified costs), controls not required by 
federal, state or regional law, or certified Environmental Mgt. System. 

7. Disqualifies facility from upper tier tax credit if green permit is revoked. 
8. Disallows credit for 5 years if taxpayer is convicted of environmental offences 

(related to the facility qualifying for the credit) under ORS 468.922 - 468.956. 
9. Creates Interim pollution control tax credit improvement and review task force. 

1 O. Allows additional 3 year carryforward for unused pollution control tax credits 
provided credits haven't expired as of the 2001 tax year and the facility remains 
in operation during the additional carryforward period. 
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Provision Current Law 
Sunset (construction - 12131/01-

application) 12131/03 

Safe Harbor 
(% of certified costs) 

Credit for "lower-lier" projects 
and projects required by law 50% 
(%of certified costs) 

Credit for "upper-tier" projects 
and projects not required by law, 50% 
etc. (% of certified costs) 
Additional credit for climate 
change gas or PBT mitigation -
(% of certified costs) 

Credit cap None 

Maximum period 10 years 

Cany fmward 3 years 
Additional carryforward (for -existing projects) 
Allows Ag. Plastics recycler to 
sell unused credit? -
Interim Task Force -
Disqualification for felony (-A 19) -

SB 764A Amendments Summary 

SB 764A -A18 -A20 -A24 
12131/07- 12131/05- 12131/07 12131/07 -
12/31f09 12/31/07 (applications) 12/31/08 

Construction commenced 
before 111/01 and 

completed 
before 111/04 50% 

Applica1ion filed by: Construction commenced 
6130103 15% by 12131/03 25% 50% 35% 6/30105 10% by 12/31/05 15% 

After 6130/05 0% after 12131 /05 0% 

50% 50% 25% 35% 

- - 5% -

None None $0.5 mil. per project, 
None $1 mil. per applicant 

10years 10 years 10 years 10 years 
3 years 3 years None 3 years 

3years 3 years Jyears 3 years 

Yes No No No 

No Yes I formal Yes Yes I formal 

- - - Yes 
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Extend Sunset (SB 764A) 

-AtB 

-A20 

-A24 

ion 

2001-3 

-1.59 
-1.16 
-0.51 
-0.83 

pilcorp-sur s 01.xls 

Estimated Revenue Impact($ million) 
2003-5 20115-Z 
-9.64 -17.11 

+ 0.4 -7.08 +2.6 -12.66 +4.5 
+ 1.1 -2.81 + 6.8 -4.17 + 12.9 
+0.8 -4.92 +4.7 -7.72 + 9.4 
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Elements of SB 764 with Negotiated Amendments Proposed 7/1/01 

I. Extension. Extends application dates for certification of credits (see over). 

2. Phase out. Reduction of program over time (see over). 

3. Tiered Credit Awards. The percentage credit eligible for certification is tiered depending on 
project and is reduced overtime (see over). 

4. Violations. Prohibits cash-in or carry forward of credits for five years if convicted of a felony 
under Environmental Crimes Act (Expanded Haas proposal, Section 4 (12), and Section 8 of 
amendments). 

S. Policy. Sets out policy on Incentives and Sustainability (Section 9 of amendments) 
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6. Determine Effectiveness and Options. Establishes Work Group to review program, studies study 
alternatives, determine effectiveness, proposal to legislature (Section 12 of amendments). 

7. Limited Carry Forward Extension. Maintains extra 3-year carry forward provision (GP 
provisions, already in bill) 
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Rates and Dates Proposed Under 7/1/01 Negotiated Amendments 

Current Level - 50 Percent 
Projects completed by 12131/0 l 
Projects commencing construction prior to 1/1/01 and completed before 1/1/04 

New High Tier- 35 Percent 
Projects commencing construction on or after 1/1/0 l and completed by 12/31107 

Recycling Nonpoinl Source 
ISO 14001 certified DEQ Green Permitted 
Projects certified< $200,000 Voluntary Controls 

CerJified Errvironmental Management System 

New Low Tier - Ramp Down 
25Percent c;'.""" 1hot oommea<o '°"'lrudUm 1/1/{)! lhrough I 2131/0J 

15 Percent 
Projects that commence construction after 12131/03 and through 12/31105 c; OPercent 

Projects that commence construction after 12/31105 ~ 



_. Eact Sheet -

r'ollution Control Facilities 
Tax Credit and the 2001 Law 

Program extended 
The Seventy-first Legislative Assembly 
extended the Pollution Control Facilities 
Tax Credit for another six years. 

Application filing period changes 
The period for filing an application changes 
from two years to one year after 
construction of the facility is completed. 

No tax credits for violators 
A tax credit is not available to any taxpayer 
convicted of a felony related to a certified 
pollution control facility. 

Task Force 
The Governor will appoint a task force to 
study the pollution control tax credit. 

Reduced maximum tax credit percentage 
Tax credit values are a percent of the facility cost; the maximum percentage will be reduced 
according to these conditions: 

50% Applies to any facility 
o Certified under the 1999 Edition of ORS 468.155 to 468.190; or 
o If construction commenced before 111101 and completed before 1/1/04. 

The reduced maximum tax credit percentages apply to applications filed on or after 
111102 ifthe facility does not qualify for the 50% maximum tax credit. 

35% Applies if any one of the following conditions is true. 
a) Certified facility cost does not exceed $200,000. 
b) Construction or installation of the facility is voluntary. 
c) The applicant 

o is ISO 14001 certified; or 
o uses an environmental management system at the facility. 

d) A Green Permit applies to the facility. 
e) The facility is used for one of the following purposes: 

o nonpoint source pollution control; 
o confined animal feeding operation; 
o material recovery or recycling; or 
o energy recovery in an agricultural or forest products operation. 

If the facility or applicant does not qualify for the 35% maximum tax credit then the 
following percentages apply . 

25% If construction commenced 111101 through 12/ 3 l/03; 
15% If construction commenced 1/1/04 through 12/31/05; or 
0% If construction commenced after 12/31/05. 

I •l 3•1 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Management Services 
Division 
Tax Credit Program 
811SW6111 Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
Phone: (503) 229-6878 

(800) 452-4011 
Fax: (503) 229-6730 
Contact: Maggie Vandehey 
ww1v.deq.state.or.11s 

Last Updated: 8/8/2001 



Approved __ 
Approved with Corrections __ 

Minutes are not final until approved by the Commission. 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Minutes of the Two Hundred and Ninety-Eighth Meeting 

September 20-21, 2001 
Regular Meeting' 

The following Environmental Quality Commission members were present for the regular meeting, held at the 
Windmill Inns, 2525 Ashland Street, Ashland, Oregon. 

Melinda Eden, Chair 
Tony Van Vliet, Vice Chair 
Harvey Bennett, Member 

Deirdre Malarkey, Member 
Mark Reeve, Member 

Also present were Larry Knudsen, Oregon Department of Justice (DOJ), Stephanie Hallock, Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) Director, and DEQ staff. 

