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Environmental Quality Commission Meeting
March 7-8, 2002

Heathman Hotel, Freemont/Morrison rooms (combined)
1001 SW Broadway at Salmon, Portland, Oregon 97205

Thursday, March 7 — EQC/DEQ Summit

Commissioners and members of DEQ’s Executive Management Team (EMT) will spend the day
discussing major programs initiatives, policy decisions and agency plans, building on work from the last
EQC/DEQ Summit held in November 2000.
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Setting the Stage \\5- O'AI' A

To set the context for this day, Commissioners and EMT members will review results of the 2000
Summit and discuss what has been accomplished. The group will then rev1ew purpose of this
Summit and discuss desired outcomes,

Initiatives in Communications and Qutreach = \\ ) &9 A

Nina DeConcini, Office of Communications and Outreach Manager, will describe current and
upcoming activities designed to engage Oregonians in environmental problem solving. Nina will
solicit feedback from Commissioners on a number of specific initiatives.

Lunch break, continue meeting

Air Quality Program Overview — |, Py §c)

“Andy Ginsburg, Air Quality Administrator, |W11 give a short presentatlon of major programs and

initiatives and present a visual overview of the regulations that gnide air quahty work Most of
this time will be reserved for discussion. '

: §
Water Quality Program Overview — \ ‘ 3@ -
Mike Llewelyn, Water Quality Administrator, will give a short presentation of major programs
and initiatives and present a visual overview of the regulations that guide water quality work.
Most of this time will be reserved for discussion.

Break

Agenda for the 2003 Legislative Sessmn - 37 (7

Director Hallock will reiterate her agenda and vision for DEQ), building on the agency’s Strategic
Directions for the next four years. Lauri Aunan, Office of Community and Government Relations
Manager, will then share ideas DEQ is considering for the 2003 Legislative Session. During
discussion, Director Hallock and EMT mernbers will ask Commissioners for ideas and feedback
on potential legislative proposals. |

Review and Next Steps ~ 3300

Commissioners and EMT members will discuss the results of the day and next steps, including
future program overviews by the Land Quality and Management Services Divisions.

Adjourn for the day = '3 ; 4 A F
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Iriday, March 8 — 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 Department. Executive session is
held pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(h). Only representatives of the media may attend, but will not be
allowed to report on any deliberations during the session. '

A. Approval of Minutes - éj) : 4 LA

B. Action Item: Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Requests — \ A&, ¢

' The Legislature established the Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit in 1967 to help businesses
meet environmental requirements. The credit was later expanded to encourage businesses to
invest in technologies and processes that prevent, control or reduce significant amounts of
pollution. In 1999, nonpoint source pollution control facilities (such as wood chippers) were
made eligible for the program. At this meeting, the Commission will consider over 150 tax credit
applications for facilities that control air and water pollution, recycle solid and hazardous waste,
reclaim plastic products, provide alternatives to open burning, and control pollution from
underground storage tanks.

C. Director’s Dialogue ~ S EGCETN
Director Hallock and Commissioners will discuss current events and issues involving the
Department, as well as the Commission’s plan for the April 23-25, 2002, meeting in Burns.

D. Action Item: Request from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service for a Waiver to the Total Dissolved Gas Water Quality Standard on the Columbia
River '
This item will begin at approximately 9:30 a.m.
The Commission will consider a request from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a variance to
Oregon’s total dissolved gas water quality standard so that water can be spilled over Lower
Columbia River dams to assist salmon smolts migrating to the ocean. The Corps has requested
similar waivers to assist fish passage in previous years. 5 NN

E. Action Item: Permit Modification for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)
In September 2001, the Commission asked DDEQ to modify the UMCDF permit to specify the
approval process for starting-up disposal of chemical weapons at the facility. DEQ is proposing a
change to the permit that will require Department approval for starting surrogate trial disposal
(scheduled to start in May 2002) and Commission approval for starting chemical agent operations
(scheduled for February 2003). Significant comments were received from the permittees,
interested stakeholders and citizens on this proposal. The Commission plans to make a decision
on the proposed permit change at this meeting, — 10:-52

F. *Rule Adoption: Air Contaminant Discharge ][—‘ermit (ACDP) Fee Increase — e U o
DEQ is proposing an across-the-board, 30 percent increase to ACDP fees as approved by the
2001 Legislature. This increase replaces General Funds that are no longer available to support the
permit program. The proposed rules also adjust ACDP fees to more accurately reflect the amount
of work that is involved with issue different types of permits. Small businesses and other low-
complexity sources would experience a smaller percent increase than larger, more complex
sources based on these rules. The Commission will consider rule adoption at this meeting.
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"""'"\ & 8)@ G. Information Item: Improvements for DEQ’s Rulemaking Process -— 0}" 4 [
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Over the past year, DEQ has identified ways to improve its internal rulemaking process. These
improvements aim to strengthen coordination between agency programs, ensure smooth
implementation of new rules on the ground, enable better planning of staff resources and
workloads, and gain efficiencies overall. Another goal is to provide more opportunity for
Commissioners to be involved early-on in our rulemaking process. DEQ will present and discuss
these improvements with Commissioners at this meeting.

H. Discussion Item: Schedule for Evaluating Director’s Performance - -5 : St P
In January 2002, the Commission approved a formal process for evaluating the DEQ Director’s
performance, including measures, criteria and an evaluation procedure. At this meeting,
Commissioners will discuss a schedule for reviewing the Director’s performance in late 2002.

LAy
L Commissioners’ Reports - s AoN

Adjourn

* Hearings 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 the
Commission or Department on these items at any time during this meeting.

Public Forum: The Commission will break the meeting at approximately 11:30 a.m. on Friday, March 8,
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 conceins not part of the agenda for this meeting. Individual
presentations will be limited to five minutes. The Comrmsswn may discontinue public forum after a
reasonable time if a large number of speakers wish fo 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. !

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.

The next Commission meeting is scheduled for April 23-25, 2002.

Copies of staff reports for individual agenda items are available by contacting Emma Djodjic in the
Director's Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon
97204; telephone 503-229-5990, toll-free 1-800-457-4011, or 503-229-6993 (TTY). Please specify the
agenda item letter when requestﬂng reports. If special physical, language or other accommodations are
needed for this meeting, please advise Emma Djodjic as soon as possible, but at least 48 hours in advance
of the meeting,.




March 7-8, 2002 (sound support) | Page 1 of 4

Environmental Quality Commission Meeting

March 7-8, 2002

Heathman Hotel, Freemont/Morrison rooms (combined)
1001 SW Broadway at Salmon, Portland, Oregon 97205

Thursday, March 7 — EQC/DEQ Summit
Commissioners and members of DEQ’s Executive Management Team (EMT) will spend the day
discussing major programs initiatives, policy decisions and agency plans, building on work from the last
-EQC/DEQ Summit held in November 2000.
11:00 Setting the Stage

To set the context for this day, Commissioners and EMT members will review results of the

2000 Summit and discuss what has been accomplished. The group will then review purpose
of this Summit and discuss desired outcomes.

11:30 Initiatives in Communications and Outreach
Nina DeConcini, Office of Communications and Outreach Manager, will describe current
-and upcoming activities designed to engage Oregonians in environmental problem solving.
Nina will solicit feedback from Commissioners on a number of specific initiatives.

12:15 Lunch break, continue meeting

12:30 Air Quality Program Overview
Andy Ginsburg, Air Quality Administrator, will give a short presentation of major programs
and nitiatives and present a visual overview of the regulations that guide air quality work.
Most of this time will be reserved for discussion.

1:30 Water Quality Program Overview
Mike Llewelyn, Water Quality Administrator, will give a short presentation of major
programs and wnitiatives and present a visual overview of the regulations that guide water
quality work. Most of this time will be reserved for discussion.

2:30 Break

2:45 Agenda for the 2003 Legislative Session
Director Hallock will reiterate her agenda and vision for DEQ), building on the agency’s
Strategic Directions for the next four years. Lauri Aunan, Office of Community and

Government Relations Manager, will then share ideas DEQ) is considering for the 2003
Legislative Session. During discussion, Director Hallock and EMT members will ask

http://www.deq.state.or.us/about/eqc/agendas/3.7-8.02. EQCAgenda.html 3/11/2002
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Commissioners for ideas and feedback on potential legislative proposals.
4:30 Review and Next Steps

Commissioners and EMT members will discuss the results of the day and next steps,
including future program overviews by the Land Quality and Management Services
Divisions.

5:00 Adjourn for the day

Friday, March 8 — 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 Department. Executive session 18
held pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(h). Only representatives of the media may attend, but will not be
allowed to report on any deliberations during the session.

A. Approval of Minutes
B. Action Item: Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Requests

The Legislature established the Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit in 1967 to help businesses
meet environmental requirements. The credit was later expanded to encourage businesses to invest
in technologies and processes that prevent, control or reduce significant amounts of pollution. In
1999, nonpoint source pollution control facilities (such as wood chippers) were made eligible for
the program. At this meeting, the Commission will consider over 150 tax credit applications for
facilities that control air and water pollution, recycle solid and hazardous waste, reclaim plastic
products, provide alternatives to open burning, and control pollution from underground storage
tanks.

C. Director’s Dialogue

Director Hallock and Commissioners will discuss current events and issues involving the
Department, as well as the Commission’s plan for the April 23-25, 2002, meeting in Burns.

D. Action Item: Request from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service for a Waiver to the Total Dissolved Gas Water Quality Standard on the Columbia
River :

This item will begin at approximately 9:30 a.m.

The Commission will consider a request from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a variance to
Oregon’s total dissolved gas water quality standard so that water can be spilled over Lower
Columbia River dams to assist salmon smolts migrating to the ocean. The Corps has requested

similar waivers to assist fish passage in previous years,

E. Action Ttem: Permit Modification for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)

http://www.deq.state.or.us/about/eqe/agendas/3.7-8.02. EQCAgenda.html 3/11/2602
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Tn September 2001, the Commission asked DEQ to modify the UMCDF permit to specify the
approval process for starting-up disposal of chemical weapons at the facility. DEQ is proposing a
change to the permit that will require Department approval for starting surrogate trial disposal
(scheduled to start in May 2002) and Commission approval for starting chemical agent operations
(scheduled for February 2003). Significant comments were received from the permittees,
interested stakeholders and citizens on this proposal. The Comumission plans to make a decision on
the proposed permit change at this meeting.

F. *Rule Adoption: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) Fee Increase

DEQ is proposing an across-the-board, 30 percent increase to ACDP fees as approved by the 2001
Legislature. This increase replaces General Funds that are no longer available to support the
permit program. The proposed rules also adjust ACDP fees to more accurately reflect the amount
of work that is involved with issue different types of permits. Small businesses and other low-
complexity sources would experience a smaller percent increase than larger, more complex
sources based on these rules. The Commission will consider rule adoption at this meeting.

G. Information Item: Improvements for DEQ’s Rulemaking Process

Over the past year, DEQ has identified ways to improve its internal rulemaking process. These
improvements aim to strengthen coordination between agency programs, ensure smooth
implementation of new rules on the ground, enable better planning of staff resources and
workloads, and gain efficiencies overall. Another goal is to provide more opportunity for
Commissioners to be involved early-on in our rulemaking process. DEQ will present and discuss
these improvements with Commissioners at this meeting,

H. Discussion Item: Schedule for Evaluating Director’s Performance

In January 2002, the Commission approved a formal process for evaluating the DEQ Director’s
performance, including measures, criteria and an evaluation procedure. At this meeting,
Commissioners will discuss a schedule for reviewing the Director’s performance in late 2002,

I. Commissioners’ Reports
Adjourn

* Hearings 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 the
Commission or Department on these items at any time during this meeting.

Public Forum: The Commission will break the meeting at approximately 11:30 a.m. on Friday, March
8, 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

http://www.deq.state.or.us/about/eqe/agendas/3.7-8.02. EQCAgenda. html 3/11/2002




March 7-8, 2002 (sound support) Page 4 of 4

to the Commission on those agenda items.

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.

The next Commission meeting is scheduled for April 23-25, 2002.

Copies of staff reports for individual agenda items are available by contacting Emma Djodjic in the
Director's Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon
97204; telephone 503-229-5990, toll-free 1-800-452-4011, or 503-229-6993 (TTY). Please specify the
agenda item letter when requesting reports. If special physical, language or other accommodations are
needed for this meeting, please advise Emma Djodjic as soon as possible, but at least 48 hours in
advance of the meeting.

http://www.deq.state.or.us/about/eqe/agendas/3.7-8.02. EQC Agenda. html] 3/11/2002



For more information,
contact DEQ at:

Headquarters/Portland-Metro {503)229-5696
Headquarters (toll free) (800)452-4011
Headquarters—TTY (503)229-6993

We’ll determine which DEQ er local government
office can assist you.

You can also visit DEQ’s home page at
www.deg.state.or.us and click on “Consumer Corner”.

5

a

DEQ

State of Oregon
Depariment of
Environmental
Quality

Headquarters

811 SW Sixth Ave.
Portland, OR 97204
Phone: (503) 229-5279
Toll free (in Oregon):
(800) 452-4011

TTY: (503) 229-6993
www.deq.state.or.us
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Preventing septic
system problems

A properly constructed and
maintained system can last a long
time. Here are things you can do to
avoid problems:

Consumer

Corner:
Septic

Siate of Oregon
5 Department of
Environmental
*  Keep indoor plumbing in good SYStemS Quality
working order.

®  Conserve water to avoid
overloading the system.

®  Use substitutes for household
hazardous waste.

* Learn the location of your septic
tank and drain field. Keep a Eri e
sketch of it handy with your =
maintenance record for service
visits.

*  Cover the drain field with a grass
cover to prevent erosion and
remove excess water.

*  Keep your septic tank cover
accessible for inspections and
pumpings. Install risers if
necessary.

- PROTECTING OREGON’S ENVIRONMENT

. e o T

DONOT

®  Flush material that will not easily
decompose such as hair, diapers,
cigarette butts, matches, or
feminine hygiene products.

®  Wash or flush medicines or
hazardous chemicals like paint,
paint thinner or bleach into the
system. They kill the bacteria
needed to decompose wastes in
the septic tank and in the drain
field.

®  Drive over septic tank or drain
lines.

®  Build over septic tanks or drain
fields.




Be sure your
septic system is
in a proper
place onyour
property.

Consumer Corner:

Septic Systems

You need a Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) permit to
install, replace or make changesto a
septic system. The permitting process
ensures that septic systems are properly
sited and constructed to protect our
health and the environment. DEQ can
also help you understand how to
properly care for your septic system.

Call your local DEQ office for answers
to your questions about which permit

you may need and who to contact in the
county where your property is located.

A septic system is used to treat and
dispose of sewage from homes that are
not on a public sewer line. A septic
system consists of a septic tank, where
solids settle and decompose, and a drain
field where bacteria do the final
treatment.

A properly functioning septic system
treats sewage so that ground and
surface waters are not contaminated. A
poorly designed or malfunctioning
system is a health hazard to your family
and neighbors and can cause odors and
water pollution.

Before you buy
Before you buy undeveloped property, call your local DEQ
office to check if the property has been evaluated for a
septic system. If not, have DEQ evaluate and approve the
property for a septic system before purchase.

When checking an existing septic system in a home you
might want to buy, DEQ advises that you hire a qualified
inspector to check out the system. Gather information about
the septic system and its location. Here are the main things
to investigate:

¢ Isit DEQ permitted and installed?

°  How old is the system and is maintenance required?

°  When was the septic tank last pumped?

¢ Have there been any problems in the past?

°  How many people previously lived in the house?

* Is the ground spongy or is there sewage on the
surface?

Installing a new system

Getting a new septic system installed is a two step process.
The first step is to apply for a site evaluation. A septic
system specialist will evaluate your property and identify the
type of septic system needed and the best location for it.
The second step is to apply for a septic system construction
permit. Call your local DEQ office for application forms.
There is a fee for a site evaluation as well as for the permit.

Diapers, paint, feminine
hygiene products, bleach
and medicines are things
that should not be
flushed in septic systems.

Maintaining septic systems
To avoid costly repairs, do yearly
inspections of a septic tank for
solids accumulation. When the
solids accumulation is greater than
40 percent, have your septic tank
pumped by a DEQ licensed pumper.
DEQ can give you a list of licensed
and bonded pumpers in your area,
and can answer questions on how
to inspect your septic tank.

Signs of septic system failure

®  Pools of water or damp spots,
foul odors, and/or dark gray or
black soils in the area of your
drain field.

®  Water that surfaces over the
drain field during heavy rain or
when doing laundry.

®  Sewage backs up into the
lowest drains in the house.

*  Gurgling of drains, slow
drainage (check for clogs first).

*  Soggy soil overlying the drain
field.

Be sure your
septic system is
installed and
inspected by
licensed
inspectors ora
local
government
contract agent..



State of Qregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
Date: March 7, 2002

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Lauri Aunan, Government Relations Manager

Subject: DEQ Legislative Concepts
Overview of Issues for DEQ’s 2003-2005 Budget Request

DEQ is discussing ideas for legislation with interested and affected parties. No decisions have
been made on any of these proposals, and it is possible that additional proposals might be added
to this list. DEQ’s goal is to work with interested and affected parties to reach agreement before
the 2003 Legislative Session.

In developing legislative concepts, DEQ_musf follow requirements of the Department of
Administrative Services (DAS). DAS is releasing 2003-2005 budget and legislative concept
instructions to agencies at a meeting in Salem on Friday, March 8.

DEQ must submit legislative concepts to DAS by mid-April 2002. If the Governor approves
DEQ’s legislative concepts, the Governor files the concepts with the Legislature by mid-
December 2002, Legislative Counsel then drafts bills for consideration by the Legislature in
2003.

DEQ’s Water Quality, Land Quality, and Air Quality programs have developed ideas for
legislative concepts. No final decisions have been made on whether these concepts will be filed
with DAS. We are exploring these ideas with stakeholders, with a goal of gaining agreement
before the legislative session. It is possible that we will decide not to move forward on some of
these ideas.

Water Quality

Placeholder for recommendations from review of onsite septic system program. DEQ is broadly
reviewing the onsite septic system program. Mike Llewelyn is heading up a work group to look
at the requirements for approval of alternative onsite technology. The work group may make
recommendations about how this should occur in Oregon. In addition, Mike will establish an
advisory committee to review DEQ’s onsite rules. We are holding a placeholder in case we
determine that statutes must be revised to accomplish the recommendations arising from these
efforts. '

Low-interest loans for landowner projects to protect salmon and water guality. The Clean Water -
State Revolving Fund, administered by DEQ, provides direct loans to public entities for sewage
treatment and stormwater control improvements. This concept provides a mechanism for low-
interest loans to private landowners for non-point source pollution control projects. DEQ




introduced this legislation in 2001, but there was not enough interest or understanding, and it
died without a hearing. DEQ is talking with stakeholder groups to determine if there is any
increased support.

Land Quality

Methane at old landfills. DEQ has limited authority under existing statutes and rules to require
investigation and, if necessary, management of methane generated by old solid waste landfills.
During our involvement with two of these sites (Cobbs Quarry and Bethyl-Danebo), we realized
that there are gaps in existing DEQ authority, making it hard for DEQ to require methane at old
landfills to be managed safely. Lack of effective regulatory authority could result in potential
fire or explosive hazards to residents and workers in the vicinity of these sites, and poor
customer service to neighbors and developers. We are working with a stakeholder group and
with DEQ’s environmental cleanup and solid waste advisory committees to determine the best
long-term solutions.

Placeholder for recommendations from Hazardous Waste Workgroup. The 2003-2005 revenue
supporting DEQ’s hazardous waste work is projected to be substantially less than what is needed
to maintain existing services. Revenues may be from $1.5 to $3 million short. The Director has
appointed a work group of key stakeholders to discuss what hazardous waste work the
Department must or should continue to do, and how to pay for that work, The work group has
met once, is engaged, and will shape its recommendations over the next few months. From
there, a budget package and a legislative concept, if needed, can be finalized.