Prior to calling the meeting to order on September 20, Chair Eden requested a moment of silence in 
remembrance of the victims of the tragic events of September 11, 2001. Chair Eden then called the meeting 
to order at approximately 10:00 a.m. Agenda items were taken in the following order. 

A. Discussion Item: Development of Performance Appraisal Process for Director 

Commissioner Bennett reported that since the August 9-10, 2001, EQC meeting, he and Commissioner Van 
Vliet had continued working on a potential performance appraisal process for the Director. The Commission 
discussed the frequency of evaluation and how to gain external input from the Governor's office, state 
leaders and DEQ staff during the appraisal process. Commissioner Bennett and Commissioner Van Vliet 
suggested scheduling a report to the Commission at the December 6-7, 2001, EQC meeting to consider their 
recommendation for an appraisal process. The Commission agreed to hold a discussion at the December 
meeting. 

Helen Lottridge, DEQ Management Services Division Administrator, explained a new state requirement for 
Commission review and approval of agency head transactions. Ms. Lottridge requested the Commission 
adopt a policy delegating review and approval of certain financial transactions of the Director to the 
Management Services Division Administrator, with annual Commission review of the approved transactions. 
The Commission discussed the policy with Ms. Lottridge and Director Hallock. Commissioner Bennett moved 
the Commission approve the policy. Commissioner Malarkey second~d the motion and it.passed with four 
"yes" votes. 

8. Discussion Item: Strategic Doing and Performance Measures 

Director Hallock introduced this item and asked Ms. Lottridge and Dawn Farr, Strategic Planning 
Coordinator, to facilitate discussion with the Commission. Ms. Lottridge explained DEQ's development of 

1 Staff reports and written material submitted at the meeting are made part of the record and available from 
DEQ, Office of the Director, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204. 
2 Mark Reeve is also a member of the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB). He participated in 
parts of a concurrent OWEB meeting and was present for agenda items C and E of the EQC meeting. 
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strategic priorities and executive performance measures that the agency will use to track progress. Ms. 
Lottridge gave an overview of the timeline for completing this work and involving the Commission in final 
review of the agency strategic plan. Commissioners, the Director, and Ms. Lottridge discussed key actions 
for involving Oregonians in solving environmental problems, protecting Oregon's water, protecting public 
health from toxic chemicals, and achieving excellence in agency performance. Commissioners asked the 
Department to present a final draft of the strategic plan for discussion at the December 6-7, 2001, EQC 
meeting. 

C. Contested Case No. WQ/l-NWR-00-125 regarding Reggie Huff 

Larry Knudsen, Assistant Attorney General, introduced this item and explained that neither Reggie Huff nor 
the Department requested oral arguments to the Commission on this case. Mr. Knudsen summarized 
findings of fact made by the Hearing Officer and arguments made by Mr. Huff and the Department Mr. 
Knudsen asked Commissioners to declare any ex parte contacts or conflicts of interest regarding this case. 
Commissioners declared none. The Commission discussed the case and considered setting this matter over 
to the December 6-7, 2001, meeting to provide Mr. Huff and the Department the opportunity to present oral 
argument on the issues of the proper interpretation of the phrase "likely to escape or be carried into waters of 
the state" in ORS 468B.025 and the hearing officer's application of that language. Commissioner Bennett 
moved to set the matter over to the December meeting for that purpose, Commissioner Van Vliet seconded 
the motion and it passed with five "yes" votes. 

D. Informational Item: Geoff Huntington, OWEB Director 

Chair Eden welcomed Geoff Huntington, Director of the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB), to 
describe the OWEB's structure and role. Mr. Huntington explained the OWEB's formation, membership and 
strategy for achieving healthy watersheds, drawing connections to DEQ's work. The Commission discussed 
with Mr. Huntington and Director Hallock ways for DEQ and OWEB to improve interagency coordination. 
Chair Eden thanked Mr. Huntington for his presentation. 

E. Joint Discussion with the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 

Commissioners joined the OWEB for a joint meeting and discussion of interagency coordination for achieving 
water quality standards, funding monitoring work, implementing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and 
addressing toxics in the Willamette River. Commissioners discussed issues and opportunities with Board 
member, OWEB and DEQ staff, and local watershed council representatives and stakeholders. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 5:00 p.m. on September 20. That evening, the Commission 
held a joint reception with the OWEB at the Windmill Inns in Ashland, Oregon. 

On September 21, the Commission held an executive session at 8:00 a.m., to consult with counsel 
concerning legal rights and duties with regard to current and potential litigation involving the Department 
Executive session was held pursuant to ORS 192.660(1 )(h). 

Chair Eden called the meeting to order at approximately 8:30 a.m. 

F. Approval of Minutes 

August 9-10, 2001 Minutes: No changes were proposed to the draft minutes. Commissioner Van Vliet moved 
the Commission approve the minutes. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the motion and it passed with four 
"yes" votes. 

C. · Consideration of Tax Credit Requests 

Ms. Lottridge introduced this item and asked Maggie Vandehey, Tax Credit Program coordinator, and Jim 
Roys, Management Services Division manager, to present pollution control tax credit requests. Chair Eden 
asked Commissioners to declare any conflicts of interests associated with the requests. Commissioner Van 
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Vliet stated a conflict of interest with application numbers 5573, 5574 and 5575, and abstained from 
discussion and decision on these requests. 

Ms. Vandehey recommended the Commission approve forty-six applications and deny one application. 
Commissioners discussed the applications and Department recommendations. Commissioner Van Vliet 
moved the Commission approve applications as recommended by the Department with the exception of 
application numbers 5573, 5574 and 5575. Commissioner Bennett seconded the motion and it passed with 
four "yes" votes. Commissioner Bennett moved the Commission approve application numbers 5573, 5574 
and 5575. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the motion and it passed with three "yes" votes. Commissioner 
Van Vliet abstained from this vote. Commissioner Malarkey moved the Commission deny application number 
5498 as recommended by the Department. Commissioner Van Vliet seconded the motion and it passed with 
four "yes" votes. 

M. Temporary Rule Adoption: Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit 

Ms. Lottridge introduced this item and explained implementation issues associated with the new Pollution 
Control Facilities Tax Credit law, effective on October 6, 2001. Ms. Lottridge requested the Commission 
adopt a temporary rule to clarify one section of the law with respect to a key provision that allows a fifty 
percent tax credit for facilities certified under the 1999 Edition of the law (ORS 468.150 to 468.190). The 
Commission discussed the need for the temporary rule with Ms. Lottridge. Commissioner Van Vliet moved 
the Commission adopt the temporary rule to clarify the new law. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the 
motion and it passed with four "yes" votes. 

H. Action Item: Approval Process for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
Operation 

Wayne Thomas, DEQ Administrator of the Chemical Demilitarization Program, presented to the Commission 
a proposed modification to the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility permit to require Department 
approval for the start of surrogate testing operations and Commission approval for the start of chemical 
agent operations. Mr. Thomas introduced Robert Nelson, Environmental Protection Specialist for the 
Umatilla Chemical Depot, who attended on behalf of L.T.C. Fred Pellisier, Commander of the Umatilla 
Chemical Depot. Mr. Nelson gave a status report on the Depot operations plan. 

Mr. Thomas and Thomas Beam, DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program staff, described key issues, 
alternatives for EQC action and next steps for the program. The Commission discussed Depot operations 
and the recommended permit modification: Commissioner Van Vliet moved the Commission approve the 
proposed modification. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the motion and it passed with 4 "yes" votes. 
Commissioner Van Vliet made a motion to clarify Commission approval of Alternative 3 as presented in the 
staff report: to direct the Department to prepare a proposed modification to the permit explicitly requiring 
Commission approval for the start of chemical agent operations, but deferring to the Department the decision 
to approve the start of surrogate testing operations. Commissioner Bennett seconded the motion and it 
passed with four "yes" votes. 

I. Director's Report 

Director Hallock gaye the Director's report to the Commission and discussed with Commissioners current 
issues and recent events involving the Department. 

Public Forum 

At approximately 11 :30 a.m., Chair Eden asked whether anyone wished to provide public comment. No 
public comment was provided. 

J. Rule Adoption: On-Site Vehicle Testing Program for Auto Dealers 

Ted Kotsakis, DEQ Vehicle Inspection Program manager introduced proposed rules to establish an On-Site 
Vehicle Testing program for auto dealers in the Portland and Medford areas. Jerry Coffer, Vehicle Inspection 
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Program staff, described the reasons for the rulemaking, stakeholder involvement in development of the 
proposed program and next steps. Commissioners discussed key issues with Mr. Kotsakis and Mr. Coffer. 
Commissioner Bennett moved the Commission adopt rules as proposed by the Department. Commissioner 
Van Vliet seconded the motion and it passed with four "yes" votes. 

K. Rule Adoption: Water Quality General Permit Program Rule Amendments 

Mike Llewelyn, DEQ Water Quality Division Administrator, introduced proposed rules to update parts of the 
water quality general permit program and adopt by reference twenty current general permits into rule. Mike 
Kortenhof and Ranei Nomura, Water Quality Division staff, explained the need for the amendments to 
maintain consistency with federal regulations and to provide a broader public participation process for 
general permit issuance by requiring adoption of general permits in rule. The Commission discussed the 
proposed rules and the general permit program. Commissioner Malarkey moved the Commission adopt 
amendments as proposed by the Department. Commissioner Van Vliet seconded the motion and it passed 
with four "yes" votes. 

L. Action Item: Petition for Temporary and Permanent Rulemaking to Amend 
OAR 340-122-0115, regarding Hazardous Substances 

Paul Slyman, DEQ Land Quality Division Administrator, presented this item. Mr. Slyman explained that an 
association of citizens concerned about issues regarding development of the former Cobb's Quarry Landfill 
in Beaverton, Oregon, called CLEAN, petitioned the Commission for temporary and permanent rulemaking to 
add methane to the list of hazardous substances subject to Oregon's environmental cleanup rules. Mr. 
Slyman discussed the petition with Commissioners and recommended the Commission (1) deny the petition 
for temporary rulemaking, and (2) direct DEQ to consult with stakeholders, initiate permanent rulemaking to 
address methane issues, and present a status report to the Commission at its meeting in December, 2001: 
The Commission discussed the possibilities for methane regulation and legal issues associated with 
adopting the temporary rule as requested by the petitioners. Commissioner Van Vliet moved the Commission 
deny the petition for temporary rulemaking and direct the Department to work with a stakeholder advisory 
committee on permanent rulemaking to address methane issues. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the 
motion and it passed with four "yes" votes. 

N. Commissioners' Reports 

Chair Eden reported the status of the Executive Review Panel, which was appointed by the Governor to 
report on the readiness of the Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program. 

Chair Eden adjourned the meeting at approximately 1 :OD p.m. on September 21. 
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Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 
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OWEB's VISION 

"To help create and 
maintain healthy 
watersheds and natural 
habitats that support 
thriving communities 
and strong economies." 

Benchmarks 
measure progress 
toward achieving 
the vision. 
(2001-2003) 

Outcomes 
move Oregon 
toward the vision. 

Strategies 
OWEB will use to 
achieve outcomes. Work Plans 

contain OWEB actions 
and timelines for im

plementing strategies. 
(2001-2003) 

OUTCOME ONE ----< 

Effective and accoun
table investment in 
watershed health 

OUTCOME TWO ----< 

Partnering 
to achieve 
watershed health 

OUTCOME THREE~ 
Citizen understanding 
of watershed health 

1 Statewide Strategy 

2 Local Priorities 

3 Monitor Progress 

4 Exchange Information 

5 Report Results 

~ I Work Plans 

6 Shared Government Priorities 

7 Public/Private Relationships 

8 Local Partnerships 

9 Research 

10 Support local Education Efforts 

11 Reach Out to Citizens and Youth 



"Healthy, functioning watersheds 

provide clean drinking water, 

diverse plant and animal life, flood 

control, recreational 

opportunities , and other 

resources. OWEB's vision is 

to take a lead in helping Oregonians 

improve watershed health and 

functions, supporting a sustainable 

economy and quality of life now 

and in the future . " 

-Mark Reeve 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Member and Co-Chair of the Oregon 

Watershed Enhancement Board 

l he Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) is charged with pron: 
and funding voluntary actions aimed at enhancing Oregon's watersheds. The I 
is structured to foster collaboration among citizens, agencies, and local intercs1 
accomplish this charge. Such collaboration supports Oregon 's statewide efforts 
restore critical salmon runs, improve water quality across the landscape, and e1 
hance the biodiversity of ecosystems that are critical to achieving healthy 
watersheds. OWEB administers a grant program that awards more than $20 m1 
annually to support voluntary efforts by Oregonians consistent with this charg 

A Strategy for Achieving Healthy Watersheds in Oregon presents the Board's visior 
OWEB as it emerges as a newly created agency with an enhanced role and a lo 
term endowment of funds. This plan identifies three broad outcomes which if 
achieved will move Oregon toward OWEB's vision for sustainable, healthy wa 
sheds. They arc: greater accountability for the results of our investments in Or 
watersheds; partnering to advance local restoration efforts; and greater citizen 
understanding of the health of their local watershed. To achieve these outcom 
OWEB presents eleven strategies which the Board will seek to implement so th 
every individual action is taken in the context of a single overarching vision: t 
create and maintain healthy watersheds and natural habitats that support thriving com1 
ties and strong economies. 

In the year 2001, OWEB will seek broad public input on the outcomes and stra1 
outlined in this documen t both in a variety of public foru ms and by soliciting 
comments on the agency's Web site located at www.oweb.state.or.us. In additic 
the Board encourages everyone interested in our mission to suggest opportunit 
and approaches for implementing these strategies. 

For many years, vitality and innovation have spirited Oregon's support for volt 
individual efforts to enhance the State's watersheds. This strategy is initiated ~ 
the intent of honoring and building on these efforts so that a meaningful and l 
legacy results. 