Air Quality

Clean diesel. DEQ is exploring ideas for legislative proposals that would promote the use of
cleaner diesel fuel in Oregon and encourage retrofits of cleaner diesel engines. DEQ is working
with stakeholders to understand which ideas might have the best on-the-ground results and which
package of ideas has the most support.

Funding for community-based air toxics work. This proposal is intended as a vehicle to seek
funding for air toxics work. The Air Quality Program has been working with an advisory
committee to develop rules for a community-based air toxics program to protect people’s health.
The program would be based on sound data that shows areas in the state where air toxics exceed
health benchmarks. Once these areas are identified, DEQ would work with citizens, businesses
and local governments to develop local plans to reduce air toxics emissions. Air Quality has
shifted some existing resources to this work, and continues to seek federal funding for additional
work, However, we do not have sufficient resources to carry out all of the work at the level
needed. This concept would allow funds from foundations, local governments, community
groups or businesses to be pooled to supplement DEQ’s toxics work. Examples of supplemental
work include local ambient monitoring and emission inventory studies.

Placeholder for Authority to implement Regional Haze required by Clean Air Act. In 1999, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted Regional Haze regulations to address visibility
problems caused by air pellution transported over long distances across many states into national




parks and wilderness areas. Federal regulations will require Oregon to develop and implement
strategies to reduce regional haze and improve visibility. We are exploring whether additional
statutory authority is needed to authorize DEQ to 1mplement regional haze strategies that may be
adopted on a regional, multistate basis.

Placeholder for Regulatory Streamlining

Responding to questions asked by the Legislature and the Governor, the Department of
Administrative Services established an Agency Head Workgroup on Regulatory Streamlining to
explore issues and opportunities around streamlining regulatory processes. This is a placeholder
for any recommendations that the Work group might develop.




Overview of Issues for DEQ’s 2003-2005 Budget Request

¢ National trends on funding cleanup of contaminated sites; use of State General Funds for
bonding and debt service for orphan site cleanup

¢ Revenue shortfalls in the Land Quality Division
e Adequately staffed wastewater permitting program

e Completion and implementation of Willamette Basin TMDL and Water Quality
Improvement Plans

e DEQ Laboratory

e Community Solutions Team



State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum

Date: March 6, 2002

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Stephanie Hallock, Director

Subject: ADDENDUM to Agenda Item B, Action Item: Tax Credit Application Consideration
March 8, 2002 EQC Meeting

Purpose of
Addendum

NPS: Wood
Chippers

Reclaimed _
Plastic Products

This addendum includes corrections to Review Reports presented in Attachment
B of the Staff Report. The corrections are in response to the Department's request
that applicants verify staff's interpretation of illegible or ambiguous information
presented on the applications. There are no changes to the Department's
recommended facility cost, the percentage of that cost allocable to pollution
control or the maximum fax credit.

Application Number 5896 - Change the facility zip code from 97633 as presented
on Thomas & Susan Petterson's report to 97632,

Application Number 5910 - Change the applicant from Richard O'Brien to
Robert O'Brien.

Application Number 5933 - Change applicant_ from John & Carol Singleton to
Fred & Carol Singleton. Change the model number from P24A-4950099 to
P24A-495D099.

Application Number 6007 - Change the facility zip code from 97814 as presented
on Nicholas M. Mausen's report to 97301.

Application Number 6011 - Change the facility zip code from 97051 as presented
on Anya N. Malbin's report to 97054.

Apphcahon Number 5948 - Change the serial number on Denton Plastlcs Inc.'s
Toyota forklift from 7fFGU8-62036 to 7TEGU18-62306.

Approved: g
Section: /Q P .
Division: (7//%47\———*

Report Prepared By: Maggie Vandehey
Phone: 503-229-6878




Oregon Air Toxics Program Structure

Implement Geographic Approach Implement Implement Safety Net
+Establish local advisory committees Rules and Program
Strategies

*Develop local air toxies plans

*Monitor and Evaluate

+Conduct source-specific

) risk assessment
*Monitor and

Evaluate «Establish emission

reduction measures

Selection of Geographic Areas
(Area above health benchmark)

Selection of Selection of Sources
Source (Measured impacts above health
benchmarks and source is
C ateg(}ries significant contributer)

o

Geographic

Source Category Safety Net

Base Program
Emission Reduction Information and ' Implementing Program Evaluation
Programs Science Programs Activities
*Federal Air Toxics Program *Emission Inventory -Pe@it Progrz‘ims *Air Quality Trends
+Criteria Pollutant Program *Ambient Monitoring "Business Assistance »Program Performance
sAmbient Modeling Programs Measures

Scientific Advisory Panel

*Public Involvement
*Compliance Assurance




PROPOSED DEQ RULEMAKING PROCESS

Establish DEQ Rulemaking Agenda

Establish DEQ Rulemaking Agenda

Agenda ltem G, Informational Item:

improvements for DEQ’s Rulemaking Process

March 8, 2002, EQC Meeting

Plan Rulemaking

EMT
2 yrrofling -
update annually (Oct.) R ]SUbr:.'t Sl:a: N Approve Rulemaking Start Form Rulernkg Team | | Complete Rulemaking Plan
¢ “ e};na.e!(l;lt@lf_e c:jlce EMT Project Lead v Rulemkg Team
o) 2 * Opt infout of process
Track Rulemaking
Develop Proposed Rulemaking Package
p P g g Adopt Rules

Implement Rulemaking Plan
Rulemkg Team
+ Conduct external outreach & Adv. Comm.
« Draft rules
Obtain DAS approval on fees
» Draft implementation plan & comm strategy
+ Draft supporting documents

Y

Conduct consuitations (PMT, EMT, EQC, etc)
Draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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Surface Water

Clean Water Act

Water Quality Standards * EPA Recommends Water Quality Criteria ("Gold Book”) « State Adopts Water Quality Standards * OAR Division 41
{Section 303} ;
: ' #
Wastewater Permits » EPA Establishes Technology Limits (Section 301) - State Issues NPDES Permits with technology or water quality based + OAR Division 45
limits ' i
Stormwater Permits * EPA Establishes Coverage Requirements for Industry and « State Issues NPDES Stormwater Permits for “Phase | and Phase I » OAR Division 45
Municipalities (Section 402) municipalities, certain industries and construction acfivities
Nonpoint Source * EPA Establishes Programatic Direction (Section 319) » State Administers Program and “pass through” grants * None
Funding « EPA Establishes Program Direction and Provides Capitali- | » State Administers Loan Program «OAR Division 81
zation of the the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (Title v)
Water Quality Cerification » Federal Agencies Issue Licenses or Permits (Section 401) » State Certifies that License or Permit will meet water quality standards * OAR Division 48
Groundwater _ ,
Groundwater Quality Standards | *None « State Adopts Groundwater Quality Standards : + OAR Division 40
Wastewater Permits *None « WPCF Permits for land application of wastewater and some onsite * OAR Division 45
systems * OAR Division 50
Onsite Sewage * Large systems may be UIC's under Federal Safe Drinking | » Construction Permit required or WPCF for larger systems + OAR Division 71
Water Act
Groundwater *None « State Establishes Groundwater ManagementAreés « OAR Division 40
Management Act
Drinking Water Federal Safe Drinking Water Act |
" »Sourcewater Protection Program « DEQ Develops Plans in conjuntion with DOH *None
* Wellhead Protection Program » Same as above * OAR Division 40
« Underground Injection Control - State registers or permits UIC's * OAR Division 44
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Glossary of Environmental Terms

Abatement.  The reduction in degree or intensity of pollution.
Acid rain: Precipitation which has a pH of less than 5.6.

Acute toxicity: Any poisonous effect produced within a short period of time, resulting in
severe biological harm and often death.

Agricuftural poliution: The liquid and solid wastes from farming, including: runoff and
infiltration of pesticides, fertilizers, and animal waste; erosion and dust
from plowing; animal manure and carcasses.

Air pollution: The presence of contaminant substances in the air that do not disperse
properly and interfere with human health.

Air shed: The limited space above a particular area defined by natural features as
well as by political or legal boundaries.
Algae: Simple rootless plants that grow in bodies of water in relative proportion

- to the amounts of nutrients available. Algae blooms reduce the amount of
dissolved oxygen in lakes and rivers and can result in fish kills.

Ambient air:  Any unconfined portion of the atmosphere; the outside air.
Anadromous: Migratory fish that ascend rivers from the sea to spawn, like salmon.

Aguifer: A layer of sediment or rack that is capable of yielding water to welis or
springs, and may include fill material that is saturated. The depth of these .
layers can vary from a few feet to several hundred feet below the ground.

Abestos: A mineral (magnesium silicate) that has been processed so it is used to
fire proof buildings, insulate electrical wires, and make brake linings in
cars. Asbestos can cause cancer if inhaled or ingested.

Atmosphere. The layer of air surrounding the earth.

Bioassay: Using living organisms to measure the effect of a substance, factor or
condition.

Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD): The dissolved oxygen required to decompose
crganic matter in water. It is a measure of po]lutlon since heavy waste
loads have a high demand for oxygen.

Biodegradable: Able to be broken down into simpler products by microscopic plants and
animals.

Carbon monoxide (C0): A colorless, odorless, highly toxic by-product of incomplete
fossil fuel combustion. It is one of the major air pollutants. Cars give off a
lot of carbon monoxide.

Carcinogenic. Capable of causing cancer.
Chlorophyll:  Green pigment found in plant cells.

Conservation:. Not wasting, and renewing when possible, the human and natural
resources of the world.

Contaminate; To poliute something, or make it dirty.

Dissolved oxygen (DO): A measure of the amount of oxygen available for biochemical
activity in a given amount of water. Low DO levels are generally due to
inadequate waste treatment.
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Dissolved solids: The total amount of dissolved organic and inorganic material
contained in a sample of water.

Ecological integrity: The summation of chemical, physical and biological integrity
capable of supporting and maintaining a balanced, infegrated adaptive
community of organisms having a species compaosition, diversity, and
functional organization comparable to that of the natural habitat of the
region.

Ecology: The study of relationships between living things and their surroundings.

Ecosystem: A community of living things interacting with one another and with their
physical environment, such as a rain forest, pond or estuary.

Effluent: Liquid waste material discharged into the environment, it can be treated
or untreated. Typically refers to a wastewater discharge from, a sewer
system or factory.

Emission: Waste substances discharged into the air.

Erosion: The wearing away of land surface by wind or water. Erosion occurs
naturally from weather or run-off but can be intensified by land-clearing
practices.

Estuary. Special environments at the mouth of coastal rivers where fresh water

meets sea water. These brackish water ecosystems shelter and feed
marine life, birds and wildlife.

Evapotranspiration; Water ioss from soil through evaporation and transpiration from the
surfaces of plants.

Fossil fuels:  Fuels such as oil, natural gas, and .coal that are made from decayed
plants and animals that lived millions of years ago. These fuels are made
of hydrogen and carbon (hydrocarbons).

Groundwater. The water under ground that fills empty spaces in material such as sand,
gravel or rock. ‘

Hazardous waste: Waste materials that are inherently dangerous in contact, handling
and disposal. They may be toxic, explosive, caustic, or ignitable.
Substances classified as hazardous under state or federal law are subject
to special handling, shipping, storage, and disposal requirements.
Radioactive materials and some biological wastes are also considered
hazardous.

Heavy metals: Elements with high molecular weights which are generally toxic in low
concentrations to plant and animal life. Examples include mercury,
chromium, cadmium, arsenic, and lead.

Hydrocarbons: Compounds found in fossil fuels that contain carbon and hydrogen in
various combinations. Some are carcinogenic. They are major air
pollutants and can cause significant groundwater contamination. Fossil
fuels, glues, paints, and solvents contain hydrocarbons. Most people use
the terms “hydrocarbon” and “volatile organic compounds” {or VOCs) to
mean the same thing.

Hydrologic cycle: The cyclical movement of water from the ocean to the atmosphere by
evaporation through rain to the earth’s surface, through runoff and
groundwater to streams, and back to the sea.
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Inversion:

Leachate:

An atmospheric condition occurring when a layer of cool air is trapped by
a layer of warm air and is unable to rise. Inversions spread polluted air
horizontally rather than vertically so that contaminating substances
cannot be dispersed.

Liquid that has percolated through solid waste or other matter, extracting
dissolved or suspended materials from it.

Mobile source: A moving source of pollution, such as a car or truck.
Nitrogen oxides: Gases that form when the nitrogen and oxygen in the atmosphere are

burned with fossil fuels at high temperatures.

Non-point source; Contaminants from diffuse land use practices, rather than from

Nutrients:

discrete sources such as a pipe or ditch. Contaminants of non-point
source pollution can be the same as from point source pollution and can
include; sediment, nutrients, pesticides, metal, and petroleum products.
Sources of non-point source pollution can include; construction sites,
agricultural areas, forests, stream banks, roads, urban and residential
areas.

Essential elements or compounds in the development of living things.
Oxygen, nitrogen and phosphorous are examples. When present in
excess, nutrients can be pollutants that cause environmental problems
related to excessive plant growth.

Organic chemicals: Chemical compounds containing carbon. Historically organic

Outfall:

Ozone.

Particulates:

PCBs:

Pesticides:

Plume:

Point source:

Pollutant:

Pollute:

compounds were obtained from vegetable or animal sources. Today,
many organic chemicals are synthesized in a laboratory.

The outlet of a sewer, drain or conduit where effluent is discharged into
receiving waters.

Pungent, colorless, toxic gas that is the major component of smog. It is
formed when sunlight triggers chemical reactions involving hydrocarbons
and oxides of nitrogen.

Fine particles such as dust, smoke, fumes, or smog found in emissions
and the air.

Polychlorinated biphenyls. Found in transformers and capacitors, these
organic compounds are very persistent in the environment where they
accumulate over time.

Chemicals used to destroy or control insects, weeds or unwanted
growths.

In water terms, the extent or boundary of the spread of underground sall
or water contamination. In air, a visible emission from a flue or chimney.

A stationary location where pollutants are discharged.

A contaminant that adversely alters the physical, chemical, or biological
properties of the environment.

To make the land, water, or air dirty and unhealthy.

Pretreatment Processes used to reduce the amount of pollution in water before it enters

Radon:

the sewers or treatment plant.
Colorless, odorless radicactive gas formed by the decay of radium.
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React, To act in response to something. For example, a chemical can change, or
react, if added to another chemical.

. Remedial action: Work done at a hazardous waste site to clean up or control the
contamination found at the site.

Respiratory system: A body’s system for breathing, including the nose, throat, and lungs.
Fesource recovery: The process of obtaining materials or energy, particularly from solid

: waste.
River basin. The land area drained by a river and its tributaries.
Runoff. Water from precipitation or irrigation that flows over the ground surface

and returns to streams. It can collect pollutants from the air or land and
carry them to the receiving waters.

Sediment: Solid Material that has dropped out of suspension in air or water.
Examples include sand and gravel.

Septic tank.  An enclosure that stores and processes wastes where no sewer system
exists. Bacteria decompose the organic matter into sludge, which is
pumped off periodically.

Sludge: A product of the treatment process as particles in waste are converted to
solids.

Solid waste: Useless, unwanted or discarded material with insufficient liquid content to
be free flowing. It may be agricultural, commercial, industrial, institutional,
municipal, or residential in nature.

Solvent. A substance used to dissolve another substance.
Stagnation.  Lack of motion in a mass of air or water, which tends to hold pollutants.
Stationary source. A non-moving source of pollution, such as a factory smokestack.

Stratosphere: The layer of air that extends from about 10 to 30 mile above the surface
of the earth.

Suifur dioxide: A colorless gas that can that can bother the lungs. It is formed when fossil
fuels that contain sulfur are burned. It is also given off when volcanoes
erupt.

Total dissolved sofids: The total amount of organic and inorganic material dissolved in a
sample of water. '

Toxic: Describes something that can be poisonous or deadly if it is eaten
touched, or inhaled in farge enough amounts.

Toxicity. The quality or degree of being poisonous or harmful to plant or animal life.

Turbidity: Hazy air due to the presence of particles and pollutants; a similar cloudy

condition in water due to suspended silt or organic matter.
Urban runoff. Storm water from city streets, usually carrying litter and organic wastes.

Ventilation: ~ Atmospheric air circulation determined by wind speed and mixing height.
The degree of ventilation is an indication of how well air poltution will be
dispersed.

Volatife: Any substance that evaporates at low temperature.

Volatile organic compounds: VOCs are made of carbon, oxygen, hydrogen, chlorine, and
other atoms that can form gases easily. They are found in nature as well
as in some glue, paint, solvents, and other products. They help form
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ozone near the ground, which may harm our health and even cause
cancer.

Water poliution: The addition of enough harmtul or objectionable material to damage
water quality.

Watershed: The area drained by a given stream. S
Water table: The upper level of groundwater. ' ety
Wetlands: Areas such as tidal flats or swamps covered by shallow water, or where

the water table is at or near the surface. - e
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General Environmental Acronyms and Terms

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AQI Associated Oregon Industries

API Air Poliution Index

AQ) Alr Quality

AQ) Air Quality Index

AGMA Air Quality Management Area

AQMD Air Quality Management District

BACM Best Available Control Measure

BACT Best Available Control Technology

BAT Best Available Technology economically available

BCT Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology

BDAT Best Demonstrated Available Technology

BOD Biochemicall Oxygen Demand

BMP Best Management Practices

BPT Best Practicable Control Technology

BS Biosolids

BSMP Biosolids Management Plan

CAA Clean Air Act (Federal)

CAFO Confined Animal Feeding Operation

CCMP Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan

cD Consent Decree

CDC Center for Disease Control

CEPP Chemical Emergency Preparedness Program

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation Liability Act
. (Superfund) of 1980

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CcoD Chemical Oxygen Demand

COE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CSsC Combined Sewer Overflow OR Combined Sewer Outfall

CST Community Solutions Team

CWA Clean Water Act

DAS Department of Administrative Services (Oregon)

DEQ Department of Environmental Quality (Oregon)

DHS Department of Human Services (Oregon) _

DLCD Department of Land Conservation and Development (Oregon) -

DO Dissolved Oxygen

DOD Department of Defense (Federal)

DOE Department of Ecology (Washington State)

DOE Department of Energy (Federal)

DOGAMI Department of Geology and Mineral industries (Oregon)

DOI Department of Interior (Federal) '

DOJ Department of Justice (Oregon)

-6 -
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DSL Division of State Lands (Oregon)

ECD Environmental Cleanup Division {part of DEQ Land Quality D|V|S|on)

ECOS Environmental Council of the States (National) E

EDF Environmental Defense Fund ’-C"‘\

EIA Economic Impact Assessment LA

EIS Environmental Impact Statement DA

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency : 1A

EQC Environmental Quality Commission S3ECGE

ER Eastern Region (DEQ) ' - RDE

FFCA Federal Facility Compliance Act AR

FiIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act A

FOIA Freedom of Information Act o ; A

FPA : Forest Practices Act (Oregon) ‘ o

FS . Feasibility Study

FTE Fulltime Equivalent x

FWPCA Federal Water Poliution Control Act

GPS Groundwater Protection Strategy OR Global Positioning System

GW Groundwater

GWMA Groundwater Management Area

GWMP Groundwater Management Plan

HAP Hazardous Air Polfutant

HB House Bill :

HLW High-Level Radioactive Waste T A

HW Hazardous Waste ‘ R

IAG Interagency Agreement S ‘ T ‘;‘

IBI Index of Biological Integrity -

LCDC l.and Conservation and Development Commnssnon (Oregon) A

LEV Low Emission Vehicle R .

LQ Land Quality Division (DEQ) f’f ‘_)

LRAPA Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority o o~

LUBA Land Use Board of Appeals {Oregon) :

LUCS Land Use Compatibility Statement X A e

LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank — - : R

MACT Maximum Achievable Control Technology * " !