OW~~, 6' v'l6'10N To help create and 

maintain healthy watersheds and natural habitats 

that support thriving communities and strong 

economies. 
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effective investments in watershed health with restoration planning efforts. . ............ . 
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restoration projects to support a statewide watershed strategy . ............................ . 
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collecting and managing data, will j)rovide information on watershed conditions across C 
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conditions in Oregon will promote the use of shared data protocols and serve all local, s1 
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p,e-p t?P,f p,e-~Ut.,, f ~ Public investments in watershed health will be 1·eported clearly 
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promote fully develo/Jed partne1·ships and coordination between watershed councils, soil 
and water conservation districts, tribes , and others who support landowner restoration E 
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"OWEB intends to be a leader in strengthening Oregon's 

accountability for public investments in watershed health." 

-Jane O'Keeffe 

Lake County Commissioner and public member of 

the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 



The results of investments in 

watershed health will 

demonstrate that OWEB 

has made a positive 

difference in the priorities 

of statewide watershed 

enhancement. Investments will 

be evaluated relative to long~term 

goals, reported regularly to 

citizens and policy makers, and 

clearly linked to healthy, 

economically viable communities. 

Effective and Accountable Investment in Watershed Health 

A ll Oregon governments and groups that invest public funds are 
accountable to O regonians for the results of their efforts. Investing in 
watershed health is more effective when the actions of governmen ts a 
groups are coordinated to ach ieve common goals and shared priorities 
OWEB intends to be a leader in improving O regon 's accountability fc 
investments targeted to enhance and restore watersheds. 

OWEB is committed to achieving this outcome by implementing 
five strategies in its work as a Board and an agency. 

Strategy 1: Frame a Statewide Strategy 

Strategy 2: Integrate Local Priorit ies 

Strategy 3: Mon itor Progress 

Strategy 4: Foster Information Exchange 

Strategy 5: Report Results 
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A statewide watershed strategy 

will coordinate effective 

investments in watershed health 

with restoration planning efforts. 

What is it? 

A statewide watershed strategy provides shared prior ities for improving 

watershed health, based on complete information on the conditions of 
our watersheds. Common priorities for enhanc ing watershed function 
support the O regon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds by improving the 
effectiveness of our restoration efforts, whether we are restoring 
instream habitats, estuaries, riparian zones, or upland areas. 

Across the state, local groups are systematically assessing watershed 
condit ions to determine problems and restoration opportunities using 
the Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual. The information gained from 
assessments provides a necessary starting place for planning ways to 
restore watershed function. As councils complete assessments, they 
collaborate with landowners, soil and water conservation districts 
(SWCDs), businesses, government, and others on restorat ion projects 
designed to resolve problems and improve watershed health. When 
aggregated, watershed assessments will play a critical role in developing 
a statewide strategy that points us toward key restoration opportunities 
in each region of the state. 

Why is it important? 

To get the most from our investments to achieve sustainable, healthy 
watersheds, there must be a deliberate, statewide strategy for funding 
watershed assessmen t and restoration activities. A strategy ni.ust target 
investments to address priority problems identified by assessments, and 
take advantage of restoration opportunities unique to each watershed . 
Support for voluntary efforts of landowners, watershed councils, and 
others to improve the ir watersheds must be provided in the context of a 

larger effort, seeking to provide the most restoration benefit possible for 
each dollar invested. 

Where we are and where we're going 

Watershed conditions differ in Oregon's coastal range, Columbia 
plateau, Willamette River valley, high central desert, and southeastern 
region; and restoration strategies in these areas shou ld reflect differing 

condit ions. While assessmen ts of watershed conditions in the coastal 
and Willamette basins are either complete or actively progressing 
toward completion, many watersheds in central and eastern Oregon 
have not been evaluated using a standardized assessment approach . 
OWEB believes it is important to fin ish assessing conditions in all 



regions of the state so that a picture of restoration opportunit 
region can be developed to guide investment decisions. To ad 
need in the year 2001 and beyond: 

• OWEB is targeting funds to work with councils to comp 
watershed assessments in priority areas, which include tl 
Day, Grande Ronde, Umatilla, Deschutes, Hood River, : 
Willamette Basins, and minor tributaries to the Columb 

• OWEB has applied to the Northwest Power Planning C 
funds to complete watershed assessments in the Columb 
using the widely accepted framework of the Oregon Wa1 
Assessment Manual and will solicit participation from C· 

and others. 

• OWEB is cooperating with state and federal agencies to 
guidance for creating restoration strategies that will sup1 
Northwest Power Planning Council subbasin planning [ 
and the Board will press for recognition of these strategi 
compatible with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) reg 
for protected species. Every effort must be made to harmc 
restoration goals with those identified by the federal agen 
charges with recovery of species listed under the ESA. 

• OWEB intends to provide a spatial picture of the limitir 
in each hydrologic basin by compiling priority problems 
by local assessments and entit ies. OWEB is taking the fo 
compile restoration priorities for each basin in areas wh~ 
ments are complete or other information is available. 

• The final step in creating a statewide strategy will be to 
the watershed restoration work that is occurring at local 
federal levels to create a set of shared, regional restoratic 
that aggregate and enhance local priorities. This will all• 
groups to chart the course within their watershed in the 
addressing broader regional restoration goals. 

,,~ 
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/ \ Thoughts? Ideas? 

Share with us at: 

www.oweb.statc.o 
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Locally sponsored priorities and 

plans will coordinate res toration 

projects to support a statewide 

watershed strategy. 

What is it? 

Ultimately, real progress will be made and measured watershed by 
watershed-by those who call the watershed home and tackle issues 
identified locally. W hile a statewide plan that guides strategic invest
ment in watershed restoration activities will provide an important 
compass for O regon's effort, it must be based on locally sponsored 
restoration priorities. Local priorities are the foundation of the Oregon 
Plan for Salmon and Watersheds- our approach to improving impor
tant natural habitats and sustaining watershed functions over time. 

Why is it important? 

Locally developed priorities and plans are a powerful tool for increasing 
community support and participation in watershed restoration. Given 
the breadth of privately owned lands and the d iversity of land owner
ship in Oregon , locally sponsored priorities for taking care of our 
watersheds are essential to restoration and long-term stewardship. 

Where we are and where we're going 

The day is coming when preference for fund ing watershed restoration 
work will be given to projects that implement locally established 
priorities based on an assessment of local watershed conditions. Indeed, 
OWEB has already started to move in that direction. The Board is now 
developing a small grant program that will tnake watershed improve
ment funds more easily available to landowners for activities that are 
prioritized by councils and soil and water conservation d istricts 
(SWCDs) as most effectively addressing local watershed conditions. 

In the year 2001 and beyond, OWEB plans to take the following steps 
to foster local priorit ies that support a statewide restoration strategy. 

• OWEB will target funds to complete watershed assessments in 
priority basins and encourage development of local restoration 
plans from assessment information. 

• OWEB will launch an enhanced small grant program designed to 
foster coordination between watershed councils and SWCDs, and 
to target funds to locally sponsored priorities. 

• OWEB will initiate a process for linking local priorities to develop
ment of regional investment goals so that public funds are most 
effectively invested. 



' 
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• In addition, OWEB recognizes the need for local collabc 
among watershed councils and SWCDs in the developm 
shared restoration priorit ies, and will work to create mec 
that address this need. 

OWEB is taking these steps and making these plans recognizi1 
single entity has a paramount role in creating local or regiona 
for restoration. Local citizens and groups have the greatest till.• 
ing of watershed priorities in their local areas. OWEB has bee 
the role of nesting locally crafted priorities within the larger c 
regional resource concerns in order to support a statewide wat 
restoration strategy. OWEB will continue to depend upon local 
councils, SWCDs, tribes, local government, and others-to a1 
this charge. 

,,~ 
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A comprehensive monitoring plan, 

based on shared protocols for 

collecting and managing data, will 

provide information on watershed 

conditions across Oregon . 

1 Oregon State of the Environment Report 2000, 
Statewide Summary, September 2000. 

Oregon Progress Board, p.71. 

What is it? 

Three general types of monitoring support a strategy for successful 
investment in watershed health: implementation, evaluation, and 
validation monitoring. Implementation monitoring determines if 
watershed restoration projects were completed correctly; evaluat ion 
monitoring learns whether our actions adequately addressed the prob
lems as we expected; and validation monitoring determines if our 
solutions cumulatively had the desired effect in the watershed. When 
based on shared protocols for collecting and managing data (see Strate
gies 4 and 5), the information gained from monitoring is more easily 
shared and applied to resource management decisions. 

Why is it important? 

Implementation monitoring is being done by local groups, landowners, 
and others on a project-by-project basis. Through the O regon Plan 
Monitoring Team, state and federal agencies have initiated evaluation 
monitoring to learn how our restoration efforts are affecting species and 
watershed health. The Team coordinates interagency monitoring of 
water quality, species, and stream, estuarine, and upland conditions, as 
well as citizen compliance with environmental laws. The Team has also 
la id a foundation for validation monitoring to assess whether our 
collective actions are working to recover species and restore watersheds. 

The Oregon State of the Environment Report 2000 recognizes the 
present need for a greater emphasis on validation monitoring. It con
cludes that most existing state programs lack the capacity to effectively 
measure ecological conditions and trends. It calls for the state to de
velop and institutionalize a statewide framework for assessing environ
mental conditions to provide a comprehensive picture of O regon's 
environmental health. 1 OWEB agrees with this need and supports a 
greater emphasis on validation monitoring within the context of a 
durable framework that coordinates and promotes this work over time. 

Where we are and where we're going 

OWEB is ch arged with developing a comprehensive system for the 
collection, management, and reporting of natural resources information 
in Oregon (ORS 541.371(1)(d)). Carrying out this directive will 
ultimately depend on two things: collaboration among state and federal 
agencies, universities, and others to develop a common information 
management framework; and integration of watershed effectiveness and 



species recovery validation monitoring into a single effort by 
and the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team. 

In 2001-2003, OWEB will begin to build a statewide program 
the effectiveness of watershed restoration efforts. Some steps · 
already been taken. 

• OWEB partnered with the Oregon Plan Monitoring Tea 
provide a technical guidebook for citizens and local grOl 

monitoring local water quality conditions in their water 

• In June 2000, OWEB authorized investing up to $41 2,Q( 
complete mapping of scream networks, salmon distributi 
water quality limited streams in Oregon at the 1:24,000 
an important foundation for local and state monitoring , 

• Also in June 2000, OWEB invested $391,580 in the Na1 
Heritage Advisory Council's development of a centralb 
tion data base on sensitive, threatened, and endangered 
The project will update and digitize species data, complt 
and wetland classificat ion and mapping, and provide tee 
assistance to councils for watershed assessment and proj< 

• In September 2000, OWEB invested $63,995 in fish mo 

projects critical to evaluating restoration effectiveness ir 
Rogue Basin and South Coast. 

• OWEB is structuring a new way to track investments by 
of restoration activ ities undertaken in O regon's basins ai 
critical factors limiting watershed health that are being : 

• OWEB monitors the progress of local restoration work s1 
with the Watershed Restoration Inventory. 

The Oregon Plan Monitoring Team has made significant strid 
evaluating the impact of our actions and creating a foundatio1 
determining our effectiveness over time. OWEB is committed 

ing with the Team and others to establish a comprehensive m 
program that integrates these efforts and promotes shared infc 
protocols, in order to provide Oregonians with consistent infc 
about local watershed conditions over t ime. ,,,, 

- €?-
/ \ Thoughts? Ideas? 

Share with us at: 

www.owcb.state.o 



A clearinghouse of information on 

watershed conditions in Oregon 

will promote the use of shared data 

protocols and serve aU local, state, 

and federal partners in 

restoration. 

2 0regon State of the Environment Report 2000. 
Oregon Progress Board, p.146. 

What is it? 

A clearinghouse is a type of library that receives, organizes, and provides 
information. The clearinghouse OWEB envisions would collect valu
able information on the health of O regon's watersheds and make that 
information easily available to people and groups who are working to 
improve watershed health statewide. 

Why is it important? 

Accurate, accessible information is an essential foundation for local 
restoration work that addresses the underlying sources of watershed 
problems as opposed to the observable symptoms of those problems. 

The O regon State of the Environment Report 2000 confirms what 
many have experienced: there is no single entity cun en tly responsible 
for coord inating the collection , management, and distribution of 
environmental data in the state, and thus it can be both confusing and 
difficult to obtain information needed for restoration work. Specifically, 
the report recognizes that no system exists to link all data sources to a 
common network to support the sharing of data among agencies and 
other users.2 As a result, sharing is difficult, cooperative development of 
information and conclusions is uncommon, and little information exists 
to provide a comprehensive picture of the health of any given watershed. 

Standard protocols for collecting and managing data are needed as part 
of a comprehensive monitoring program (see Strategy 3) to improve 
information sharing and availability in Oregon. An information clear
inghouse would promote the use of data protocols, identify critical data 
gaps, and incorporate new information into a growing statewide assess
ment of watershed conditions. 

Where we are and where we're going 

OWEB has taken several steps to coordinate and synthesize data collec
t ion, meet information needs, and make information more accessible. 

• In 2000, OWEB invested $1,053,058 in new data bases to address 
critical information needs, and through investments, required the 
use of shared data protocols. These included up to $412,000 to 
complete mapping of stream networks, salmon distribut ions, and 
water quality limited streams for the state, all at the 1 :24,000 scale. 



• OWEB partnered with the Oregon Plan Monitoring Te~ 
provide guidance for cit izens and local groups on using E 

data protocols in collecting data on local water quality c 

• OWEB provides information on the progress of local wa 
restoration work being done by citizens, agencies, and o 
statewide in the Annual Watershed Restoration Invent< 

These are important steps to making natural resource data me 
plete and useful in watershed restorat ion. But much more is n 

• OWEB supports the long-term funding of a data library 
coordinates the collection , management, and distribut ic 
natura l resource information. The Board is committed I 
with the O regon Geograph ic Information Council and ( 
universities to accomplish this. 