MAO Mutual Agreement and Order o o

MCL Maximum Containment Level OR Maximum Contamlnant Level (Safe
Drinking Water Act Term) B

METRO Metropolitan Service District (Portland Region)

MOU Memorandum Of Understanding -

MSD Management Services Division (DEQ) AP

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards ' i

NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement Voo e

NARSTO North American Research Strategy for Troposphetic Ozone

NCP National Contingency Plan
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NELAP
‘NEP
NESHAPS
NMFS
NO
NO,
NOy
NOAA
NPDES
NPS
NRCS
NRDC
NSPS
NSR
NWR
O3
OAR
OCE
0CO
oD
ODA
ODF
ODFW
ODCE
ODOT
OEC
OERR
ODP&R
OPA 90
ORELAP
ORS
0SsC
OSHA
PA
PA/SI
PBT
pH
PMys
PMio
PMT
POTW
PPA
ppb
ppm

National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program
National Estuary Program

National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Marine Fisheries Service {Federal)

Nitrogen Oxide

Nitrogen Dioxide

Oxides of Nitrogen

National Oceanic Atmospheric Admlnistranon

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System -
Nonpoint Source

USDA Natural Resource Conservatlon Service (Federai)
Natural Resource Defense Council

New Source Performance Standards

New Source Review

Northwest Regional Office (DEQ)

Ozone

Oregon Administrative Rules

Office of Compliance and Enforcement (DEQ)
Office of Communication and Outreach (DEQ})
Office of the Director (DEQ)

Oregon Department of Agriculture

Oregon Department of Forestry

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Oregon Department of Energy

Oregon Department of Transportation

Qregon Environmental Council

Office of Emergency and Remadial Resbonse
Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation

Oil Pollution Act of 1990

Oregon Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program
Oregon Revised Statutes

On-Scene Coordinator

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Preliminary Assessment

Preliminary Assessment / Site Investigation
Persistent, Bio-accumuiative, and Tox:c Pollutant
Measure acidity :

Particuiate Matter less than 205 microns in diameter
Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter
Program Management Team (DEQ)

Publicly Owned Treatment Works

Performance Partnership Agreement

Parts per billion

Parts per million
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PRP
PSD
PSEL
PUC
QA
QcC
Rand D
RA
RA
RACT
RCRA
RD
RFA
RFI

RI
RI/FS
ROD
RP
RQ
SARA
SB
SDWA
SF
SFM
Sl

SIP
SMCRA
SMP
SRLF
SS0O
STEP
STP
SwW
SWCAA
SWCD
SWDA
SWMG
TA
TAC
TACT
TDS
Title Il
Title V
TMDL

Potentially Responsible Party et :Lf“
Prevention of Significant Deterloratlon
Plant Site Emission Limits i tH ank < Ai% =
Public Utility Commission. v*=:"~ LY @
Quality Assurance Y o
Quality Control Comae Uy A £OV
Research and Deveiopment P (AR x W
Remedial Action i i ,rl,ijx-’i
Risk Assessment =" - S g"h"';'.'ii"l';[i
Reasonably Available Control Technology '""y" n ) "i’f
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 SR J
Remedial Design O G A A Jiji'ﬁ
RCRA Facility Assessment Gors " 1'r ot f,‘f-:-:.fj 4
RCRA Facility Investigation ‘ RS s
Remedial Investigation : ' H
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 2
Record of Decision T R
Responsible Party - o -
Reportable Quantity
Superfund Amendments and ReauthorsZation Act of 1986 A
Senate Bill A s !
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 : ' , SR
Superfund R S S T B A N
State Fire Marshall (Oregon) ... & . - SN
Site Inspection i D DA - S A [EREE.
State Implementation Plan R £~ e S |
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act= .~ (1300 20 - BERE LS EA )
Site Management.Plan " b s N R N [T AR
State Revolving Loan Fund R T ToED
Sewer System Overflow .° .. .« Cooe T e O < BTG
Septic Tank Effluent Pump Y I S T 2
Sewage Treatment Plant B vra i 7 e
Solid Waste TR R S S AP £
Southwest Washlngton Clean Aergency’ R IR L LV
Soil and Water Conservation District . .: co no R
Solid Waste Disposal Act . o ’!,,s-‘;'?. Get TE b S T
State Water Management Group D i
Technical Assistance + . : Ceta R
Technical Advisory Committee .. .. ...~ Mo et
Typically Achievable Control Technology S Copowm, T k v
Total Dissolved Solids . ‘ S RERS &
Title Il of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAAQO)
Title V of the CAAA90 P pAN
Total Maximum Daily Load T, oo T
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™P Temperature Management Plan
TPY Tons Per Year
TRI Toxic Chemical Release Inventory
TSCA . Toxic Substance Contro! Act
TSDF Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
TSP Total Suspended Particulates
TSS Total Suspended Solids
UGB Urban Growth Boundary
uiC Underground Implementation Control OR Underground Injection Control
USCG U.S. Coast Guard
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
UsT Underground Storage Tarnk
VIO Vehicle Inspection Office
VOCs Volatile Organic Compounds
VSl Visual Site Inspection
WHP Wellhead Protection
WPCF Water Pollution Control Facilities
waQ Water Quality
waQc Water Quality Criteria
WwaQL Water Quality Limited
waQs Water Quality Standard
WR Western Region (DEQ)
WRAP Waste Reduction Assistance Program OR Western Regional Air
Partnership
WRC Water Resource Commission (Oregon)
WRD Water Resource Division (Oregon)
WWTF Wastewater Treatment Facility
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant

-10-



Environmental Quality Commission Meeting
March 7-8, 2002

Heathman Hotel, Freemont/Morrison rooms (combined)
1001 SW Broadway at Salmon, Portland, Oregon 97205

Thursday, March 7 - EQC/DEQ Summit

- Commissioners and members of DEQ’s Executive Management Team (EMT) will spend the day
discussing major programs initiatives, policy decisions and agency plans, building on work from the last
EQC/DEQ Summit held in November 2000,

11:00 Setting the Stage
To set the context for this day, Commissioners and EMT members will review results of the 2000
Summit and discuss what has been accomplished. The group will then review purpose of this
Summit and discuss desired outcomes.

11:30 Initiatives in Communications and Qutreach
Nina DeConcint, Office of Communications and Outreach Manager, will describe current and
upcoming activities designed to engage Oregonians in environmental problem solving. Nina will
solicit feedback from Commissioners on a mumber of specific initiatives.

12:15 Lunch break, continue meeting

12:30  Air Quality Program Overview
Andy Ginsburg, Air Quality Administrator, will give a short presentatlon of major programs and
initiatives and present a visual overview of the regulations that guide air quality work. Most of
this time will be reserved for discussion.

1:30 Water Quality Program Overview
Mike Llewelyn, Water Quality Administrator, will give a short presentation of major programs
and initiatives and present a visual overview of the regulations that guide water quality work.
Most of this time will be reserved for discussion.

2:30 Break

2:45 Agenda for the 2003 Legislative Session
Director Hallock will reiterate her agenda and vision for DEQ, building on the agency’s Strategic
Directions for the next four years. Lauri Aunan, Office of Community and Government Relations
. Manager, will then sharé ideas DEQ is considering for the 2003 Legislative Session. During
discussion, Dlrector Hallock and EMT members will ask Commissioners for ideas and feedback
on potentlal legislative proposals

4:30  Review and Next Steps
Commissioners and EMT members will discuss the results of the day and next steps, including
future program overviews by the Land Quality and Management Services Divigions.

5:00  Adjourn for the day




Friday, March 8 — 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 Department. Executive session is
held pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(h). Only representatives of the media may attend, but will not be
allowed to report on any deliberations during the session.

A.

B,

Approval of Minutes

Action Item: Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Requests

The Legislature established the Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit in 1967 to help businesses
meet environmental requirements. The credit was later expanded to encourage businesses to
invest in technologies and processes that prevent, control or reduce significant amounts of
pollution. In 1999, nonpoint source pellution control facilities (such as wood chippers) were
made eligible for the program. At this meeting, the Commission will consider over 150 tax credit
applications for facilities that control air and water pollution, recycle solid and hazardous waste,
reclaim plastic products, provide alternatives to open burning, and control pollution from
underground storage tanks.

Director’s Dialogue
Director Hallock and Commissioners will discuss current events and issues involving the
Department, as well as the Commission’s plan for the April 23-25, 2002, meeting in Burns.

Actjon Item: Request from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service for a Waiver to the Total Dissolved Gas Water Quality Standard on the Columbia
River

This item will begin at approximately 9:30 a.m.

The Commission will consider a request from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a variance to
Oregon’s total dissolved gas water quality standard so that water can be spilled over Lower
Columbia River dams to assist salmon smolts migrating to the ocean, The Corps has requested
similar waivers to assist fish passage in previous years.

Action Item: Permit Modification for Umatilla' Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)
In September 2001, the Commission asked DEQ to modify the UMCDE permit to specify the
approval process for starting-up disposal of chemical weapons at the facility. DEQ is proposing a
change to the permit that will require Department approval for starting surrogate trial disposal
(scheduled to start in May 2002} and Commission approval for starting chemical agent operations
(scheduled for February 2003). Significant comments were received from the permittees,
interested stakeholders and citizens on this proposal. The Commission plans to make a decision
on the proposed permit change at this meeting.

*Rule Adoption: Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) Fee Increase

DEQ is proposing an across-the-board, 30 percent increase to ACDP fees as approved by the
2001 Legislature. This increase replaces General Funds that are no longer available to support the
permit program. The proposed rules also adjust ACDP fees to more accurately reflect the amount
of work that is involved with issue different types of permits. Small businesses and other low-
complexity sources would experience a smaller percent increase than larger, more complex
sources based on these rules. The Commission will consider rule adoption at this meeting.




G. Information Item: Improvements for DE()’s Rulemaking Process
Over the past year, DEQ has identified ways to improve its internal rulemaking process. These
improvements aim to strengthen coordination between agency programs, ensure smooth
implementation of new rules on the ground, enable better planning of staff resources and
workloads, and gain efficiencies overall. Another goal is to provide more opportunity for
Commissioners to be involved early-on in our rulemaking process. DEQ will present and discuss
these improvements with Commissioners at this meeting.

H. Discussion Item: Schedule for Evaluating Director’s Performance
In January 2002, the Commission approved a formal process for evaluating the DEQ Director’s
performance, including measures, criteria and an evaluation procedure. At this meeting,
Commissioners will discuss a schedule for reviewing the Director’s performance in late 2002.

L Commissioners’ Reports

Adjourn

* Hearings 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 the
Commission or Department on these items at any time during this meeting.

Public Forum: The Commission will break the meeting at approximately 11:30 a.m. on Friday, March 8,
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.

Note: Because of the uncertain length of time needed for cach 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.

The next Commission meeting is scheduled for April 23-25, 2002.

Copies of staff reports for individual agenda items are available by contacting Emma Djodjic in the
Director's Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon
97204; telephone 503-229-5990, toll-free 1-800-452-4011, or 503-229-6993 (TTY). Please specify the
agenda item letter when requesting reports. If special physical, language or other accommodations are
needed for this meeting, please advise Emma Djodjic as soon as possible, but at least 48 hours in advance
of the meeting.




State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
To: Environmental Quality Commission Date:  February 13, 2002
From: Mikell O’Mealy |

Subject: March 7 EQC/DEQ Summit

Greetings! We are looking forward to a productive day of discussion with you on
March 7, building on the first EQC/DEQ Summit held in November 2000. The goals of
this year’s summit are to engender substantive dialogue on a number of current agency
initiatives and challenges. '

After revisiting outcomes of the November 2000 Summit, Commissioners will hear
short presentations from:

+ Nina DeConcini, on agency plans for involving Oregonians in solving environmental
problems,

» Andy Ginsburg, on Air Quality program structure, opportunities and issues
associated with improving air quality, and

= Mike Llewelyn, on Water Quality program structure, opportunities and issues for
improving water quality.

Following each presentation, we will solicit your feedback and ideas and talk about how
to move forward in these programs.

In the afternoon, we will spend two hours discussing legislative concepts and potential
proposals for the 2003 Legislative Session, building on DEQ’s Strategic Directions for
2001 thought 2005. Director Hallock and Lauri Aunan will initiate this discussion.

Background information for the Summit follows. Please feel free to contact me or any
member of the Executive Management Team if you have questions or would like to
discuss these items before the meeting. Again, we look forward to seeing you soon.




Outcomes Report from
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) /
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Summit
29 November 2000
Updated February 2002 with Status of Assighments

Purposes: The purpose of this Outcomes Report is to summarize main themes and
assignments from the EQC / DEQ Summit meeting. The Summit outlined issue areas
and priority actions for DEQ staff to research and present to the EQC over the next 6-8
months.

Present:

Melinda Eden (chair-EQC),

Didi Malarkey (EQC)

Mark Reeve (EQC)

Tony Van Vliet (EQC)

Lauri Aunan {DEQ Legislative Liaison)

Sarah Bott (DEQ Public Affairs)

Marianne Fitzgerald (DEQ Pollution Prevention)

Rick Gates (DEQ Lab} ,

Andy Ginsburg (DEQ Air Quality Division)

Stephanie Hallock (DEQ Director)

Joni Hammond (DEQ Eastern Region)

Mike Liewelyn (DEQ Water Quality Division)

Helen Lotiridge {DEQ Management Services Division)
Neil Mullane (DEQ Northwest Region)

Kerri Nelson (DEQ Western Region)

Sally Puent (DEQ Waste Prevention and Management)
Kitty Purser (DEQ Executive Assistant to the Director)
Paul Slyman (DEQ Environmental Cleanup Division)
Lydia Taylor (DEQ Deputy Director)

Jennifer Yocum (Facilitator)

Issue Areas: Commissioners and DEQ staff discussed several items. The following
issues areas generated the most significant discussion and are listed below. (Note: the
listing order only reflects order of discussion, not a prioritized ranking.) Summaries on
each topic and assignments follow this list.

1. Environmental information and data management

2. Cooperation among natural resource and other state and federal agencies

3. Role of DEQ as a regulatory agency and as a progressive innovator / Point
Source and Non Point Source environmental strategies

4. Balance and fairness in enforcement, concerns about East/West, Urban/Rural
splits

5. Connections between water quality and water quantity / Harmonizing needs for
environmental protection, economic advancement and energy

6. Suggestions for improving EQC and DEQ interactions (process issues)




1. Environmental Information and Data Management

Concerns: Right now, a great deal of environmental information is collected and
managed by several public entities throughout the state and region. Much of the data in
these systems is unavailable due to technical and cultural barriers. There is also a
great deal of concern about data quality and resiliency (the ability to use data collected
for one purpose in another application.) While commissioners and DEQ staff agree that
more data, and a more effective use of data, is necessary for developing policy and
making science-based decisions, significant time and money are needed to realize this
desire. Thus far the Legislature has not been very supportive of single-agency
information system efforts, aithough multi-agency efforts may be more successful.
Statewide leadership is needed.

Assignments: Helen Lottridge will develop a proposal that will look at current plans
around state agency information exchange and develop options for DEQY’s role in
improving data access and use for the environment. This proposal will include potential
projects outlined for scope and resource needs. The proposal will be communicated to
the EQC as a part of the Director’s report at the January meeting. Additionally, Andy
Ginsburg will present a draft of DEQ’s Environmental Results Management System
(ERMS) initiative for EQC input/brainstorming in May.

Status: We have launched a comprehensive Information Management Assessment
Project (IMAP) to evaluate and recommend how we can use DEQ’s information
management resources for the highest return in environmental benefit, customer service
and efficiency. Helen Lottridge is leading a steering committee and a series of task
forces to produce this assessment by September 1, 2002.

The EMT is developing a set of executive performance measures tied to the four
strategic priorities and the key implementing actions. The EQC had a thorough
discussion about the strategic priorities at their meeting on August 10, 2001, in
Enterprise. The measures are in various stages of development, with the most work
needed on the toxics priority.

2. Cooperation among hatural resource and other state and federal agencies

Concerns: Related to problems with information exchange referenced above, the many
lines drawn between and among state and federal agencies charged with aspects of
looking after the environment often get in the way of effective and efficient environmental
management. Relationships between these entities are often tense and several
examples of attacks on credibility (mostly related to science) were described. While the
Community Solutions Team model has been successful, outside of a few integrated
efforts on the Oregon Plan for Saimon and Steelhead, no coordinated effort exists to
address conflicts in rules, permits or other policy issues.

Assignment: Mike Llewelyn will develop a proposal to look at how to improve
cooperation and credibility with different natural resource agencies through targeted
interactions with other boards, commissions and directors. These discussions will look
at mission, philosophy and administration. The proposal will be communicated to the
EQC as a part of the Director’s report at the January meeting.




Status: Mike prepared a report recommending a series of meetings between the EQC
and other boards, commissions and directors. In early 2001, the Commission discussed
these recommendations, decided to aim for two joint meetings per year, and prioritized a
list of other boards and commissions to meet with through 2003. The Commission met
with OWEB in September 2001, and will meet with WRC and OECDC in June and
December 2002, respectively. The Commission identified joint meetings with LCDC and
Board of Education (possibly) as priority meetings for 2003.

3. Role of DEQ as a requiatory agency and as a progressive innovator / Point Source
and Non Point Source environmental sirategies

Concerns: DEQ’s policy and revenue structures are mostly drawn on its role as a permit-
issuer and enforcer of environmental laws. However, due 1o the changing nature of the
sources of pollution and a desire to see what environmental gains can be achieved
through strategies other than prescribed regulation, DEQ has taken on several other
roles including partner, educator, etc. The multiplication of roles diverts already thin
resources and may cause confusion among staff and the public as to where our priorities
lie. Still, our effectiveness and credibility depend on playing all of these roles to some
extent.

Assignment: Stephanie Hallock will convene the DA group to examine the priorities
listed under the strategic planning theme centered on engaging all Oregonians in
protecting and enhancing the environment in their communities. The group will ook at
how they plan to update the agency’s Strategic Plan, and how they might select one
specific area for engaging Oregonians (along the lines of recycling) before the next EQC
meeting.

Status: The EMT selected a set of behaviors to focus on under the theme of engaging
Oregonians. These are: alternatives to gas engines; yard debris management
(alternatives to burning and pesticides); woodstoves (burn smart and clean); driveways
(protecting water quality); home/consumer products; and recycling. Nina DeConcini has
lead on this effort. We are developing a survey to measure baseline attitudes and
behaviors for the targeted actions.

4, Balance and fairness in enforcement, concerns about East/West, Urban/Rural splits

Concerns: Our current enforcement penalty matrix has generated concerns about
fairness and effectiveness in its application. Different programs use different
enforcement tools and philosophies. Some differences may occur across regions.
Violators have different levels of access to attorneys and consultants. Fines may not
always be the most effective approach in poorer areas.

Assignments: Neil Mullahe will put together a proposal to evaluate fairess in our
enforcement matrix sometime before the May EQC meeting. He will also send out a
white paper report on PGE and share information on enforcement trends in Oregon.
Kerri Nelson and Joni Hammond will look at developing differential policy
implementation strategies that may be appropriate, also for the May meeting.

Status: We have launched a thorough review of Division 12 to address equity and
fairness issues. EQC received an initial briefing on this review from Anne Price on




January 17, 2002. The schedule calls for an advisory committee to begin in March
2002, public hearings in September 2002, and presentation to the EQC in January 2003.
A status report to the EQC will be given in mid-2002.

We have also initiated a process to review how DEQ rules, permits and other programs
affect small businesses and individual Oregonians. Lauri Aunan is leading the effort to
define this issue during February and March, 2002. The Program Management teams
are expected to use innovative approaches to reduce the burden on small businesses
and individuals while still protecting the environment.

5. Connections between water quality and water quantity / Harmonizing needs for
environmental protection, economic advancement and energy

Concerns: There is no coordinated effort to look at balances between water quality and
water quantity. Some trade off choices are emerging. Trade offs are also a common
theme in the discussion about environmental protection, economic advancement and
energy needs. While generally we want to find win-win solutions, doing so requires a
great deal of conversation and early involvement.

Assignment: None. EQC will be exploring barriers and opportunities associated with
coordinated water quality and water quantity management during a joint meeting with
WRG in June 2002.