• OWEB supports the establishment of shared protocols fc 
ing and managing data in order to facilitate and promot 
tion exchange. While OWEB can influence the develoi: 
shared protocols by targeting its investments, the agenc 
require the adoption of protocols by other natural resoui 
cies and entities. OWEB concurs with the State of the E 
ment Report and recognizes the need to establish a lead 
responsible for coordinating the development of shared 
protocols. OWEB has submitted a 2001-2003 budget rec 
Legislature th.at moves toward addressing th is need. 

OWEB cannot accomplish this outcome alone. The Board is 
to being a voice that continues to advocate for restrncturing, 
and funding current information systems to meet the needs iC 
the State of the Environment Report and to support local wa1 

restoration. 

,,/ 
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Public investments in watershed 

health will be reported clearly, and 

the relationship between Oregon's 

investments and the economic 

well~being of communities will be 

promoted. 

What is it? 

Reports on the investment of public funds in watershed restoration 
should provide Oregonians with four fundamental types of information. 
First, they should show the types of project activities that resulted from 
the public dollars invested. Second, they should describe the relation
ship between the dollars invested and the most significant problems 
identified in the watershed. Third, they should report overall changes in 
watershed health that can be attributed to the investments. Fourth, 
reports should portray how our investments relate to local community 

and economic well being. 

Why is it important? 

Clear, understandable reports of the results of O regon's investment in 
watershed restoration are an essential part of a comprehensive monitor

ing program (see Strategy 3) that tracks changes in watershed condi
tions. Effective reports are also needed to maintain accountability for 
the use of public funds and provide people with accurate information 
about their local watershed over time. OWEB has an opportunity to 

foster a system that meets these needs and coordinates the involvement 
of other agencies, stakeholders, and local groups in reporting progress. 

Where we are and where we're going 

OWEB has taken steps to report the investment of public funds in 
watershed restoration and to make this information easy to understand 
and use. 

• OWEB maintains a Watershed Restoration Inventory that tracks 
the progress of landowners, watershed councils, SWCDs, and other 
local groups in doing watershed improvement projects. An annual 
report on the Inventory provides a picture of the type of watershed 
work that is happening statewide to help us determine the effec
tiveness of our investments. Moving forward, this report will 
incorporate federal restoration projects and will show all activities 
on a basin-wide scale. 

• OWEB systematically tracks the status of all grants and reports the 
amount of funds being used in each region for on-the-ground 
restoration projects, watershed assessment, monitoring, education 
and outreach, and watershed council support. 



• OWEB has cooperated in the development of a consistc 
for federal and state reporting of watershed restoration a 

on a basin-wide basis. 

OWEB recognizes the need to be able to portray investments 
the restoration benefits they intend to achieve. While some c 
ground restoration work is producing immediate benefits, oth 
arc designed to provide cumulative , long-term improvements 
not be fu lly realized over the course of one, five, or ten years. 

reporting should account for these long-term benefits and she 
relationship between the types of restoration projects being fr 
the critical factors limiting watershed health. Geographic Inf< 
System (GIS) technology is an important tool for illustrating 

critical problems that are being addressed statewide. 

For the year 2001 and beyond, OWEB will he build ing inform 
to provide Oregonians with a clear and accurate picture of ho 
investments are benefiting watersheds and communities. 

• OWEB is developing a new way to track restoration inv( 
by the types of restoration activities undertaken and the 
factors limiting watershed health that are being addresse 
will help us clearly report the progress of watershed restc 
each basin across the state. 

• OWEB commissioned a study by the University of O reg< 
evaluate and report the impact of our watershed health c 
local communities and economies. 

• As part of OWEB's rev iew of proposals for acquiring lane 

water rights to support restorat ion, OWEB considers pot• 
economic impacts of the proposal to the local communit 
as the level of community support for the project. 

OWEB will continue to collaborate with other agencies and v 
experts to demonstrate how public investments are improving 
shed health and supporting community prosperity. As a leader 
will work to identify key players and build coordination to mo 
toward this goal. 
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Oregon public boards and 

commissions will share priorities 

with federal agencies for 

supporting watershed 

enhancement work, and this will 

be demonstrated by coordination 

of agency programs within 

watersheds. 

What is it? 

Boards and commissions guide state agencies, establ ish policies, and set 
priorities for agency programs. Shared priorities for watershed restoration 
means help ing to build cooperation across agency boundaries- both 
state and federal-and with other en t ities in order to achieve common 
objectives. Greater collaboration between agencies will also help 
strengthen public/private partnerships and enhance local and regional 
cooperation. 

Why is this important? 

A key component of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds is the 
coordination of state and federal agency programs around common goals 
for restoring watershed health. The OWEB Board is uniquely positioned 
to facilitate greater coordination, with six voting public members from 
all regions of the state including a tribal representative, five voting 
members of other state natural resource agency boards and commissions, 
five non-voting representatives of federal natural resource agencies, and 
a representative of the Oregon State University Extens ion Service. The 
Legislature specifically charged OWEB to nurture shared priorities and 
fund program init iat ives supporting the Oregon Plan (ORS 541.371). 

Where we are and where we're going 

OWEB is currently active in building partnerships to address shared 
priorities and support for local voluntary restoration efforts. 

• State and federal agencies, OSU Extension, and others with 
knowledge of local condit ions come together to review applica
tions for watershed restoration grant funds through OWEB, in 
order to make investment recommendations to the Board. 

• OWEB allocates funds to restoration efforts for the federal Pacific 
Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund, and coordinates public agency use 
of these funds for high priority init iatives that support broad 
Oregon Plan objectives. In 2000, OWEB used these funds to 

support initiatives sponsored by seven state agencies. 

• OWEB establishes partnerships with other state agencies that 
serve common agency goals. As an example, OWEB committed 
$917,500 in June 2000 for the acquisition and protection of 
Whalen Island in Tillamook County in partnership with Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department and the county commission. 



\ \ 

• In September 2000, the Board joined together with the 
Board of Agriculture and the Weed Board to conduct a : 
forum in Enterprise, O regon, highlighting local restorat1 
and to discuss common priorities. 

• OWEB maintains a Watershed Restoration Inventory d 
and coordinates information on the progress of local effr 
provide a comprehensive view of our combined accomp: 
Federal land managers contribute extensively to this inv 
and are currently working with OWEB to coordinate ret 
important information about restoration efforts on publi 

In 2001 and beyond, OWEB will build partnerships among gc 
agencies and implement shared priorities. As part of these effc 

• OWEB will aggressively pursue programmatic recognitio11 
Plan activities under the federal Endangered Species Act 
National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and Wild] 

• OWEB will actively support the subbasin planning prog: 
Northwest Power Planning Council and work to ensure 
Oregon's watershed assessment efforts are fully integrate• 
federal process with common priorities for investment. 