6. Sudgdestions for improving EQC and DEQ interactions

Concerns: We want to make sure that the EQC has enough information and enough
time to make good decisions. Information can be presented more clearly and regular
program “check-ins” were proposed.

Assignments: Paul Slyman will revise the report forms used for review by the EQC.
LFO has a model, also look at Secretary of State’s calendar for rule postings. New
forms will be used for the May meeting. A template will be reviewed in March. Sarah
Bott will help. Stephanie Hallock will send an email to staff ietting them know that EQC
members may be contacting them for more information. Stephanie will make sure that
EQC members get materials at least two weeks in advance and will create a schedule
for program check-ins. Stephanie will also meet with Harvey Bennett to review
outcomes from this meeting.

Status: Initial improvements have been made to forms and templates used for EQC
reports, and the schedule has been revised to provide for 2 week review. We are
updating our internal review process to identify policy issues earlier, some of which may
lead to information/discussion items for EQC. Loretta Pickerell will brief the EQC on
emerging changes in our internal rulemaking process on March 8, 2002. Commissioner
Reeve attended the February 19, 2002, EMT meeting to observe our rulemaking
planning and review process.




State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
To: Environmental Quality Commission Date: 2/14/02
From: Nina DeConcini ﬂ i E\y{{\‘/

Manager, Communication and Qutreach

Subject: Upcoming March meeting

Greetings to each of you!

While it may appear that I have been a "stealth" Public Affairs director for the past 6 months
since I accepted the position, | assure you I have been working hard acquainting myself with
my staff as well as the rest of the agency, especially the regional offices. In this era of
shrinking budgets and resources, it is especially challenging to find effective methods to tell
the "DEQ story."

I presently supervise 10 staff, two of whom are the central agency receptionists, Lee McPherson and BJ
Funk. I have five Public Information Representatives who provide media, education and outreach services
to the regions and programs. Brian White serves Land Quality and Compliance and Enforcement, William
Knight serves both Air and Water Quality, and Frank Reed serves the Vehicle Inspection Program and the
Lab. The regional staff, Jennifer Boudin (Western region}, Phil Hodgen (Eastern region) and Marcia
Danab (Northwest region) provide similar services as described above within their geographic territory.
Jeni Cram is DEQ's Web master and Trina Ritchey provides administrative support to our section.

In anticipation of our meeting on March 7th and 8th, I would like to propose
a few topics for discussion so we can make the best use of our short time
together. Here's what I plan to cover and I welcome your input!

s My background and history with the agency (see attached C.V.)

» My philosophy in regard to the "Involve Oregonians” in solving environmental problems portion of
DEQ's strategic plan

* Recent involvement in key activities: Strategic Directions document,
Customer Service initiative for on-site, identifying the voluntary actions
that Oregonians can take to protect the environment (see attached draft
list)

¢ Recommendations from the Office of Communication and Outreach on other
communication priorities that may "compete” with our "Involve Oregonians”
effort

¢ Demonstration (this will be interactive) of a recently completed
communication "product” for the on-site program which includes radio, web
and print components

I look forward to our discussion on March 7th. As of this writing, I have had the opportunity to speak
by phone with several of you to formally introduce myself, I would be happy to discuss any
communication topic prior to our meeting on the 7th, so please don't hesitate to contact me at
503.229.6271 if you have any questions or concerns.




Nina Maria DeConcini

4850 SW Centerwood Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97035 H: (503) 624-1711; O: (503) 229-6271

EMPLOYMENT

June 2000

November 1995
to July 2001

January 1993 to
November 1995

July 1989 1o
August 1992

March 1990 to
August 1992

December 1988
to July 1989

April 1988
to July 1988

Awarded German Marshall Fund Environmental Fellowship to research
RBuropean examples of public/private partnerships that achieve environmental
benefits.

Air Quality Public Education Project Manager, Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ), Portland, Oregon. Responsible for developing
strategies and implementing programs to educate elected officials, business and
community leaders, agency staff, local, state and federal governments and
special interest groups within Oregon and nationally regarding air quality issues.
Responsibilities include initiation and implementation of voluntary joint venture
private sector projects with Portland General Electric, PacifiCorp, Walmart,
Fred Meyer and Chevron, evaluating emission reductions, managing consultant
contracts, applying for and administering grant funding and acting as a liaison
with EPA, STAPPA, ECCOs and other state and local natural resource entities.

Environmental Specialist (DEQ), Portland, Oregon. Administered Congestion
Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) projects for DEQ and directed activities of
advisory committee responsible for development of the Employee Commute
Options (ECO) Rule.

Senior Environmental Administrator, The Walt Disney Company, Burbank
California. Managed three full-time professional staff and initiated and managed
environmental activities Corporate-wide for Disney such as the company-wide
“Environmentality” program, in-house communications, preparation and
management of budgets, media relations, regulatory compliance issues, liaison
activities with air districts and special projects.

President, Glendale Transportation Management Association (GTMA),
Glendale, California. Directed non-profit organization’s activities associated
with establishing and monitoring Transportation Demand Management
programs, advocacy for transportation funding and regulatory compliance,
initiating pilot programs such as “cash-out” parking, managing facilities,
property and equipment, and drafting resolutions, policies and procedures for
over 30 member companies in the third largest city in Los Angeles County.

Employee Transportation Coordinator, City of Burbank, Burbanl,
California. Coordinator of Commuter Assistance Program for municipal
employees in conjunction with transportation planning for City of Burbank.

Public Involvement Specialist, Regional Public Transportation Authority,
Phoenix, Arizona. Organized and conducted weekly public participation
meetings in seven regional planning districts to solicit input regarding the
Maricopa County Arizona Draft Transit Plan and integrated Plan with regional
rideshare, transit and van pool programs.




November 1986
to March 1988

- Summers
1984-85

Summer 1982

EDUCATION

CIVIC AND
VOLUNTEER
ACTIVITY

OTHER INTERESTS/
LANGUAGES

Regional Coordinator, Babbitt for President Campaign, Iowa City, lowa.
Solely responsible for surrogate speaking, advocacy with special interest groups,
scheduling campaign appearances, media, advance worlg, conducting supporter
group meetings and phone banks, training caucus participants, and writing
correspondence in fourteen Iowa counties,

Intern, Arizona Department of Revenue, Phoenix, Arizona. Designed and
implemented special projects for the Director’s Office.

Intern, Office of Economic Planning and Development, Arizona Energy
Office, Phoenix, Arizona. Coordinated energy workshops state-wide dealing
with energy conservation, recycling and solar energy. Prepared manual
combining these subjects.

Coloradoe College
Colorado Springs, Colorado
Degree: B.A., Religion/Political Science, 1985

Arts of Florence, Italy; Associated Colleges of the Midwest

ACTIVITIES AND HONORS at Colorado College

Senior Commencement Address, June 3, 1985 (elected by Administration, Faculty

and Students); Distinction in the Italian Language; Awarded Madre Merrill Scholarship
for semester abroad; Kappa Kappa Gamuma Sorority; Student Alumni Association.

Board member, City of Lake Oswego Transportation Board, Lake Oswego, OR (1994 to 1999};
National Alummni Council, Colorado College, (1993 to present); Vice President,

Bryant Elementary school PTA (1999); Volunteer activity leader, Greenridge Estates

assisted living facitity, Lake Oswego, OR, (1997 to present).

Fitness/Aerobics Instructor for over twenty years; Fluent in Italian; Reading and
oral knowledge of French.,
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Environmental
Quality

Alternatives to Gas Engines
Encourage the use of electric or manual lawn and garden equipment

Yard Debris Management-Protecting Air Quality

Alternatives to burning

Yard Debris Management-Protecting Water Quality

Alternatives and less use of fertilizers and pesticides

Wood Stoves

Burn smart and clean (use dry wood, don’t bank fires)

Driveways
Wash car on lawn, go to carwashes that recycle water, sweep instead of hose down

Home/Consumer Products
Use non-hazardous cleaners; get rid of household hazardous waste properly

Recycling 201

Discuss with solid waste staff and offer to better promote existing efforts

\\




State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
Date: February 11, 2002

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Andy Ginsburg, Alr Quality Administrator

Subject: March 7, 2002 EQC/DEQ Summit: Air Quality Program Overview

Attached are two tables for our discussion about the Air Quality Program at the summit on
March 7*. This memo describes the tables, and lays out some possible discussion items for
the air quality session.

Federal/State Partnership

The first table is labeled “Air Quality Program: Statutory Overview.” The table shows the
federal/state partnership in addressing the major air quality challenges: ambient standards,
increments, visibility, air toxics, asbestos, acid rain, stratospheric ozone and climate change.
The federal Clean Air Act has provisions that address these air quality challenges. State
statutes, EQC rules and DEQ programs also address many of these challenges. The purpose
of the table is to illustrate how these various requirements fit together,

The federal lead column shows the major programs that EPA implements at a national level
for the most part (theré are some exceptions that I'll describe during our discussion). The
federal delegated column shows programs that EPA implements until delegated to a state or
local agency. The EPA approved column shows programs that state and local agencies adopt to
meet performance standards set by EPA. All of these programs are designed to meet Clean
Alr Act requirements, although they may serve other purposes as well. In contrast, the state
initiative column shows programs that do not have a Clean Air Act connection and, so, do not
have EPA oversight.

The key distinction in these categories is that we have increasing discretion as we move from
left to right on the page. With the federal delegated programs, our basic choice is take it or
leave it. For the most part, we adopt these programs by reference, although we can adopt
alternative rules and demonstrate equivalency. With EPA approved programs, we have
varying degrees of latitude in adopting specific programs as long as we meet the performance
standards. For example, in adopting a maintenance plan, we can design our own programs
provided we demonstrate that we will maintain compliance with the ambient standard for 10
years. The state initiative programs do not have to meet any federal test, although some have
specific requirements laid out by the legislature. '




EQC/DEQ Summit: Air Quality Program Overview
March 7, 2002
Page 2 of 3

Clean Air Act Titles

In addition to listing the programs, the table provides both Clean Air Act (CAA) and Oregon
Revised Statute (ORS) citations. Most of what we do falls under Title I of the CAA. Title I
lays out programs to attain and maintain national ambient air quality standards, prevent
significant deterioration of air quality, protect visibility and address air toxics. Title I also
includes a variety of emission standards for stationary sources, pre-construction review
programs, and enforcement programs. Title I includes federal lead, federal delegated and
EPA approved programs.

Title IT is primarily a federal lead program that regulates emissions from motor vehicles,
engines and fuels. Title IIT is mainly administrative, Title IV addresses acid rain (mainly
federal lead), Title V is the federal operating permit program (mainly EPA approved), and
Title VI is the stratospheric ozone protection program (mainly federal lead). EPA implements
these statutes through regulations published in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Title
40, Parts 50-97.

Oregon Statutes and Rules

Oregon’s statutes regarding air quality are published in the ORS Chapter 468A. The
legislature provided the Commission with a mix of general authorities and specific authorities.
For example, ORS 468A.025 provides general authority for the Commission to adopt ambient
standards and emission standards, and ORS 468A.035 provides general authority for the
Commission to adopt the State Implementation Plan. Chapter 468A provides specific authority
regarding permits, vehicle inspection, Woodstove curtailment, field burning, asbestos
abatement and other programs. While providing specific authority, these statutes also limit the
Commission’s general authority. ORS 468A.020 also lays out specific exemptions from air
quality regulation, including most agricultural operations, residential heating and fire fighting
training. . ‘

The Commission’s rules that implement the Clean Air Act and state statutes are in the Oregon
Administrative rules (OAR) Chapter 340, Divisions 200 through 268. We completely
reorganized the air rules in October 1999 to group like requirements and provide room for
future rules. Most, but not all, of these rules are included in the State Implementation Plan.,
This means that EPA must approve revisions to the rules, and that there are both state and
federally enforceable versions of the rules that may differ at any given point in time. For
example, EPA has not yet approved the renumbering from October 1999 nor the streamlining
from May 2001. As a resuit, Title V permits must include both the state and federal versions
of the rules.




EQC/DEQ Summit: Air Quality Program Overview
March 7, 2002
Page 3 of 3

DEQ Air Quality Programs

The second table, labeled Air Quality Program: Subprogram Overview, lists the major
subprograms that are implemented by DEQ Air Quality staff. These are grouped by the
source type affected (point, area or mobile). The table shows how much local discretion we
have in designing the subprograms, as well as the pellutants regulated by each subprogram.

Discassion Ttems

Some potential discussion items for the summit include:
o Development of our air toxics program;
e Concerns about cumulative emissions growth in clean areas;
» Visibility protection and regional haze;
e Shifting from point source focus to area/mobile source focus:
» Clean diesel initiative; '
e Engaging in the climate change issue;
» Northwest Collaborative Air Priorities Project; and
* Upcoming maintenance plans

With any of these topics, we can discuss where we are, issues we need to address, and options
for EQC input. If you have particular interest in any of these topics (or any other topic),
please e-mail me at ginsburg.andy@deq.state.or.us so I can bring appropriate handouts.
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Standards

Increments
and Visibility

Air Toxics

Ashestos
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Stratospheric
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Change
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Standards (CAA §109)
» National Engine and Fuel Stan-
dards (CAA Title If)

+Class | & Il increments (CAA Title 4,
Part C)

*National Engine and Fuel Stan-
dards (CAA Title 1)

*List of HAPS (CAA §712b) and
source categories (CAA §112c)

* Accidental Releases (CAA §112r)

*National Fuel Standards (CAA Title 1)

*Emission trading (CAA Title 1V)

*Chlorofluorocarbon phase-out (CAA
Title Vi)

*Energy Star/voluntary programs

*New Source Performance Standards
(CAA §111: ORS 468A.025)

* New Source Performance Stan-

dards (NSPS8) (CAA §711; ORS
468A.025)

sNational Emission Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)
(CAA §112d; ORS 468A.025)

* Ashestos NESHAP(CAA §112; ORS
468A.025 & 468A.700-760)

« Attainment and maintenance Plan SIPs (CAA §110 & Title {, Part D;
ORS 4684.035)
= SIP Control Strategies (CAA §110), e.g.:
- Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) (ORS 4684.040-060)
. Major New Source Review (ORS 468A.025)
- Vehicle inspection Program (ORS 4684.350-455)
- Employee Commute Options (ORS 468A.363)
- Woodstove Curtailment (ORS 468A.460-520)
- Reasonably Available Control Technology (ORS 4684.025)
« Federal Operating Permit (CAA Title V; ORS 4684.300-330)

=Visibility and Regional Haze SIPs (CAA Title 1, Part C)
* S|P Control Strategies (CAA §110) e.g.:
- Smoke Management, Field Burhing, Open Burning (OrS
468A.550-620)
- Major New Source Review/PSD (ORS 4684.025)
- Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDFP) (ORS 468A.040-060)
*Emission Guidelines (CA4 §117d; ORS 468A.025)

*Federal Operating Permit (CAA Title V; ORS 468A.300-330)

= Urban Air Toxics (CAA §112k: ORS 468A.025)
* Federal Operating Permit (CAA Title V; ORS 4684.300-330)
* Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ORS 4684.040-060)

*Federal Operating Permit (CAA Title V; ORS 468A.300-330)

*Federal Operating Permit (CAA Title V; ORS 468A.300-330)

*Oregon Ambient Air Quality Stan-
dards (Particle fallout, Calcium
Oxide, Sulfur Dioxide) (ORS 468A.025)

» Growth allowances (ORS 468A.035)

*Prevention Plans (ORS 468A.035)

* Columbia River Gorge Air Quality
Protection (ORS 468A.025)

*Nuisance, Odors, Best Work Prac-
tices Agreement (ORS 468A.025)

* State Air Toxics Program (ORS
468A.025)
*Clean Diesel Initiative

* Ashestos Abatement (ORS 468A.700-760}

* Chiorofluorocarbon, Halon and
Aerosol Control (ORS 468A.625-645)

* Oregon Office of Energy
« STAPPAJALAPCO Harmonizing Air
Quality and Climate Protection
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State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
Date: February 14, 2002

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Mike Liewelyn, Water Quality Administrator

Subject: Presentation of the Water Quaﬁty Program to the Environmental Quality

Commission; March 7, 2002 EQC/DEQ Summit

DEQ’s Water Quality Program administers several “subprograms” that are directed either by the
Federal Clean Water Act or State Statutes.

This presentation will provide a general overview of the federal Clean Water Act which will
focus on the major policy drivers within the act that influence the day to day operations of the
Water Quality Program.

These policy drivers include: _

o The establishment of water quality standards including how standards are developed and
adopted, the concept of “antidegradation” and the “Use Attainability Analysis” process

¢ The wastewater management components of the act including National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits, technology based effluent limits, and water quality
based effluent limits’

¢ The development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and the “303d list”

e The implementation of nonpoint source management programs under Section 319 of the Act

After a review of these basic components of the Clean Water Act, I will briefly describe
programs that DEQ administers under state law. These programs include the Groundwater
Management Act and the Onsite Sewage Disposal Program. I will also briefly discuss two other
programs that DEQ administers that are driven by the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act including
the Underground Injection Control Program and the Source Water Protection Program.

I will conclude with a brief summary of the major policy issues facing the Water Quality

Program that will or may have EQC involvement in the next year. These issues include:

« The adoption of revised or new water quality standards for surface water

» The management of the wastewater permit program in a watershed context

e Water Quality “trading”

»  “Wet weather issues” facing municipalities including Combined Sewer Overflow, Sanitary
Sewer Overflows, Stormwater management and the Endangered Species Act impact on
stormwater management.

Please contact me at (503) 229-5324 if you would like to discuss these issues before our meeting.




State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
Date: | February 14, 2002

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Lauri Aunan, Government Relations Manager

Subject: Potential Legislative Agenda for 2003

March 7, 2002 EQC/DEQ Summit

Purpose of Item

. From 2:30 to 4:30 p.m., we will discuss potential DEQ budget and legislative concept proposals.
The Director will open with a review of DEQ’s Strategic Directions and I will present an
overview of ideas DEQ is considering for the 2003 Legislative Session. We are currently
developing budget and legislative concept ideas, and a list of these will be provided to
Commissioners at the meeting.

Timeline

April 15: Deadline to submit legislative concepts to the Department of Administrative
Services (DAS) for review

June 30: Agency Request budget submitted to DAS for audit

Sept. 1: Final DEQ Agency Request budget submitted to DAS

Nov/Dec: Governor announces decisions on agency budget requests; agencies can appeal to
Governor; Governor submits Governor’s Recommended Budget

Dec. 15: Deadline for Governor to file agency legislative concepts that have been approved

by DAS and Governor
Jan. 2003 Legislative Session begins

Jan/Feb 2003: New Governor can submit new or revised Governor’s Recommended Budget

Questions for EQC
* How do you want to be involved in development of DEQ’s budget request and legislative
concepts?

*  What information would be most helpful for your understanding of DEQ’s budget request?

If you have questions or would like to discuss this before our March 7 meeting, please contact me
at (503) 229-5327.
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Approved with Corrections

Minutes are not final until approved by the Commission.

Environmental Quality Commission
Minutes of the Three Hundredth Meeting

January 24-25, 2002
Regular Meeting’

The following Environmental Quality Commission members were present for the regular meeting, held at
the World Trade Center, Plaza Conference Room, 121 S.W. Salmon Street, Portland, Oregon.

Melinda Eden, Chair
Tony Van Viiet, 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.

Thursday, January 24, 2002

Prior to beginning the regular meeting, the Commission toured the DEQ and Public Health Labaratories
on the Portland State University campus in downtown Portland.

Chair-Eden called the meeting to order at approximately 2:00 p.m. Agenda items were taken in the
following order.