• The Board will meet jo intly with the Oregon Fish an d\) 
Commission and Environmental Quality Commission ir 

• OWEB will target grant programs to support implement; 
locally crafted water quality management plans. 

• OWEB will work with the Oregon Water Resources Der: 
and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to develop 
shared priorities for enhancing streamflows in Oregon. 

Many natural resource agency programs critical to the Oregor 
chronically underfunded. While OWEB cannot compensate f. 
program funding shortfalls, the Board intends to help coordin 
efforts most important to the Oregon Plan and find resources 
agencies fulfill their commitments to salmon and watersh ed re 
OWEB's leadership in developing shared priorities can help al 
improve program delivery within existing resources. 
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Research projects will advance 

state and local priorities for 

understanding and achieving 

watershed health. 

3 Oregon State of the Environment Report 2000. 
Oregon Progress Board, p.147. 

What is it? 

We have much to learn about what salmon need, how watersheds 
function, and how to achieve our goal of sustainable watershed health. 

Scientific research can improve the ways we work to restore watersheds 
by helping us understand the effectiveness of current approaches and by 
testing new strategies to improve our success. To be meaningful, the 
research results must be tnade accessible to all restoration partners, 
presented clearly, and aligned with itnplementation needs for salmon 
and watershed restoration. 

Why is this important? 

Scientific learning is a foundation of the Oregon Plan and is critical to 
knowing how to best achieve watershed health. Adaptive management 
-evaluating the effectiveness of our actions and making improvements 
to watershed restoration efforts over time-is a commitment made by 
the plan. Presently, there is a need for scientific research to provide us 
with information and guidance necessary to practice adaptive manage
ment effectively. The Oregon State of the Environment Report 2000 
recognizes this need and concludes that few data and models exist to 
help us understand the degree to which we are sustaining naturally 
functioning landscapes, the productive capacity of the environment, or 
in some cases, the extent to which we are meeting environmental laws.3 

The State Legislature and Governor recognize the critical role of the 
Oregon Plan Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team (IMST) in 
evaluating the effectiveness of current restoration efforts and recom
mending improvements. As a funding body for research to support 
restoration, OWEB can help address the information needs noted by the 
State of the Environment Report and identified by the IMST and other 
restoration partners. 

Where we are and where we're going 

In January 2001, OWEB adopted a strategy to guide its investments in 
key research needs supporting salmon and watershed restoration, and is 
now working to put the strategy into action. OWEB's investment in 
research wi ll be guided by four fundamental principles: 

I. Identify critical information needs - build on recommendations of the 
IMST, agencies, stakeholders, and others to synthesize important 
knowledge needs to advance our salmon and watershed restoration 

efforts. 



2. Fund research to address priority needs first- establish rese<: 
priorities and partner with the IMST and other experts t 
review, and fund proposals that address priority informat 

3. Communicate 1·esearch results to users - ensure the product 
funded research are t ransmitted to all potential users oft 
mation, working in partnership with a number of educat
outreach organizations. 

4. Evaluate what is learned and determine new priority needs -
agencies, stakeholders, scientists, and others to evaluate 
results, determine how best to apply what is learned, and 
identify new priority information needs. 

In 2001, OWEB intends to put this strategy into action and ac 
the following: 

• Initiate a broad public process to identify critical inform: 
needs that will advance Oregon's salmon and watershed 
tion efforts (early 2001). 

• Establish priorities for investing in research based on imJ 
knowledge needs (fall 2001). 

• Solicit and review research proposals that address priorit 
t ion needs and involve the IMST and other experts to st 
investmen t decisions of the Board (late 2001 ). 

• With this investment strategy, and with OWEB's statutory ch: 
fund research related to the restoration of natural habitats anc 
shed health (ORS 541.378), OWEB is uniquely positioned to 
some of our critical knowledge needs to facili tate adaptive ma 
of the Oregon Plan. 

',,, 
-'f9-

I \ Thoughts? Ideas: 

Share with us at: 

www.oweb.5tate.c 



"OWEB has an important role in providing all Oregonians-

living in both urban and rural areas----with opportunities to 

better understand the health of their local watershed and 

become more involved in restoration." 

-George Brown 

Dean Emeritus of Oregon State University College of Forestry and 

public member of the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 



Every Oregonian will be familiar 

with their watershed, 

understand how 

individual actions 

influence watershed 

health, and act accordingly. 

OWEB will be a recognized leader 

in fostering public wisdom in the 

care of Oregon watersheds. 

Citizen Understanding of Watershed Health 

Understanding how the choices we make in our daily lives affect 
watersheds, and knowing how healthy watersheds support the things v 

enjoy in life, are important to making positive changes to improve 
watershed health . Opportunities to learn about watersheds, understan< 
local watershed conditions, and share strategies for protecting watershec 
can help build community awareness and support for restorat ion. 
OWEB funds local watershed outreach efforts, and provides training fc 
teachers, workshops for landowners, and learning opportunities for loc 
groups- all aimed at improving citizen understanding of watershed 
health. 

OWEB is committed to achieving this outcome by implementing 
two strategies in its work as a Board and an agency. 

Strategy 10: Support Local Efforts 

Strategy 11 : Reach Out to Citizens and Youth 
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OWEB will promote the role of 

watershed councils and soil and 

water conservation districts to 

undertake local outreach and 

education efforts. 

What is it? 

Watershed councils and soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs) 
routinely provide opportunities for citizens to better understand the 
health of their local watershed. These groups reach out to residents, 
landowners, and local partners to build community vision and support 
for watershed restoration efforts. OWEB is charged with supporting 
these local efforts, and is uniquely positioned to advance a strategy that 
leverages and promotes the capacity of councils and SWCDs to do 
outreach and education work. 

Why is this important? 

While OWEB already funds education and outreach projects sponsored 
by councils and SWCDs, it is clear that more resources and support are 
needed. OW EB has an established relationship with these local groups, 
and can be an effective partner in their educational efforts by leveraging 
state resources with other fund sources and targeting investments to 
support effective efforts. Doing so can help provide councils and 
SW CDs with needed tools, information , training opportunities, and 
other resources in the context of a statewide effort designed to support 
these entities. 

Where we are and where we're going 

OWEB currently supports councils and SWCDs in the ir citizen-learning 
efforts by providing grants to address local outreach and ed ucation 
priorities. In addition, OWEB provides learning opportunities and tools 
designed specifically for councils and SWC Ds to make them more 
effective in their work. 

• OWEB coordinates a biennial statewide conference convening 
watershed councils, SWCDs, and citizens to discuss progress, share 
lessons learned, and develop more effective approaches to restora
t ion. The 2000 conference was held jointly with the Oregon 
Association of Conservation Districts and drew over 600 partici
pants from across the state. 

• OWEB sponsors workshops for counc ils, SWCDs, and others on 
building technical restoration skills, including watershed assess
ment, culvert improvement, and the use of geograph ic information 
systems. 