A. Contested Case: Case No. WPM/SP-WR-00-009 regarding Ronald C. La
Franchi

Larry Knudsen, Assistant Attorney General, introduced the case and explained the Department’s appeal
of a proposed order, dated July 30, 2001, that assessed Ronald C. La Franchi a $6,000 civil penalty for
discharging wastes to waters of the state without a permit. Mr. Knudsen summarized the findings of fact
made by the Hearing Officer and asked Commissioners to declare any ex parte contacts or conflicts of
interest regarding the case. All Commissicners declared they had no ex parte contacts or conflicts of
interest. Anne Price, DEQ Manager of the Office of Compliance and Enforcement, Jeff Bachman,
Envircnmental Law Specialist, and Lynne Perry, Department of Justice, summarized arguments on behalf
of the Department. Frederick J. Carleton” summarized arguments on behalf of Mr. La Franchi.

The primary legal issue before the Commission was whether the Hearing Officer correctly interpreted and
applied the penalty formula and R-factor found in Oregon Administrative Rule 340-012-0045. The
Commission discussed alternatives for resolving the case and concluded:

1. The discharge of gasoline into Knowles Creek was caused by Mr. La Franchi’s negligence.

2. The Department’s method of calculating the civil penalty was correct.

! Staff reports and written material submitied at the meeting are made part of the record and available
from DEQ, Office of the Director, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204; phone: (503) 229-5990.
% Mr. Carleton participated in the meeting by conference call from Bandon, Oregon.




3. The $6,000 civil penalty assessed to Mr. La Franchi was correct.

Commissioner Reeve moved the Commission grant the Department’s excaption te the proposed order,
affirm the $6,000 civil penalty, and uphold the proposed order in all other respects. Commissioner
Malarkey seconded the motion and it passed with five “yes” votes. The Commission asked Mr. Knudsen
to prepare the order for the Director’s signature on the Commission’s behalf.

B. Informational Item: Improvements in the Office of Compliance and

Enforcement
Anne Price, DEQ Manager of the Office of Compliance and Enforcement, summarized changes in DEQr's
compliance and enforcement work and gave an overview of ongoing and upcoming improvements. The
Commission discussed process improvements plans and gave suggestions for reviewing and revising
enforcement rules. Commissioners asked Ms. Price to give an update on the status of the enforcement
rule review later in 2002.

Chair Eden adjourned the meeting for the day at approximately 4:30 p.m.

Friday, January 25, 2002

The Commission held an executive session at 8:00 a.m. on Friday, January 25, to consult with counsel
concerning lsgal rights and duties with regard to current and potential litigation involving the Department.
Executive session was held pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(h}.

At approximately 8:30 a.m., Chair Eden called the regular meeting to order and agenda items were taken
in the following order.

- C. Approval of Minutes
Commissioner Van Vliet moved the Commission approve draft minutes of the December 6-7, 2001, EQC
meeting. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the motion and it passed with five “yes” votes.

D. Rule Adoption: Amendment and Clarification of Asbestos Rules

Andy Ginsburg, DEQ Air Quality Administrator, described the need for changes to asbestos rules and
introduced David Wall and Audrey O’Brien, Air Quality staff, to present proposed rule amendments. Mr.
Wall described problems that can result from improper asbestos handling and recommended the
Commission amend rules to provide greater protection to public health and the environment, make the
rules easier to understand, and improve DEQ’s enforcement ability. The Commission discussed the
asbestos regulation with Mr. Ginsburg and Director Hallock, and gave suggestions for informing
homeowners and building contractors of rule changes. Commissioner Bennett moved the Commission
adopt the proposed rules. Commissioner Van Vliet seconded the motion and it passed with five “yes”
votes. '

E. Rule Adoption: Water Quality NPDES and WPCF Permit Fee Increase

Mike Llewelyn, DEQ Water Quality Administrator, explained the need for a fee increase in the Wastewater
Permitting Program to continue current service levels, as approved by the 2001 Legistature. Mike
Kortenhoff and Ranei Nomura, Water Quality staff, described a proposed twenty percent, across-the-
board increase in National Polutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and Water Pollution Control
Facility (WPCF) permit fees. Commissioners discussed the proposed fee increase and funding issues in
the wastewater permitting program with Mr. Llewelyn and Director Hallock. Commissicner Reeve moved
the Commission adopt the proposed rules. Commissioner Malarkey seconded the motion and it passed
with five “yes” votes.

G. Action ltem: Consider Department Plan for Methane Requlation
Alan Kiphut, DEQ Land Quality Manager, summarized past and current actions of the Commission and
Department to address methane regulation at unpermitted landfills. In August 2001, a citizen asscciation




called CLEAN petitioned the Commission for temporary and permanent rulemaking to add methane,
under certain conditions, 1o the list of hazardous substances subject to the state’s environmental cleanup
rules. In September 2001, the Commission denied the petition for temporary rulemaking and directed the
Department to work with stakeholders on permanent rules to address methane issues at unpermitted
landfills. In November 2001, CLEAN filed a second petition with the Commission seeking the adoption of
temporary rules relating to methane regulation. The Commission denied this petition in December 2001,
but agreed that the Depariment’s inability to regulate methane gas at unpermitted landfills was a
significant concern. The Commission asked the Department to evaluate whether a temporary rule that
effectively addressed methane issues would serve the public interest.

At this meeting, Mr. Kiphut explained the Departiment's evaluation of this issue and recommended the
Commission adopt a temporary rule to designate methane as a hazardous substance under certain
conditions to enable methane regulation at unpermitted landfills. Commissioners discussed the
recommendation and Departmeni plans for developing a permanent solution for this issue. Commissioner
Bennett moved the Commission adopt the temporary rule and the required statement of need and rule
justification. Commissioner Van Vliet seconded the motion and it passed with five “yes” votes.

F. Director’s Dialogue

Director Hallock and Commissioners discussed a number of current issues and recent events, including
status of the state budget, efforts to stimulate the economy and streamline regulations, and various
ongoing agency initiatives.

Public Forum

At approximately 11:30 a.m., Chair Eden asked whether anyone wished to provide public comment. No
public comment was provided. After breaking for lunch, Chair Eden cailed the meeting back to order and
granted a request from Michael Jones to give comments to the Commission on the St. John's Landfill.

H. Informational Item: Port Westward Energy Facilities

Bob Baumgartner, DEQ Water Quality Manager in Northwest Region, introduced the proposed Port
Westward Energy Facilities project to Commissioners in preparation for future action. Mr. Baumgartner
explained that the project would create two natural gas fired power plants and one ethanol production
plant on land owned by the Port of St. Helens adjacent to the Columbia River near Clatskanie. The Port
proposed to act as the permittee for collection and discharge of wastewater from the new facilities to the
Columbia River. Because this project would include a major new discharge 1o the river, Commission
approval of the Department’s antidegradation review would be required fo issue the wastewater permit for
the facilities. Mr. Baumgartner explained plans to update the Commission on the status of permit
development prior to requesting Commission action on this project. Chair Eden invited Paul Langner,
Marine Industrial Manager for the Port of St. Helens, to comment on the project and socioceconomic
condition in Columbia Ceunty and surrounding areas. Commissioners thanked Mr. Baumgartner and Mr.
Langner for their information. '

l. Discussion Item: Development of Performance Appraisal Process for

Director .
The Commission reviewed a final draft proposal for evaiuating the Director's performance, which was
developed and discussed at many meetings in 2001. Commissioner Bennett moved the Commission
adopt the purpose, process and performance measurss for evaluation. Commissioner Van Vliet seconded
the motion and it passed with five “yes” votes. Commissioners asked Mikell O'Mealy, Assistant to the
Commission, to prepare a potential schedule for appraising the Director's performance in late 2002 for
discussion at the March 7-8, 2002, meeting.

J. Commissioners’ Reports
Commissioners Bennett reported that he will be absent from the March 7-8, 2002, EQC meeting.

Chair Eden adjourned the meeting at approximately 1:40 p.m.




State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum

Date: February 18, 2002

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Stephanie Hallock, Director /g ‘)J

Subject: Agenda Item B, Action Item: Tax Credit Application Consideration
March 8, 2002 EQC Meeting

Proposed Action

Key Issues

EQC Action
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.
Attachment A summarizes all applications.

Container Recovery, Inc. submitted application number 5621 on August 27, 2001
for a facility the company completed constructing on August 27, 1999. The
Commission postponed consideration of the application from the December 7,
2001 meeting pending Department of Justice advice to help determine if the
application was filed within the required period under ORS 468.165(6). The
Department of Justice memorandum to the Environmental Quality Commission is
in Attachment C. The application is presented for approval under the Material
Recovery section of Attachment B of the Staff Report.

There are no other key issues.

Any application may be postponed to a future meeting if the 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

A. Summary & Recommendations

B. Approvals
C. Department of Justice Memorandum to Environmental Quality Commission

1. ORS 468.150 to 468.190 & OAR 340-016-0005 to 340-016-0080
2. ORS 468.451 to 468.491 & OAR 340-017-0010 to 340-017-0055

Approv.ed: Yy [
Section: K \// % %
Division: f

Report Prepared By: Maggie Vandehe‘y\\.

Phone: 503-229-6878




Attachment A

Summary
&
Recommendations




“App.

Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program

Air Pollution

Claimed

Applicant Facility -
Cost

Percent
Allocable

Facility
Cost

Recommendation
Maximum = Action

Tax Credit

Percent

BoC
ACTION

5668

5734
5762
- 5809
- 5810

Air: Air Cleaning Devices

Portland Bulk Terminals, LLC  $7.690,655

Seneca Sawmill Company 8142222
‘Georgia-Pacific West, Inc. 3305210
.Georgia-Pacific West, Inc. 1 $44,988"

© Air: Alternatives to Open Field Burning

5860

5979
5980
5981

: Sandau Ent. Inc. $ 1_0_3 1 79

Dav1d ‘Br_iggs e $125:734 ,

T&PFarmsLLC $11.200

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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Rood & Divvors Corpan .. e $654,648 .. -

Ko W 'Ei(_;hlér 66,000

100%
100%. .
100%
100%.
100%

100%

(100%.
100%
100%

- §7,308501.

$124,562

$30.521
$44,988

T

$103,179.

$125,734
$10,000'

- Allocable

100%
100%
. 100%

100%

100%

100%

e

v

50%

50%

50%

50%

S0
30%.

50%

00

o

Approve .
Approve

Approve - '

Approve
Approve

Approve
‘Approve
Approve




5621

5626
0 5796
. 5800
5801

5804

5807
5818

5819
5820

5821
5822
5823

5824
5830
5913
5956 ¢

Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program .

Ap'p'l'i'éa]jt. o

Claimed

Facility

Clackamas Garbage Company, Inc.

Smith Seed Services

Premier WestBank
‘Premier West Bank

‘Willamette Industries, Inc
-Western Bank,

‘Global Leasing, Inc.

‘(GGlobal Leasing, Inc.

‘Global Leasing, Inc.
.Global ILeasing, Inc.
‘Rockwood Solid Waste. Inc.
Global Leasing, Inc.

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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Garbarino Disposal & Recyeling  +
:Garbarino Disposal & Recycling

Cottage Grove Garbage Service Inc. |

Cost

$49.560:
$81.381°
$6.440:
$242.737.
- $235.780
- $49.,990
$220.671
%9739

$1.250

$40.274

$40,382
$4.973

. $46553
..5109.838
$123.458
- $39.100.

Percent
Allocable

100%

100%
100%

100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
- 100%

100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

Facility
Cost

$49,560
$77,025
$6.440
$242.737
$235,780
$49.990
$220.671
$9.739
$4.204
$1.250
$40.274
$40.382
$4.973
$30.228
$109.838
$123.458
$39.100

Recommendation

Percent
Allocable

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Maximum
Tax Credit

50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%

Action

Approve

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Apvrove
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

EQC
ACTION




Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program
_ Nonpoint Source: Wood Chippers

Allen R, Schoenfeld

‘David A. Cook
‘James A. Christensen
Rodney J. Bardell
“Russ Burger

‘Alan Mohr

Gary Anderson

Jacob Berequist

Lawrence Martin
‘Vaughn Slavin

_Michael Hill
_Wavne Van Dyke

‘Richard Rambo

Thomas & Susan Petterson
_Anne Hernandez
_Dale Shostrom

“Donald Shields
Gary McAlister
James Kunst
Jeff Graff

Jon Peasley
Lund Diversified Inec.
Paul Duden
‘Richard Thompson
Richard O'Brien
‘Timothv Moore
‘Tom & Carol Barnes

_ Claimed

Recommendation

: A'p'p'li'caﬁt e

Facility
Cost

$2.177:
$1.449:
$1.199. 1
$2.248

_ $596
$4.495

‘Percent
Alloeable

$2.400°
$450

$22.200
52,700 -
- 8596
82214

$2,252

$1.700

$1.498  100%.

$2.209
$2.299
$899

$9.600-
$4.500° 1
-..85.000 10
$10.444

- $1,400
$562
$2.,800.
$2,099

- $579

Facility

Cost

$2.177
$1.449
J3L199
- $2.089
$596:
34,495
$2.400.
1$22.200.
$2.700°
$892:

Percent Maximum

- Allocable @ Tax Credit

100%
100%
100%..
100%.
100%
100%.
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

50%
50%
50%

20%
50%
50%
50%
50%
50%

e
$2.214

100%
100%!

50%

$2.252¢
~ $o18
$1.700
$1.498
52.416
$2.299
- $899°
$9.600:
$4.500
$5.000:
510444
$1.400:
$562§
$2.800°
- $2.099
$579

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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- 100%
100%.
100%
100%:
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%.
L 100% . 50%
100% - 50%

50% .
50%

50%
50%

50%
50%

100% 50%

50%

Action

Approve
Approve
Approve

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

Approve =
Approve .
B30%

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

Approve

EQC
ACTION

Approve
Approve
_Approve

Approve

Approve

Approve

_Approve
CApprove
Approve

~Approve.
Approve

Approve

Approve
Approve




NPS: Wood Chippers continued

~Applicant

Claimed

Recommendation

Facility
Cost

Percent
Allocable

Facility
Cost

Percent

Maximum  Action

- Allocable Tax Credit

EQC
ACTION

~ John & Robin Hammond

Paul A. Nvs

) Steve Ramsey

Dave Dunlap

| Altamira Vijian o
‘Charles & Barbara Cookson '

) Clarence Wangle
/] Douglas Brown
-Glenn Woods/Mitch Gibson
‘J-Cad Equipment Leasing, LLC.
) ‘Richard Compton .
Spectrum industries, Inc.
‘West Coast Tree Care Inc.
_John & Carol Singleton ¢+

(George Anzinger

> John C. Dower
‘Mike Bartlett

:Alsea Bay Power Products, Inc. :

3 Ben Watts Loggme .
' Bruce Lee Casey '
‘Craig M. Eucken
D. Lee Eisner
‘H. Fred Mickelson

Herman Jackson Brvant

John A. Wagoner
John Clymer '
- Kathy Larson

Leroy Kuntzmann

W.C. Watt
‘Michael R. Jovcee

Page 4 of 8

- $1.500
54,641

5999

$1,700

. 51.435

$1.631

$13,000

100%
100%

100%

100%
100%
100%,

%450
81399
- $21.500

100%

100%

$1,499
$21.465
$17.326

3580

100%
100%.
100%

- 85,595

$2,227

51,500

$1.823 10

$580

$5.800 . 100%
8567 . 100%
$630

100%

100%

51.550
$4.895
52436

100%
100%

100%
100%

100%

100%

$1,500
$4.041
. $999.
$1.700:
$1.435-
$1.631.
$13.0000
3450
$1.399
$21.500°
. $1.499
$21.465

817,326

5380
$5,595-
$14.500
$9.615
$9.700
$1,550:  100%
$7.9000
$1.500: 100%.
$580
$4.500.
$567.

$630

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.

100%

100%

100%:
- 100%
. 100%.:.
100%
100%:
100%
- 100%
100%:
100%
1100%..

50%

50%

50%
50%
50%
50%
50%
- 30%
50%
50%

30%

Approve

Approve -

Approve

~ Approve

Approve

Approve
Approve
Approve -
Approve
‘Approve
Approve -

50%

Approve - |

100%:
100%:
100%
- 100%

50%
50%
50%
50%

50%.

50%

- 50%
50%
50% .

50%

50%
50%
50%
50%

50%

50%.

50%

-Approve
-Approve .
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
"Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve .

Abpprove
Approve

_Approve

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve




#

NPS: Wood Chippers continued

'A'pp'lié'an't

Claimed

_.Recommendation

Facility
Cost

Percent
Allocable

Facility
Cost

Percent

. Allocable

" Maximum Action
" Tax Credit

EQC
ACTION

5965
5966
- 5968
5969
5970
5971

9972,

5973

5975
5976

Richard & Shirley Kemper
Scott Thibert
Robert W. Hammond

Daniel Snyder

Don & Renee Blom

Sean Hodgson

Gary Wells

Maria Paola

John Crisan _
Patricia & Richard Harper

5977

9978

3982

5983
5984

5985
5986

Bret Q. Paris

Bruce Allen Ziegler
Carl Eugene Jennings
Denise & Joe Dwan
Dick Aften

Oliver J. Roman

Paul Schroeder.MD

5987
5988
5989
5990
5991
5992

5993
3994 .

- 5995
- 5996
5997
5998
- 5999
6000

Stephen J. Peacock
Charles H. Seagraves Jr.
Eric Martin

‘Geoff J. Dawson
‘Glenn W. Betts

James Nolan

Kim Brumby
Larry C. Hovland
Lois D. Summers
‘Michael W. Breiholz
Nancy Bachmann
‘Steffen V. Brocks
Steven E. Poet

James W, Prater

$2.250°
$4.000
- $890.

- $2.995:
$10.000
$2.376°

$900-

$630
$630

100%

100%

100%
100%

5810
$13,615.
$630:
$1.399.
$899-

. $595¢
o $1,499.  100%
. ..816.636.  100%.
- $2.250.  100%
51,399
$1.580:
$1.499
8567
$1,850:
$899:  100%
C$5.505  100%
$980- (S
$1.680°  100%
$749

$659
- $750

2250
$4,000
$890.
§2.995
810,000
$2.376
$900.
$630
- $630
8810,
$13.615:

.100%

100%

100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

100%:
100%
100%-

$630:
$1.399:
§899°
o $595
$16.636°
$2.250:
$1.399.
$1.580 1 :
$567

$1.850

$899
- 85,505
5980

$1.680
$749

8659

$750

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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100%
100%

100%

30%

Approve -
.~ Approve

Approve

- Approve
__Approve
“Approve

Approve

Approve
_Approve

Approve

-Approve

:Approve

:Approve

Approve

Approve
Approve |
~Approve -
Approve =
Approve

Approve

: . Approve .
100%  50%

Approve

Approve
Approve




#

App.

NPS: Wood Chippers continued

Applicant

__Claimed _

__Recommendation

Facility
Cost

Percent
Allocable

Facility
Cost

Percent

. Allocable

Maximum
Tax Credit

Action

EQC
ACTION

6001

6002

6003

6004

6005
6006
6007

6008
6009

6010

L6011
6012

Whitetail Tree Farm, LLC.
Barbara A. Rowe

Emmett A. Bigby

Eric & Elise Hamner

John M. Waddill/ Susan P. Smith .~ $1.500

Michael Greenbaum,
Nicholas M. Mausen
Richard L. Smith
Timothy Neal Mangin
Anva N. Malbin

Lawrence E. Varney

6013
6014
L6016,

6017
6018

Shelby A. Frazier
Michael W. Jantzer
Glen M. Andresen

pep b Andiesen o
‘LeonaBrooks Brown

- 6019
- 6020
S 6021
6022
1 6023
- 6024
6025
- 6027
. 6028
6030
6031

Frederick G. Kallien

Arnold C. Jirkovsky

Bob E. Lile

‘Rucker Interprises. Inc.

RMF TOO, LLC

Wilma R. & Chalton A. Munvon

Propertv Repair & Maintence, LLC ~§

“Charles Potter

David M. Grant -
Eldin Joel Vanestreek
Cathyv Bergen

6032
6033
6034
6039

The Caddisfly Resort, LLC.
Robert A. Stineman
Arthur G. Qutler

Rich's Tree Service, INC.

- $6.969

$1,299

- 815,000

$2,995
~.54.500

$1,555 1€

100%

100%

. 100%

100%

154,400
- $1.249

St T

- $22,695
$950

$1.739
$4.500

8596

$1.299:

9630

§15.000
$2.995

%4500
54,4000
(81249 0 .
L 100%:
100%. .
100%

. $999

g aas

$950

100%

100%

100%
100%
100%
L 100%
100%
100%.
~ 100%:
100% _
100%

0%
30%
0%
50%
50%
50%
50%
20%
50%
30%

106%

81739

$4,500

$596

88200

$600-

$1.700
$7.500°
52,550
- $9.382

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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100%

- 106% .
L106%

S0%.
50%

50%
50%

100%
- 100%
100%

. 100%
- 100%

50%.

50% .

50%

Approve

Approve
_ Approve

Approve .

Approve -

Approve

Approve

Approve
Approve
Avpprove

Approve

Approve

Approve

_Approve

Approve -

Approve

Approve .

Approve =

Approve

__Approve

__Approve .
Approve

Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

Anprove
 Approve

Approve

- Approve

Approve




Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program

Climed

Recommendation

“App..  Applicant Facility
- Cost

Percent
Allocable

Facility
Cost

Percent

- Allocable

- Maximum
Tax Credit

Action

EQC
ACTION

- 5599 Road & Driveway Company - $49.442
- 5738 The Amalgamated Sugar Company $2.194.647
5783 Willamette Industries, Inc. 8123933
5802 Synthetech, Inc 8317946

5811 .Georgia-Pacific West, Inc o $19.263

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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100%

100%
100%
.. 100%

$2.194.647.
o 3123933
. $317.946

$19,263

100%

100%
100%
- 100%
100%

50%

Approve

CApprove

Approve -

_:Approve
.Approve -




App.

5719

3720
3812
3817

5871
- 5872

3897 ¢
5948

5949

5950

5951
5952

5954

5955
5958
5959

5960
15961

Reclaimed Plastic Tax Credit Program

Applicant

Dinthanian Manufacturing, ‘I_‘nc

Denton Plastics Inc
Denton Plastics, Inc
Bowco Industries, Inc
Bowco Industries, Inc.
Bowco Industries
‘Denton Plastics, Inc.
:Denton Plastics, Inc,

‘Oregon Cherry Growers
‘WinCo Foods Inc. ,
Ernst Manufacturing, Inc.
Costco Wholesale
‘Agri-Plas, Inc.
‘Agri-Plas, Inc.

‘Agri-Plas Inc.

:Denton Plastics, Inc.

__Claimed

Recommendation

Dinthanian Manufacturing, Inc

Oregon Cherry Growers

Facility
Cost

. $21,000

$26.668

Percent
Allocable
S 100%

- $10.203

$26.340:  100%

- $26.312°.
$3.514°
85,554
o $5.562
.. $171.000:

 $4.995

- $6.405°
81,729

$3.402

$5.595

100%

Facility Cost

Percent

Maximum  Action

Allocable Tax Credit

~ $21.000
$26.668
$8.560

$18.354.
826312
o 85514

100%
100%

100%

50%

50%

* Bold denotes a difference between the claimed and recommended Facility Cost or Percent Allocable.
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Attachment B
Approvals

The Department presents 171 applications for approval in this attachment. The Department considers
that each application meets the eligibility requirements for certificate issuance according to the
Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit or the Reclaimed Plastic Product Tax Credit regulations. The
individual Review Reports describe each project's eligibility for the tax credit, the cost associated with
the project, and the percentage of that cost allocable to pollution control or reclaimed plastic. There
are no applications presented for preliminary certitication of a pollution control facility.

The Department recommends the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) certify the facility cost
on 15 of the reports for a different amount than the applicant claimed on the application. The
Department also presents ene report where the percentage allocable to pollution control is less than the
applicant claimed on the application. These changes are identified in each Review Report under the
Director's Recommendation, the Eligibility and the Facility Cost sections.

The Review Reports in this Approvals section are separated into the categories below. The pastel
separator pages discuss program information unique to that category.

1. Pollution Control Facilities Tax Credit Program - blue pages
o Air Pollution Control Facilities
0 Alternatives to Field Burning Facilities
o Material Recovery Facilities
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Facilities;: Wood Chippers
o Water Pollution Control Facilities
2. Reclaimed Plastic Tax Credit Program - green page

(W]

The statistics for all tax credit applications recommended for approval are shown below:

Sum Average Minimum Maximum
Claimed $13,752,332 $80,423 $450 $7,690,655
Certified $13,000,846 $76,028 $450 $7,308,501

GF $6,481,937 $37,906 $225 $3,654,251




New Certification Component

A new certification component has been added to the Staff Report in response to 2001 legislation
amending ORS 468.170(9). The amendment reads: "A certificate issued under this section shall state
the applicable percentage of the certified cost of the facility, as determined under section 6 of this 2001
Act." The Department named this the "maximum tax credit" to prevent confusing this new
certification component with the existing "percentage of the facility cost allocable to pollution control”
component.

The wood chipper presented in application number 6032 was purchased (construction completed) after
December 31, 2001; therefore, the Department recommends the maximum tax credit be certified for
35% in accordance with the 2001 amendment. The Department recommends the EQC approve all
other applications presented in this Staff Report for the 50% maximum tax credit as provided in the
1999 Edition of the ORS 468.150 — .190.




Air Pollution Control Facilities
The Department recommends the Commission approve § air-cleaning installations for
certification as pollution control facilities. The statistics for these approvals are:

Sum Average Minimum Maximum
Claimed $8,563,034 $1,712,607 $30,521 $7,690,655
Certified $7,838,580  $1,567,716 $30,521  $7,308,501
GF $3,919,290 $783,858 $15,261 $3,654,251

A summary of the air pollution control facilities is on the next page followed by the
individual reports for each facility in application number order.

Increase or Decrease in Cost

The recommended certified facility cost on three of the reports is less than the applicant
requested on the application. The Department worked with each of these three
applicants to accurately identify the eligible costs. Each report explains the reason for
the reduction.

Eligibility

The air pollution control facilities in this section are eligible for the tax credit because
they have a principal purpose of meeting a requirement of the federal Environmental
Protection Agency, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, or a regional air
pollution authority. The facilities' primary and most important purposes are to comply
with requirements to prevent, reduce, control, or eliminate air contamination by use of
air cleaning devices as defined in ORS 468 A.005 prior to discharge to the outdoor
atmosphere. Fach facility has only one primary and most important purpose.

)IPAI) XEJ, SANIIOB,] [01)U0)) Uonn[jod
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Eligible Air Pollution Control Facilities

- Cost Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- % TC Liability
r5668 Road & Driveway Company 654,648 330,008 -324,640 100% 50% 165,004
5734 Portland Bulk Terminals, LI.C 7,690,655 7,308,501 -382,154 100% 50% 3,654,251
5762 Seneca Sawmill Company 142,222 $124,562 -17,660 100% 50% 62,281
5809 Georgia-Pacific West, Inc. 30,521 30,521 ¢ 100% 50% 15,261
5810 Georgia-Pacific West, Inc. 44 988 44,988 0 I100% 50% 22,494
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:
DEQ

State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

- EQC 0302

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: road and driveway construction

Taxpayer ID: 93-0495713
The applicant’s address is:
#2 AC Plant

PO Box 730
Newport, OR 97365

Technical Information

Director’s

Recommendation: APPROVE - Reduced Cost
Applicant Road & Driveway Co.

Application No. 5668

Facility Cost $330,008

Percentage Allocable 100%

Maximum Tax Credit 50%

Useful Life . 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

A CMI Roto-Aire Baghouse, model RA-
38PTD-0211, and one drum of a CMI Triple
Drum Mixer, model CMI-PTD000-300-131

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
Fisher Quarry

Immonen Road

Lincoln City, OR 97367

The applicant installed a new asphalt concrete paving plant. The plant is powered by a diesel generator
and equipped with a baghouse, four aggregate hoppers, and three conveyors. The triple-drum mixer is able
to produce 300 tons of hot asphalt mix per hour. The applicant produced crushed rock at the quarry prior to

installation of the claimed facility.




Application Number 3668
Page 2

The claimed facility consists of:

o CMI asphalt drum mixer, model CMI-PTD-300-131. The mixer includes: the feeder and feeder cover,
burner and burner control, side inlet entry, fines return auger, knock-out box, blower silencer, cable
trough and cover, motor, inspection door, and drum discharge sampler; and

o (CMI Roto-Aire Baghouse, model RA-38PTD-0211. The baghouse includes: bags and cages, control
panel, motion sensors for augers, cable trough, cover, dust return auger, inertial dust collector, duets
from collector to counter flow mixer, 150 horsepower exhaust fan with motor, and bleed air damper.

The counter-flow drum fires backward from the second chamber towards the first chamber into
overlapping combustion zones. The heating chambers completely oxidize the gaseous compounds created
during firing from the mixing zones. The emissions and fine particles are directed to the baghouse and the
larger particles are recycled into the triple drum for reuse in the manufacture of the asphalt.

The baghouse captures emissions and fine particles from the cold mix in the first chamber of the mixer. It
contains 504 round 14 oz, scrim-supported felt bags. The larger particles fall to the bottom of the
baghouse where they are collected in a fine auger screw and returned to the third chamber of the drum
mixer to be incorporated into the asphalt,

The asphalt plant is in compliance with permit conditions. Emissions are 0.01 grains per dry standard
cubic foot (DSCF) at the baghouse and opacity is 0%. Opacity at the generator is 5-10%.

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of the new baghouse and a portion of the drum
(1Xa)(B) components is to comply with DEQ requirements to prevent air pollution.
ACDP 37-0321 imposes the requirement.

ORS 468.155 The prevention is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants and the
(1)(B)(A) use of an air-cleaning device as defined in ORS 468A.005.

ORS 468.155 The primary and most important purpose of the majority of the drum components
(1)(a}(B) 1is to mix materials for the manufacture of asphalt. The primary and most
mmportant purpose of the dust conveyors and duct system is to convey materials
used to manufacture asphalt. These components do not make a significant
conftribution to air pollution control.

ORS 468.155 (3)(e) Replacement:. The claimed facility does not replace any previously certified
facilities.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction of
OAR 340-016-0008 the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,

VAREVIEWS Completed\March\Approve 5668 0302 Road.doc Last printed 02/08/02 1:22 PM




Application Number 5668

Page 3
Timeliness of Application
The applj_caﬁon was submitted Construction Siarted 0172000
within the tilning requirements Constriuction Completed 04,2000
of ORS 468.165 (6). Placed into Operation _ 04,2000
Application Received 09/24/2001

Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $654,648

Ineligible Cost: mixer components, dust -324,640

conveyors, and duct system

Eligible Cost $330,008

A copy of one invoice substantiated 100% of the cost of the claimed facility. The manufacturer
provided an allocated cost for the components that have the primary purpose of mixing asphalt. These
components included augers, feeders, and knockout boxes.

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

Applied to This Facility

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

VAREVIEWS Completed\March\Approve 3668 0302 Road.doc

The recovered dust and sand is not a salable
commodity. The applicant uses recovered
dust and sand in the manufacture of the
asphalt.

The useful life of the facility used for the
ROI consideration is 7 years. The claimed
facility does not provide positive revenue.

No alternative investigated.

The applicant estimates the recovered dust
and sand will save about $21,000 per year.
The applicant estimates the annual operating
costs will increase about $75,000.

No other relevant factors.

Last printed 02/08/02 1:22 PM




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, number 37-0321, issued 12/20/1999
NPDES 1200-A, number 110727, issued 11/02/1999

Other tax credits issued to Road & Driveway Co.:

Application Number 5668

Page 4

App.
#

Description of Facility

Certified
Cost

%
Allocable

Cert.

Issue
Date

174

A spiral tube air washer and a
conversion unit on a raw material dryer
to allow the use of gas instead of oil as a
fuel.

$8,805.00

100

133

17171

2212

Variable throat Venturi scrubber &
accessories, scrubber water recirculation
ponds, sound attenuation system &
paving of yard & haul roads.

$137,691.00

100

2081

12/1/89

Reviewers:

Lois Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers

Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

VAREVIEWS CompletediMarch\Approve 5668_0302_ Road.doc
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Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE - Reduced Cost

State of Oregon Applicant Portland Bulk Terminals
Department of Application No. 5734
Environmental P P %Ca ton
Quality Facility Cost $7,308,501
Percentage Allocable 100%
. Maximum Tax Credit 50%
T ax C redlt Useful Life 10 years
Review Report
EQC 0302
Pollution Control Facility: Air
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 — 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: a Limited Liability Corp. The applicant claimed:
Business: bulk material handling
Marine terminal Cyclone and Baghouse Dust Collection
Taxpayer ID: 93-1197676 System
The applicant’s address is: The applicant is the owner of the facility located
at:
15550 N. Lombard — Terminal 5 15550 N. Lombard — Terminal 5
Portland, OR 97203 Portland, OR 97203

Technical Information
The applicant transfers white and red potash from railcars to ships docked at Terminal 5 on the
Willamette River. The potash is dumped from the railcar onto a conveyor belt and moved on conveyors

through a series of transfer towers directly to a ship or to a storage building where it is held for later
transfer to a ship.

The claimed facility includes seven primary dust collectors (cyclones) and nine secondary dust
collectors (baghouses) installed to replace wet scrubbers at Terminal 5. The applicant included cyclone
and baghouse foundations, structural steel supports, new ducts and pick-up hoods, belt conveyor
modifications, turning baffles on conveyor loaders, cyclone insulation and heat tracing, replacement of
primary and secondary belt cleaners, Noell reclaimer modifications, and control system modifications.




Application Number 5734
Page 2

MAC/Protech Equipment Company is the manufactures of the following claimed

equipment.

Item Model Size (ft’ per minute) Location
Cyclone 1A H96 27,100 Railcar unloading area
Baghouse 1A 96MCF494-466 27,100 Railcar unloading area
Cyclone 1B H96 27,100 Railcar unloading area
Baghouse 1B 96MCF494-466 27,100 Railcar unloading area
Cyclone 2 H54 10,000 Transfer Tower 5
Baghouse 2 96MCF255-172 10,000 Transfer Tower 5
Cyclone 3 HE39 5,000 Top of Storage Building
Baghouse 3 96MCF112-86 5,000 Top of Storage Building
Cyclone 4 H60 13,000 Transfer Tower 6
Baghouse 4 96MCE255-224 13,000 Transfer Tower 6
Cyclone 5 H54 11,000 Transfer Tower 3
Baghouse 5 96MCF255-189 11,000 Transfer Tower 3
Cyclone 6 H54 10,000 Transfer Tower 4
Baghouse 6 96MCE255-172 10,000 Transfer Tower 4
Baghouse 7A 96MCF361-323 19,250 Dock Ship Loader
Baghouse 7B 96MCF361-323 19,250 Dock Ship Loader

The stainless steel cyclones are the primary dust-collectors that remove approximately 95% of the
emissions. The captured potash is dumped back to the product conveyor. The baghouses remove the
remaining potash and are also constructed of stainless steel. The 8-foot long bags have a 6:1 air to cloth
ratio. Potash particulate collected in the baghouses is deposited into containers for later transfer to the
Hillsboro landfill. Approximately 366 metric tons of potash was disposed of in 2001.

The applicant claimed the new ducts and pick-up hoods located outside. They were an upgrade to the
existing ducting for compatibility with the new system. The ducts and hoods prevent the wind from
carrying airborne potash dust away from the existing duct and conveyor system. The belt conveyors
were modified at the head and tail sections to match with the new pick-up hoods. The conveyor
transition points were required to reduce the spills and eliminate the visible air borne particulate
emissions. The Noell reclaimers are located inside the storage building and function to move the potash
from the Storage Building to the product conveyor system. They were modified to prevent surges and
to match the belt capacity of the new system.

The applicant used a wet scrubbing system to control dust emissions prior to installing the claimed
facility. The system did not meet air permit requirements because it did not adequately capture fugitive
emissions at transfer points and opacity was too high. The scrubber wastewater contained levels of total
dissolved solids that exceeded the industrial wastewater discharge limits.

The applicant is now in compliance with their permits.

V:\History - 2002\Reviews In Progress\March\Approve 5734_0302_PBT.doc Printed 2/1/02; 3:53 PM




Eligibility
ORS 468.155 (1)(a)(A)

ORS 468.155 (2)(d)

OAR 340-016-
0070(3)(m)
ORS 468.155 (1)(b)(B)

OAR 340-016-0060
(3)(k)

ORS 315.304

OAR 340-016-0008

Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted
within the timing requirements of

ORS 468.165 (6).

Application Number 5734
Page 3

The principal purpose of the new installed cyclones, baghouse dust
collectors and exterior ductwork and hoods is to comply with a
requirement imposed by DEQ to control air pollution.

ACDP 26-3071 requires the lowest practicable emission levels of air
contaminants, Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source
shall not exceed 0.10 grains per standard cubic foot and fugitive dust
emissions must be minimized.

Conveyor belt cleaners were installed to prevent red product from mixing
with white product and for maintenance purposes. The conveyor cleaners do
not make a significant contribution to the prevention, control, or reduction of
air pollution, therefore, are an ineligible cost.

Insulation and heat tracing were installed to prevent condensation on the
product collected in the cyclones. They make an insignificant contribution
to the prevention, control, or reduction of air pollution, therefore are an
ineligible cost.

Start-up costs are ineligible persuant to EQC rule.

The control and prevention is accomplished by the use of cyclones,
baghouses, exterior ducting and hoods that meet the definition in ORS
468A.005 of air-cleaning devices.

The EQC did not issue a tax credit to the previously existing scrubbers;
therefore, this is not a replacement facility.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because
construction of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Construction Started 3/1/1999
Construction Completed 9/22/2000
Facility Placed into Operation 9/22/2000
Application Received 10/15/2001

- V:AHistory - 2002\Reviews In Progress\March\Approve 5734 0302 PBT.doc Printed 2/1/02; 3:53 PM




Application Number 5734

Page 4
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $ 7,690,655
Ineligible Costs:
Conveyor belt cleaners $ 73,779
Insulation & heat tracing 95,961
Start-up 212,414
Subtotal $382,154 §$-382,154
Eligible Cost $ 7,308,501

Copies of purchase orders, invoices and checks substantiated the claimed facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The following factors were used to determine that 100% of the facility cost allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility

ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity No salable commodity. The baghouse dust
is disposed of at the Hillsboro landfill.

ORS 468.190(1X(b) Return on Investment 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.

ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods No alternative methods were considered.
The wet scrubber was not adequate to meet
permit requirements.

ORS 468.190(1){(d) Savings or Increase in Costs The annual operating costs increased
$300,000.

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with
EQC orders. The following permits have been issued to the site:

DEQ Stormwater NPDES #101377, issued 3/17/97

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit # 26-3071, issued 1/16/97.

The EQC has not issued any other certificates to this applicant; however, application number
5737 is in review.

Reviewers:  Lois L. Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers
Dennis Cartier, SJO Consulting Engineers
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

VAREVIEWS CompletediMarch\Approve 5734_0302_PBT.doc Printed 2/11/02; 10:32 AM




Director’s

Recommendation: APPROVE - Reduced Cost
Appﬁcant Seneca Sawmill Company
Application No. 5762
State of Oregon Facility Cost $124,562
gﬁpf’“mmig‘ Percentage Allocable 100%
Qu:;ﬁm ' Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 7 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
i EQC 0302
Pollution Control Facility: Air
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 - 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: an S corporation The applicant claimed:
Business: manufacturer of dimension and
stud lumber Western Pneumatics Baghouse Filter

Taxpayer [D: 93-0474445
The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
The applicant’s address is:
90201 Hwy 99 North

P.O.Box 851 Eugene, OR 97402
Eugene, OR 97440

Technical Information

The claimed facility consists of a Western Pneumatics baghouse filter, Model 452; Twin City fans, Model
915 RBO/R and 445BC; fan motors; and associated exterior exhaust air duct. The baghouse is sized for
56,760 scfm using 542 bags that have an air-to-cloth ratio of 8 tol and an efficiency rating of 99.99%.