• OWEB provides community-building training for council 
SWCDs on citizen outreach , meeting management, dispu 
resolution, and fiscal management. 

• OWEB provides technical guidance and tools to local gro 
assessing watershed conditions, monitoring water quality, 
planning restoration work. 

• OWEB funds water quality monitoring equipment and trc: 
help local groups engage students in assessing watershed cc 
so they better understand activities that impact watershe( 
in their community. 

• OWEB funds community outreach tools, such as council · 
ters, including the Applegator, Curry Currents, and the M; 

Watersheds News. 

In the 2001-2003 biennium, OWEB will work with watershed 
and SWCDs to determine ways to more strategically support d 
groups as they work to improve citizen understanding of local \ 
sheds. Ultimately, OWEB intends to implement a citizen-learn 
program focused on providing adequate resources to help counc 
SWCDs engage community members and landowners in under 
the importance of local restoration work. 
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Citizen understanding of 

watershed health wiU be advanced 

through outreach and education 

opportunities for the general public 

and youth. 

What is it? 

OWEB envisions every Oregonian knowing their watershed and how to 
act to ensure that its health is sustainable for present and future genera
tions. OWEB can advance this vision by building on existing programs 
and targeting funds toward education and outreach efforts that effec
tively address the learning needs of the general public and youth. 

Why is this important? 

Oregonians are making changes in their daily lives to create healthy, 
sustainable watersheds and community economic well being. These 
changes are founded on an awareness of how watersheds work, how we 
influence watershed health, and how watersheds can be protected and 
restored. OWEB investments in targeted education and outreach 

projects can be an important tool in improving this citizen awareness , 
now and in the future. 

Where we are and where we're going 

OWEB currently invests in a number of unique programs that provide 
learning opportunities for citizens, landowners, educators, and youth. 

• OWEB funds development of comprehensive education curricula 
on how watersheds function and can be restored, including The 
Stream Scene and Watershed Uplands Scene. 

• OWEB supports workshops for K-12 teachers on using watershed 
education curriculum in class and doing hands-on projects. 

• OWEB funds activities sponsored by school districts that provide 
environmental education opportunities for students. 

• OWEB supports the Oregon Trout Salmon Watch Program which 

brings students outdoors to see and learn about spawning salmon. 

• OWEB funds workshops for landowners on innovative approaches 
to watershed conservation and restoration. 

• OWEB funds the Oregon Cattlemen's Association WEST Program 
to enhance landowner understanding of watershed and riparian 

function and water quality monitoring protocols. 



• OWEB supports the Watershed Stewardship Education : 
provided by Oregon State University Extension Service 
to help residents and volunteers be good stewards of the 
sheds, with important background information, exercise 
and resources for gaining assistance. 

In 2001 and beyond, OWEB intends to focus its support for e; 
citizen understanding of the importance of healthy watershed 
partnering with established programs that offer effective oum 
education opportunities for the general public, landowners, ec 
and youth. 
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1mary of the Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board work 
1997-1999 biennium, as contemplated by ORS 541 .392. 

tewide Accomplishments: 

Provided support for 45 watershed councils (cur
rently OWEB provides grants to support 55 of the 
more than 90 councils that exist in Oregon) 

Received nearly $1 ,000,000 of federal funds for 
local restoration activities 

Supported the technical assistance efforts 
of Oregon Departments of Forestry and Agriculture 

Supported the compliance of agricultural and 
forest industries with Clean Water Act and 
Endan gered Species Act requirements by funding 
technical assistance for landowners 

· Funded outreach and education for landowners 
including newsletters by local groups and technical 
workshops and training on restoration practices 

• Initiated watershed assessments in all regions, 
with prioritized work in the N orth Coast Region as 
part of Oregon Plan implementation 

• Developed watershed assessment technical guidance 
for local councils 

• Printed and distributed common water 
quality monitoring guidance developed by 
the Oregon Plan Monitoring Team 

• Developed and began to implement the 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program (CREP) agreement with USDA, 
leveraging potentially more than $280,000 
in federal funds for riparian restoration 

' Maintained program overhead below 5% 

No. of 
Grants 

Grants 
awarded 

Dollars 
sought 

Dollars 
awarded 

North 
Coast 

127 

102 

Oregon Watershed Council Boundaries 

December 2000 

1998-1999 Grant Administration Activity 

South Willamette Central Easte rn State 
west Basin Oregon Oregon wide 

161 97 50 92 34 

113 44 34 57 7 

Total 

561 

357 

$5,435,866 $16,306,634 $4,419,828 $1,709,502 $3,747,988 $2,073,925 $33,693,743 

$3,369,010 $5,760,876 $1,633,079 $1,396,1 14 $2,597,341 $271,786 $15,028,206 

Other funding to support the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds $6,796,025 

$21,824,231 



Regional Highlights: 

North Coast 

• Awarded $3,369,010 to N orth 
Coast grant applicants 

• Majority of grants were for 
on-the-ground projects, 
including instream, ripar
ian, and wetland restora
tion 

• Councils were supported 
throughout the North Coast 

Grants awarded in the 
North Coast 
$3,369,010 

• Watershed assessments were initiated for nearly the 
entire region 

Southwest Oregon 

• Awarded $5,760,876 to South
west Oregon gran t applicants 

• Majority of grants were for 
on- the-ground projects, 
riparian restoration 
(185 miles), removal of 
barriers to fish passage ( 84 
projects), and road 
rehabilitation ( 11 miles) 

Grants awarded in 
Southwest Oregon 

$S,760,876 

• Critical monitoring of fish populations and water 
quality was funded 

Grant Type: 

~ Enh ancement (Enh) 

<) Assessments (Assm) 

6 Monito ring (Mon) 

() Cou ncil Support (CS) 

\) Educat ion/Out reach (Ed) 

Willamette Basin 

• Awarded $1,633,079 to Willamette Basin 
grant applicants 

• Significant funding went to council 
support to initiate local efforts 

• Limited n umber of on-the-ground 
projects, wetland restoration, and 
barrier removal projects 

• Significant investment in education 
and outreach efforts 

Central Oregon 

46%Ed 

Grants awar 
Willa met· 

$1,63 l 

• Awarded $1,396,114 to Central Oregon grant 
applicants 

• Majority of grants were for on- the
ground projects, riparian restoration 
(2 1 miles) , removal offish passage 
barriers ( 11 barriers), and cost
shared conservation tillage ( 6,300 
acres) 

• Initiated council support and council 
formation 

Eastern Oregon 

26%Ed 

Grants a ll\ 
Central • 

$1,391 

• Awarded $2,597,341 to Eastern Oregon grant 
applicants 

• Majority of grants were for on-the
ground projects, riparian restoration 
(27 miles), range reseeding (2,830 
acres), removal of fish passage 
barriers (18 barriers), road rehabili
tation (21 miles), and reduced forest 
fuel loading (300 acres) 

• Supported integrated water quality 
monitoring 

Grants a" 
Eastern 

$2,59 
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