The new baghouse replaces a cyclone that was incapable of removing all of the exhaust particulates

causing excessive emissions into the air. The fine particulate is now captured in the baghouse instead of
being released in the air. '




Application Number 5762
Page 2

Eligibility :
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new baghouse and connecting ducting is to
(D(a)(A)} comply with the applicant's air permit to control air pollution. The primary and
most important purpose of the fire detection and suppression system is to
protect property and provide safety not pollution control

'ORS 468.155 The elimination of air contaminants is accomplished with the installed baghouse
(1)Xb)(B) which meets the definition in ORS 468A.005 of an air cleaning device.

OAR 340-016-0060 Replacement: The new dust control system is not a replacement facility.
3k

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted Construction Started 9/1999
within the timing requirements Construction Completed 12/1999
of ORS 468.165 (06). ‘ Placed into Operation 1/2000
Application Received 10/23/2001
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $142,222

Ineligible Costs: Firc sensor and | -$17,660
suppression system
Eligible Cost $124,562

The facility cost was greater than $50,000 but less than $500,000. Invoices and canceled checks
substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The following factors were used to determine that 100% of the facility cost allocable to pollution
control.

Factor Applied to This Facility
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity No usable or salable commodity.
ORS 468.190(1)(b} Return on Investment (ROT) The useful life of the facility used for the

ROI consideration is 7 years. No gross
annual revenues were associated with this

facility.
ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods No alternative methods were considered.
ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs No savings or increase in costs was
. identified.
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors.

Approve_5762_0302_Seneca.doc Last printed 02/11/02 10:33 AM




Application Number 5762
Page 3

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC

orders. The following permits have been issued to the site:
Notice of Intent to Construct No. NC-207459-A99, issued 11/8/99
LRAPA Permit Number 207459, issued June 19, 1998

No other tax credits have been issued to the applicant.

Reviewer: Lois Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers
Dennis Cartier, Associate, SJO Consuiting Engineers
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

5762 Seneca DECrev.doc Last printed 02/07/02 1:16 PM
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Publication Information

Oregon

This report is available on the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Web Site at http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/TMDLs/TMDLs. htm

For additional printed copies or a compact disk of this publication, contact:
Russell Harding

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

E-mail: harding.russell@deq.state.or.us
Phone: (503) 229-5284

Washington

This report is available on the Washington State Department of Ecology home page on the
World Wide Web at http://www.ecv.wa.gov/biblio/0203004.htm!

For additional printed copies of this publication, contact:

Jean Witt

Department of Ecology Publications Distributions Office
PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

E-mail: ecypub@ecy.wa.gov
Phone: (360) 407-7472

Refer to Publication Number 02-03-004.

The Washington State Department of Ecology and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
are equal opportunity agencies and do not discriminate on the basis of race, creed, color, disability,
age, religion, national origin, sex, marital status, disabled veteran's status, Vietnam era veteran's
status, or sexual orientation.

If you have special accommodation needs or require this document in alternative format,

please contact Joan LeTourneau, Environmental Assessment Program, at (360)-407-6764 (voice),
or Russell Harding, Columbia River Coordinator, at (503) 229-5284 (voice). Ecology's
telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD) number at Ecology Headguarters is (360) 407-6006.
DEQ's telecommunications device for the deaf (ITY) number is (503) 229-6993.




Notice of Public Hearing & Comment Period

Lower Columbia Draft TMDL for Total Dissolved
Gas & Draft Implementation Plan

The Oregon Department of Environmental Where can | send comments and get
Quality (DEQ) and the Washington more information?
Department of Ecology are proposing [imits DEQ and Ecology accept comments by mail, fax

A
-
DEQ

to total dissolved gas to protect water guality and email. Send comments to:
on the Lower Columbia River.

Russell Harding State of Oregon
Notice issued: February 18, 2002 Oregon DEQ Department of
811 SW 6™ Avenue Environmental
Hearing date(s): Portland, OR 97204 Quality
E-mail: harding.russeli@deq.state.or,us N
Phone: (503) 229-5284 Pontont O b
Monday, March 18, 2002 Fax: (503) 229-5408 Phone: (503} 229-5284
Washington Dept. of Ecology Field Office {800) 4524011
1315 W. 4th Ave. (off Olympia St.) Paul Pickett Fax:  (503) 229-3408
Kennewick, WA Washington Dept. of Ecology -gomm .
> s ussell Harding
PO Box 47600 WwWW.deq.state. or.us
3:30 p.m. Question and Answer Session Olympia, WA 98504-7600
4:00 p.m. Public Hearing E-mail: Ppicd6]{@ecy.wa.gov
Phone: (360} 407- 6882
Tuesday, March 19, 2002 {If there is a delay between servers, e-mails may
Tamastslikt Cultural Institute not be received before the deadline.)
72789 Highway 331
Pendieton, OR What is proposed? WASRINGTON STATE
DEQ and Ecology propose to submit the Lower DEPARTHENT 0F
1:30 p.m. Question and Answer Session Columbia River Total Dyissolved Gas TMDL and ECOLOGY
2:00 p.m. Public Hearing Implementation Plan to the TU.S. Environmental Washington State
Protection Agency (EPA) for approval as a total Department of
maximum daily load (TMDL). EPA approval Ecology
" Friday, March 22, 2002 would remove water quality limited streams g%ﬁ;{; 7“63098 504
Oregon State Office Bldg. covered by the TMDL from DEQ’s and Phone: (360) 407-6882
800 NE Oregon St. Ecology’s “303d” lists of impaired waterbodies. Fax:  (360)407-
Portland, OR Contact:
The Lower Columbia River Total Dissolved Gas iﬂffgﬁ?ﬂ sov
8:30 am. Question and Answer Session TMDL is based on the Clean Water Act, the S
9:00 a.m. Public Hearing Dissolved Gas Abatement Study conducted by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
National Marine Fisheries Service’s 2000
Friday, March 22,2002 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia
Washington Dept. of Fish & Wildlife River Power System. This public hearing
2108 Grand Blvd & 4th Plain addresses only the TMDL and Implementation
Vancouver, WA Plan that are being submitted to EPA.
The puipose of this notice is to invite you to
1:00 p.m. Question and Answer Session make oral comments on this proposed TMDL at
1:30 p.m. Public Hearing a hearing. You also may comment in writing.
Who is affected?
Written comments due: Users of the Columbia River. People interested
Written comments on the proposed Total in water quality and fisheries, and people
Maximum Daily Load and/or the interested in DEQ’s and Ecology’s
Implementation Plan must be received by implementation of Section 303(d) of the federal

5 pm. April 5, 2002, Clean Water Act.




Why is this action necessary?

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water
Act requires development of TMDLs for
waterbodies included on states’ “303(d)” list.

Where can f review the documents?
The TMDL/Enplementation Plan 18 available
for examination and copying at DEQ’s
Headquarters Office at Oregon DEQ, Water
Quality Division, 811 SW 6th Avenus,
Portland, OR 97204.

Documents are also available on DEQ's web
site at:
hitp:/fwww.deq.state,or.us.

Click on "water quality” then on "water
quality program public notices".

The TMDL/Tmplementation Plan is available
for examination and copying at Ecology’s
Headquarters Office at 300 Desmond Drive
SE, Lacey, WA 98503.

Decuments are also available at;

hitp://www.epa.gov/rl10earth/
columbiamainstermtmd] him

‘While not required, scheduling an
appointment will ensure documents are
readily accessible during your visit.

To schedule an appointment in Portland
contact Russell Harding at {503) 229-5284.

For an appointment in Lacey, contact Paul
Pickett at {360) 407-6882,

To request copies of the TMDL and
Implementation Plan call Russell Harding or
Paul Pickett at the above phone numbers.

Questions on the proposed TMDL and
Implementation Plan should be addressed to
Russell Harding or Paul Pickett at the above
phone number,

Additional document iocations
. Copies of the TMDL/Implementation Plan
are also availablre at:

DEQ - Pendleton Office
700 SE Emigrant, Suite 330
Pendleton, OR 97801

DEQ - The Dalles Office
400 East Scenic Drive, #307
The Dalles, OR 97058

DEQ - Northwest Region Office
2020 SW 4% Ave., #400
Portland, OR 97201

DEQ - North Coast Branch Office
65 N. Highway 101, Suite G
Warrenton, OR 97146

DEQ - Hermiston Office
256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 105
Hermiston, OR 97838

What happens next? )

DEQ and Ecology will review and consider all
comments received during the public comment
period. Following this review, the TMDL and
Implementation Plan may be sent to U.S. EPA
for approval as a TMDL or may be modified
prior to submussion. You will be notified of
DEQ’s and Ecology’s final decision if you
present either oral or wriffen comments during
the comment period. If you do not comment but
wish to receive notification of DEQ’s and
Ecology’s final decision, please call or write
DEQ or Ecology at the above phone
numbers/addresses.

Accommodation of disabilities

DEQ and Bcology are committed to
accommodating people with disabilities. Please
notify DEQ or Ecology of any special physical
or language accommodations you may need as
far in advance of the hearing date as possible. To
make these arrangements, contact Russell
Harding at (503) 229-5284 or Paul Pickett at
(360) 407-6882. People with hearing
impairments can call DEQ’s TTY at 503-229-
6993 or Ecology’s TTD or at Ecology’s TDD
number {360) 407-6006,

Accessibility information

This publication is available in alternate format
(c.g., large print, Braille) upon request, Please
contact DEQ Public Affairs at 503-229-5317 or

. toll free within Oregon 1-800-452-4011 1o

request an alternate format. People with a
hearing impairment can receive help by calling
DEQ’s TTY at 503-229-6593.
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‘The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) will host four public hearings fo receive comment on the proposed
Lower Columbia River Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and implementation plan for
reducing total dissolved gas.

Before the formal public hearing, there will be a brief presentation to learn about the proposed
TMDL and implementation plan, followed by an informative question and answer session.
Hearings will be in Oregon and Washington at the following locations:

Monday, March 18, 2002 Tuesday, March 19, 2002
3:30 - 6:00 p.m. 1:30 — 4 p.m.
1315 W. 4™ Ave. /off Olympia St. Tamastslikt Cultural Institute
Ecology Field Office, Kennewick, WA 72789 Highway 331

Pendleton, OR
Friday, March 22, 2002 : Friday, March 22, 2002 -
8:30'-11:00 a.m. ' 1:00 — 3:30 p.m.
State Office Bldg., rm. 120C 2108 Grand Blvd./ Fourth Plain
800 NE Oregon St. WA Depts. Of Fish & Wildlife
Portland, OR and Ecology

Vancouver, WA

Background
The Lower Columbia River Total Dissolved Gas TMDL is based on the federal Clean Water Act,

the Dissolved Gas Abatement Study conducted by the U.S. Atmy Corps of Engineers, and the
National Marine Fisheries Service’s 2000 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River
Power System. The TMDL/Implementation plan identifies strategies for reducing Total
Dissolved Gas in the Lower Columbia River — from the confluence with the Snake River to the
mouth at the Pacific Ocean. This public hearing addresses only the TMDL and Implementation
Plan that are being submitted to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Federal law requires cleanup of polluted waters

Federal law requires states to 1dentify sources of pollution in waters that fall short of water
quality standards, and to determine how much pollution needs to be reduced for the water body -
to remain healthy. Using the source and allocation information, Ecology and local interests
develop strategies for achieving the necessary reduction or elimination of pollution. The result is
a water cleanup plan or Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).

February 2002 Ecology is an equal opportunity agency.




Public Comment Period: _
DEQ and Ecology will review and consider all comments received during the public comment
period. Following this review, the TMDL and Implementation Plan may be sent to EPA for
approval as a TMDL or may be modified prior to submission. You will be notified of DEQ’s
and Ecology’s final decision if you present either oral or written comments during the comment
period. If you do not comment but wish to receive notification of DEQ’s and Ecology’s final
decision, please call or write DEQ or Ecology (see information below).

The public comment period on the plan is February 18 through April 5, 2002.
Written comments on the proposed Total Maximum Daily Load and/or Implementation Plan
must be received by 5 p.m. on April 5, 2002. Written comments should be mailed to:

Russell Harding

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

harding. russell{@deq.state.or.us

(503) 229-5284

OR

Paul Pickett

Washington Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600
Ppicd461{@ecy.wa.cov

(360) 407-6882

The TMDL/Implementation Plan is avatlable for examination and copying at Oregon DEQ
Headquarters, Water Quality Division, 811 S.W. 6 Avenue, Portland, OR 97204. Documents
are also available on DEQ's web site at http://www.deq.state.or.us. Click on "water quality"
then on "water quality program public notices”.

The TMDL/Implementation Plan is also available for examination and copying at Ecology’s

Headquarters Office at 300 Desmond Drive SE, Lacey, WA 98503 or at Ecology Field Offices in

Kennewick and Vancouver (see above hearing locations). Documents are also available on

Ecology’s web site at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/0203004.html. Or at
http://www.epa.gov/rl Qearth/columbiamainstemtmd!. htm.

For more information call Paul Pickett or Russell Harding at the above phone numbers.

- For this information in alternative formats or for other special accommodations, please call
Ecology's Ann Butler at (360) 407-6480 or (360) 407-6006 (1DD) OR DEQ Public Affairs at
303-229-5766 or ITY at 503-229-6993 or toll free within Oregon 1-800-452-4011.



News Release

For release: Feb. 19, 2002

Contacts:

Russell Harding, Water Quality Division, Oregon DEQ, Portland, OR (503) 229-5284
Sandy Howard, Washington Dept. of Ecology, Olympia, WA (360) 407-6239 '

- William Knight, Communications & Outreach, DEQ, Portland, (503) 229-6840

‘Oregon, Washington Agencies Invite Public Input
On Plan to Protect, Improve Columbia River Water Quality

First public meeting scheduled Monday, Mar. 18 in Kennewick, WA

The public has an opportunity to comment on a draft plan that will propose
limits to pollution in the Columbia River. The plan, a collective effort between the
- Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Washington
Department of Ecology (DOE), is necessary to improve water quality in the main
stem of the Columbia River from the confluence of the Snake River to the Pacific
Ocean.

: Currently, the Columbia River’s main stem does not meet state water quality
standards for fotal dissolved gas for both Oregon and Washington. Total dissolved
gas refers to water that is supersaturated with oxygen, nitrogen and the other
constituents of air. Elevated total dissolved gas levels are the result of water passing
over the spillways of the four lower Columbia River hydroclectric projects. As the
water spills over, it becomes saturated with air bubbles that collect deep within the
stilling basin below the dam. Total dissolved gas is considered a pollutant because it
1s harmfid to aquatic species.

The plan will also satisfy requirements of the federal Clean Water Act by
establishing goals and pollution control targets for improving water quality, limiting
the amount of total dissolved gas generated at Columbia River hydropower projects
through a combination of structural and operational measures.

In order to reach the goals and targets described in the draft plan, the Oregon
and Washington environmental agencies are establishing limits for total dissolved gas
entering the water system. These limits are known by state and federal researchers as
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). :

(More/over)

Eh

State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Communications

& Outreach

811 SW 6" Ave,

Portland, OR 97204

Phone: (503) 229-5696
Toll free in OR.
(800} 452-4011

Fax: (503} 229-5850

Washington State
Department of
Ecology

PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504
(360) 407-6823




A TMDL document uses scientific data collection and analysis to determine the amount and
source of each pollutant entering the river system, and allocates specific poliution limits, known as
pollutant loads, to each source at levels that would ultimately restore water quality to clean water

standards. A load is the amount of each pollutant a source can contribute without violating water quality

standards. A TMDL takes into account the pollution from ali sources.
Public hearings on the proposed limits are as follows:

Monday, March 18, 2002 Friday, March 22, 2002

‘Washington Dept. of Ecology Field Office Washington Dept. of Fish & Wildlife and
1315 W. Fourth Ave. {off Olympia Street) Ecology Field Office

Kemnewick, WA 2108 Grand Blvd. & Fourth Plain Boulevard
‘ Vancouver, WA
3:30 p.m.: Question-and-Answer Session
4 p.m.: Public Hearing 1 p.m.: Question-and-Answer Session
' 1:30 p.m.: Public Hearing

Tuesday, March 19, 2002

Tamastslikt Cultural Institute Friday, March 22, 2002
72789 Highway 331 Oregon State Office Building
Pendleton, OR 800 NE Oregon St.

Portland, OR

1:30 p.m.: Question-and-Answer Session _
2 p.m.: Public Hearing 8:30 a.m.: Question-and-Answer Session
9 a.m.: Public Hearing

For more information contact Russell Harding, Oregon DEQ), Portland, at (503) 229-5284 or
Paul Pickett, Washington DOE, Olympia, at (360) 407-6882.

Documents and related materials are available for review at:

Oregon DEQ Washington DOE

Water Quality Division ' 300 Desmond Drive, SE

811 SW Sixth Ave. Lacey, WA 98503

Portland, OR 97204 Or at Wash. Dept. of Ecology Field offices in
Please call in advance: (503) 229-5279 Kennewick and Vancouver — see addresses above

Coptes are available upon request by contacting Russell Harding or Paul Pickett. One- to two-
page summaries of the TMDLs are also available. DEQ and DOE encourage individuals with computer

capabilities to view the document directly on the Columbia River Web site at:

http://www.epa. cov/r1Qearth/columbiamainstemtmdl htm

The public may request a copy of the document on compact disc to save printing and mailing

costs. People with hearing impairments may call DEQ's TTY at (503) 229-5471.

##
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Publication Information

This report is available on the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Web Site at attp.//www.deg.state.or.us/wg/TMDLs/TMDLs. htm

For additional printed copies or a compact disk of this publication, contact:

Russell Harding

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

E-mail: harding.russell@deq.state.or.us
Phone: (503) 229-5284

Washington

This report is available on the Washington State Department of Ecology home page on the
World Wide Web at htip./www.ecviwag. gov/biblio/0203004 himi '

For additional printed copies of this publication, contact;

Jean Witt

Department of Ecology Publications Distributions Office
PO Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

E-mail: ecypub@ecy.wa.gov
Phone: (360) 407-7472

Refer to Publication Number 02-03-004,

The Washington State Department of Ecology and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
are equal opportunity agencies and do not discriminate on the basis of race, creed, color, disability,
age, religion, national origin, sex, marityl status, disabled veteran's status, Vietnam era veteran's
status, or sexual orientation.

If you have special accommodation needs or requsire this document in alternative format,

please contact Joan LeTourneau, Environmental Assessment Program, at (360)-407-6764 (voice),
or Russell Harding, Columbia River Coordinator, at (503) 229-5284 (voice). Ecology's
telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD} number at Ecology Headguarters is (360) 407-6006.
DEQ's telecommunications device for the deaf (TTY} number is (503) 229-6993.
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Abstract

This Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) addresses total dissolved gas (TDG) in the mainstem
Columbia River from its confluence with the Snake River to its mouth at the Pacific Ocean. The
states of Oregon and Washington have both listed multiple reaches of the Lower Columbia River
on their federal Clean Water Act 303(d) lists, due to TDG levels exceeding state water quality
standards. The entire reach is considered impaired for TDG. Oregon and Washington are jointly
issuing this TMDL and submitting it to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for its
approval.

Elevated TDG levels are caused by spill events at four hydroelectric projects on the Lower
Columbia River, Water plunging from a spill entrains TDG at high levels. High TDG can cause
“gas bubble trauma” in fish which causes chronic or acutely lethal effects, depending on TDG
levels. Spills can be caused by several conditions. “Voluntary” spills are provided to meet
juvenile fish passage goals. “Involuntary” spills are caused by lack of powerhouse capacity for
river flows. Involuntary spills can result from turbine maintenance or break-down, lack of power
load demand, or high river flows.

This TMDL sets a TDG loading capacity for the Lower Columbia River in terms of excess
pressure above ambient. Load allocations are also expressed in terms of excess pressure, with
allocations for each dam, the upstream boundary, and natural conditions in the pools between
each dam. Allocations for the dams must be met at points of compliance within each dam’s
tailrace at a specified distance below the spillway, corresponding to the end of the aerated zone.
Other allocations must be met in the forebays of the dams.

An implementation plan is provided that describes short-term compliance with Endangered
Species Act requirements. Long-term compliance is described for both Endangered Species Act
and TMDL requirements.
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¢ The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency provided financial and technical assistance.

» Tetra Tech and Battelle Northwest Laboratories provided review and teéhnical input.

e The Western Governor's Association played a major role in outreéch.

¢ The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission provided invaluable review and
coordination. Staff from the Yakama, Nez Perce, Colville, Spokane, and Kalispel Tribes also

contributed to the process.

¢ The Bonneville Power Administration, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and Grant County
Public Utilities District provided review and input.

Nothing in this TMDL purports to represent the technical or policy positions of any of the above
agencies or organizations. Any flaws in this TMDL are entirely the responsibility of the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality and Washington State Department of Ecology.
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Executive Summary

Description of Waterbody, Pollutant of Concern, and
Pollutant Sources

This Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) addresses total dissolved gas (TDG) in the mainstem
Columbia River from its confluence with the Snake River to its mouth at the Pacific Ocean. The
states of Oregon and Washington have both listed muitiple reaches of the Lower Columbia River
on their federal Clean Water Act 303(d) lists due to TDG levels exceeding state water quality
standards. The entire reach is considered impaired for TDG. Oregon and Washington are jointly
issuing this TMDL and submitting it to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for its
approval.

Elevated TDG levels are caused by spill events at four hydroelectric projects on the Lower
Columbia River. Water spilled over the spillway of a dam entrains air bubbles. When these are
carried to depth in the dam’s stilling basin, the higher hydrostatic pressure forces air from the
bubbles into solution, The result is water supersaturated with dissolved nitrogen, oxygen, and
the other constituents of air. Fish in this water may not display signs of difficulty if the higher
water pressures at depth offset high TDG pressure passing through the gills into the blood
stream. However, if the fish inhabit supersaturated water for extended periods, or rise in the
water column to a lower water pressure at shallower depths, TDG may come out of solution
within the fish, forming bubbles in their body tissues. This gives rise to gas bubble trauma,
which can be lethal at high levels or give rise to chronic impairment at lower levels. There is
extensive research reported in the literature on the forms of physical damage to fish that
represent the symptoms of gas bubble trauma.

Spills can occur at any time for several reasons:

o Fish passage spills (voluntary spills), conducted under the Biological Opinion in compliance
with the federal Endangered Species Act.

o Spills required when flow exceeds powerhouse capacity (involuntary spills).

There are three main reasons for involuntary spills:

¢ The powerhouse cannot pass flood flows.

* The powerhouse is off-line due to lack of power demand.

* The powerhouse is off-line for maintenance or repair,

Dams on the Lower Columbia are run-of-the-river dams with very little storage capacity.

Therefore, spills are often forced due to operational decisions at upstream storage reservoirs,
such as Washington’s Grand Coulee Dam or Dworshak Dam.

This document describes the production of TDG at the four projects in the Lower Columbia
River. It presents general production equations representing the production of TDG, and specific
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equations taking into account each project’s particular physical characteristics. Any other
sources of TDG in the TMDL arca, such as tributaries, are considered negligible compared to the
four dams. TDG is also affected by barometric pressure and water temperature, and these
influences are addressed in the TMDL.

Description of the Applicable Water Quality Standards and
Numeric Target

The water quality standards for both Oregon and Washington have an identical TDG criterion:
110 percent of saturation not to be exceeded at any point of measurement. This criterion does
not apply to flows above the seven-day, ten-year frequency flow (7Q10) flood flow. In addition,
special “waiver” limits for TDG have been established as a temporary special condition in
Washington rules, to allow higher criteria with specific averaging periods during periods of spili
for fish passage. Oregon rules specify a process for establishing waiver limits as variance on an
anmual basis. Because the waiver limits are either temporary or annually renewed, this TMDL
addresses only the 110 percent criterion. However, the implementation plan allows compliance
with waiver limits as an interim allowance for compliance with the TMDL in the short-term.

Loading Capacity

Loading capacity for TDG has been defined in terms of excess pressure over barometric pressure
(AP). This parameter was chosen because it can be directly linked to the physical processes by
which spills generate high TDG, and it has a simple mathematical relationship to TDG percent
saturation. A loading capacity of 75 mm Hg has been assigned to the Columbia River in this
TMDL area.

Poliutant Allocations

Because of the unique nature of TDQ, load allocations for dam spills are not directly expressed
in terms of mass loading. Like loading capacity, load allocations for each dam will be made in
terms of AP defined site-specifically for each dam. A load allocation is specified for the
upstream boundary of the TMDL area. Load allocations are also provided for natural
background, which takes downstream temperature variation into account. The wasteload
allocation under this TMDL is zero, because no NPDES-permitted sources produce TDG.

Long-term compliance with load allocations for dam spills will be at the downstream end of the
aerated zone below each spillway. Distances are specified for the compliance location at each
dam. The load allocation is essentially applied to the spill from each dam, with allowance made
for degassing in the tailrace below the spillway.

Compliance with load allocations are tied to structural changes at each dam, and are intended as
long-term targets. Short-term compliance will be established under the implementation plan, and
will be based on operational management of spills.

Page x — DRAFT — DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE



Margin of Safety

A margin of safety is supplied implicitly by use of conservative critical conditions for ambient
barometric pressure, temperature, and time of travel. The TDG criterion itself provides a margin
of safety due to its stringency as compared to extensive site-specific research on TDG and
aquatic life in the Columbia River. Due to extensive data collection in the TMDL area, the
margin of safety for data variability is small.

Seasonal Variation

Spills and associated high TDG levels, although most likely to occur in the spring and early
summer, can potentially occur at any time. Therefore, TMDL load allocations apply year-round.
Seasonal effects have been evaluated in the development of critical conditions, but seasonal
variations appear to be small. The TMDL only applies for flows below the 7Q10 flood flows,
which have been calculated for each dam.

Monitoring Plan

Long-term compliance with load allocation will be monitored with special studies in the tailrace
of'the dam, following structural modifications. Monitoring of implementation and operational
controls in the short term will use continuous monitoring at fixed monitoring station sites.

Implementation Plan

The Implementation Plan incorporates actions described and analyzed by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers in its Dissolved Gas Abatement Study. Both short-term (Phase I) and long-term
(Phase IT) measures are described with specific TDG and spill reduction measures, The
Implementation Plan has been developed in consultation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service, so that TMDL implementation will be coordinated with requirements of the Endangered
Species Act.

Reasonable Assurance

Structural work has already been carried out to reduce TDG at the four Lower Columbia River
dams. Both the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and the Washington State
Department of Ecology have regulatory authority over the four federal dam projects. However,
both are confident that the collaborative effort with the dam operators toward reducing gas will
continue and be enhanced through this TMDL. The track record for Congressional funding for
these projects is good, and there is reason to belicve that further funding of projects will
continue.
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Pubilic Participation

Extensive public involvement activities, organized by the inter-agency TMDL Coordination
Team, have occurred under this TMDL for over a year. Activities have included websites, focus
sheets, coordination mectings, stakeholder meetings, conference presentations, and public
workshops. Public hearings will be held in March 2002 (see Summary of Public Involvement

section of this report).
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Introduction

State water quality standards establish criteria at levels that ensure the protection of the water’s
beneficial uses. Water that fails to meet water quality standards triggers a state action in Oregon
and Washington. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and Washington State
Department of Ecology are charged to assess, manage, and protect the beneficial uses of the
waters of their respective states,

A number of waterbodies fail to meet water quality standards. Oregon and Washington are
charged with returning waterbodies to standards. The requirement under the federal Clean Water
Act for achieving this is known as a Total Maximum Daily Load {TMDL).

Oregon and Washington have established criteria for total dissolved gas (TDG), which at high
levels has deleterious effects on fish and other aquatic life. This document details a TMDL
approach for TDG in the mainstem Columbia River from the mouth of the Snake River to its
mouth at the Pacific Ocean (Figure 1). This teport will explain what TDG is, why high TDG is a
problem, and a strategy for managing it so water quality standards will be met.
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Figure 1: Map of Lower Columbia TMDL Area
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Purpose of, and Authority for, TMDL

Compliance with Clean Water Act

The border between the states of Washington and Oregon follows the geographic center of the
Columbia River mainstem for most of the river from the Wallula Gap (a few miles below the
confluence of the Snake and Columbia rivers) to its mouth. This entire reach of the river is out
of compliance with the TDG water quality standard both for the state of Oregon and the state of
Washington. In both states the river is listed on their 1998 lists of waterbodies failing to meet
standards pursuant to Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. As a result of the standards
exceedances and subsequent listings, this TMDL is being prepared jointly by Oregon and
Washington.

Although Oregon and Washington only have authority over the waters within their boundaries,
under federal law cach state must meet the standards of the other where the waters arc shared,
such as in the Lower Columbia River. Therefore, the goal of this TMDL is to provide a single
TMDL analysis and implementation plan that both states agree to, which will then be
implemented by each state with their unique authorities.

A TMDL determines the quantity (load) of a pollutant that can enter a waterbody and still meet
water quality standards. This load is then allocated among the various sources. An '
implementation component (in Washington, Summary Implementation Strategy or SIS) is
included to identify actions that appropriate agencies and stakeholders (in Oregon, Designated
Management Agencies or DMAs) will undertake to achieve the allocated loads.

The TMDL, as described in this document, must be submitted to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for their approval. Oregon and Washington each operate under a
Memorandum of Agreement with EPA, which guides the TMDL submittal. This document has
been organized by Oregon’s guidelines, but Table 1 outlines the components of Washington’s
TMDL submittal and how they match up.
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Table 1: Comparison of Oregon’s and Washington’s TMDL Submittal Format
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Loading Capacity Technical Analysis, Loading Capacity
Identification of Sources Technical Analysis

Load Allocations Load and Wasteload Allocations
Margin of Safety Margin of Safety

Seasonal Variations Seasonal Variation

Implementation Plan Summary Implementation Strategy
References and Bibliography References Cited

Coordination with Endangered Species Act

In Oregon and Washington, a TMDL is a planning tool, not a rule of law or other stand-alone
enforceable document. It does not take precedence over the federal Endangered Species Act,
Indian Treaties, or federal hydropower system enabling legislation. It takes no action that would
trigger a review under the National Environmental Policy Act or Washington State
Environmental Policy Act. TMDLs may be used to condition exemptions, modifications,
variances, permits, licenses, and certifications.

There is much overlap between this TMDL established pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act
and anadromous fish passage for salmonids listed as threatened or endangered under the
Endangered Species Act, administered by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). It is
therefore important that there is a clear understanding of the requirements of this TMDL relative
to measures required by Biological Opinions issued in relation to the threatened and endangered
species of the Snake and Columbia rivers,

The 2000 Federal Columbia River Power System (hydrosystem) Biological Opinion requires that
the action agencies (U.S, Army Corps of Engincers, Bonneville Power Administration, and the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation} meet specific hydrosystem biological performance standards for
both adult and juvenile salmon. The purpose of these standards is to help reverse the downward
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trend in listed salmon populations and therefore ensure viable salmon resources in the Columbia
River Basin. The juvenile hydrosystem goals are one part of a three-tiered approach to assessing
performance of implementation of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative Section items
presented in the Biological Opinion. These hydrosystem standards are combined with standards
for harvest, habitat, and hatcheries and other life stage indicators to arrive at a population level
standard.

The hydrosystem survival performance standards can be met by a combination of controlled
spills, fish passage facilities to divert juvenile salmon from passing through the turbines, or
juvenile transportation by truck or barge. Due to the current configuration of the hydroelectric
projects along the Columbia and Snake rivers, NMFS sees spill as the safest, most effective tool
available. However, these performance standards are not being met at the current
implementation level of the spill program, Therefore, in the short-term, structural gas abatement
solutions may result in higher spills rather than lower TDG levels. But as new, more effective
fish passage facilities are completed and evaluated, their contribution to the attainment of
hydrosystem performance standards will hopefully allow spill levels for fish passage and
associated TDG levels to be reduced, but only as long as the performance standards are met.

Spills for fish passage under the Biological Opinion cause TDG supersaturation above the 110
percent criterion. The state water quality standards are meant to be sufficiently protective so as
to prevent damage to beneficial use of the state waters. The effects of elevated dissolved gas on
migrating juvenile and adult salmon due to voluntary spill have been monitored each year of spill
program implementation. Based on five years of data from the biological monitoring program,
the average mcidence of gas bubble disease signs has been low, although the state-allowed
maximum TDG due to spill was 120 percent in the tailrace and 115 percent in forebays. From
1995 to 1996, only 1.6 percent of all the juveniles sampled, nearly 200,000 fish, showed signs of
disease (Schneider, 2001). These results suggest that, in weighing the benefit gained in
increased salmon survival by spills for fish passage against the benefit to the beneficial use from
strict adherence to the standard, it would be reasonable to find flexibility in application of the
standards.

In summary, the provisions of both Acts must be met. Notwithstanding that, it is not the purpose
of the Clean Water Act to usurp functions properly undertaken pursuant to the Endangered
Species Act. On the contrary, the Endangered Species Act contains provisions that encourage
EPA to consult with NMFS prior to approval of a TMDL that affects ESA-listed species to
ensure the TMDL is consistent with species recovery goals. The 2000 Biological Opinion issued
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act requires attainment of certain fish passage performance
standards. One of the means of attaining these is through spilling water over hydroelectric dam
spillways, This action, though, results in elevated TDG. Control of TDG is the purpose of this
TMDL. The Clean Water Act does not envisage trade-offs of fish passage for TDG; it requires,
rather, attainment of water quality standards. This is one of the significant challenges posed by
this TMDL.

This TMDL must be written to reflect ultimate attainment of the TDG water quality standard.
Fish passage requirements can be facilitated under an implementation plan, but the clear
expectation of the Clean Water Act is that water quality standards will be attained in a limited
amount of time., NMFS and EPA have been discussing how to meet biological performance
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standards under the Endangered Species Act at the same time as meeting the water quality
standards of the Clean Water Act. However, the primary purpose of this TMDL must be to
comply with the Clean Water Act, although finding a means of compliance with both laws is also
a goal.
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Geographic Extent

This TMDL applies to the Columbia River mainstem from the confluence of the Snake and
Columbia rivers to its mouth at the Pacific Ocean.

The laws of the state of Oregon apply to the river’s southern half from its point of entry into
Eastern Oregon from the state of Washington. This takes in seven river segments as follows:

¢ The mouth to Tenasillahe Island. Segment number COLUQ

o Tenasillahe Island to Willamette River. Segment number COLUQ37

e Willamette River to Bonneville Dam. Segment number COLU102,

¢ Bonneville Dam to The Dalles Dam. Segment number COLU146,

¢ The Dalles Dam to John Day Dam. Segment number COLU191.6.

e John Day Dam to McNary Dam. Segment number COLU215.6.

¢ McNary Dam to the Washington border. Segment Number COLU292.

These seven segments fall on the Columbia River mainstem. The hydrologic unit code for the
Columbia Basin is 1707. All of these waters have been identified as impaired and have been
included on Oregon’s 1998 303(d) List.

The laws of the Washington apply to the entire Cofumbia River from the mouth of the Snake
River to the Oregon border in Wallula Gap, and to the northern half of the river from there to the
mouth. All of these waters have been included on Washington’s 1996 303(d} list, and have been
identified as impaired or have been included on Washington’s 1998 303(d) list. The segments
covered by this TMDL are listed in Table 2, along with the Water Resource Inventory Arca
(WRIA) and Waterbody Identification (WBID) numbers.

TMDLs are also planned for the Lower Snake River (Clearwater River to confluence with the
Columbia River), and for the Mid-Columbia River (Canada border to confluence with Snake
River). Those two TMDLs at their downstream end will address compliance with this TMDL at
its upstream end.
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Table 2: Washington’s Lower Columbia River TDG Listed and Impaired Segments

Bonneville Dam to

(24 ~28) | WA-CR-1010
Mouth
Willapa 24 NN57SG 1
Grays-Elokoman 25 NNS7SG 1
Cowlitz 26 NN57SG
Lewis 27 NNS7SG 1
Salmon-Washougal 28 NNS7SG 6
McNary Dam to (28 -31) { WA-CR-1020
Bonneville Dam
Salmon-Washougal 28 NN37SG 2
Wind-White Salmon 29 NNS57S8G
Klickitat 30 NN57SG 3
Rock-Glade 31 NN575G 3
Oregon Border to 31 WA-CR-1026
McNary Dam
Rock-Glade 31 NN578G 2
Walla Walla 32 NNS578G
Totals 19
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Total Dissolved Gas Water Quality Standards

For waters that are shared by two states, water quality must meet the standards of both states.
For this TMDL, the standards of the two states are virtually identical.

State of Oregon Standards

Oregon’s Water Quality Standards are contained in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340,
Division 41. The standards relevant to the total dissolved gas (TDG) TMDL [OAR 340-041-
0205(2)(n)] are:

(A)  The concentration of total dissolved gas relative to atmospheric pressure at the point of
sample collection shall not exceed 110 percent of saturation, except when stream flow
exceeds the ten-year, seven-day average flood. However, for Hatchery receiving waters
and waters of less than two feet in depth, the concentration of total dissolved gas relative
to atmospheric pressure at the point of sample collection shall not exceed 105 percent of
saturation;

(B)  The Commission may modify the total dissolved gas criteria in the Columbia River for the
purpose of allowing increased spill for salmonid migration. The Commission must find
that:

(i) Failure to act would result in greater harm to salmonid stock survival through in-
river migration than would occur by increased spill;

(ii)  The modified total dissolved gas criteria associated with the increased spill
provides a reasonable balance of the risk of impairment due to elevated total
dissolved gas to both resident biological communities and other migrating fish
and to migrating adult and juvenile salmonids when compared to other options
for in-river migration of salmon;

(iii)  Adequate data will exist to determine compliance with the standards, and

(iv)  Biological monitoring is occurring to document that the migratory salmonid and
resident biological communities are being protected.

(C)  The Commission will give public notice and notify all known interested parties and will
make provision for opportunity to be heard and comment on the evidence presented by
others, except that the Director may modify the total dissolved gas criteria for
emergencies for a period not exceeding 48 hours;

(D) The Commission may, at its discretion, consider alternative modes of migration.

"Commission" means the Oregon State Environmental Quality Commission.

State of Washington Standards

Washington’s Water Quality Standards, Chapter 173-201A Washington Administrative Code
(WAQ), classify the reaches of the Columbia River covered by this TMDL as Class A. The
following standards specifically apply to this TMDL:
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WAC 173-201A-030;
Total dissolved gas shall not exceed 110 percent of saturation at any point of sample collection.
WAC 173-201A-060:

(4)(a) The water quality criteria herein established for total dissolved gas shall not apply when
the stream flow exceeds the seven-day, ten-year frequency flood.

(b) The ltotal dissolved gas criteria may be adjusted to aid fish passage over hydroelectric dams
when consistent with a department approved gas abatement plan. This gas abatement plan must
be accompanied by fisheries management and physical and biological monitoring plans. The
elevated total dissolved gas levels are intended to allow increased fish passage without causing
more harm to fish populations than caused by turbine fish passage. The specific allowances for
total dissolved gas exceedances are listed as special conditions for sections of the Snake and
Columbia rivers in WAC 173-2014-130 and as shown in the following exemption:

Special fish passage exemption for sections of the Snake and Columbia rivers: When spilling
water at dams is necessary to aid fish passage, total dissolved gas must not exceed an average of
one hundred fifteen percent as measured at Camas/Washougal below Bonneville dam or as '
measured in the forebays of the next downstream dams. Total dissolved gas must also not
exceed an average of one hundred twenty percent as measured in the tailraces of each dam.
These averages are based on the twelve highest hourly readings in any one day of total dissolved
gas. In addition, there is a maximum total dissolved gas one hour average of one hundred
twenty-five percent, relative to atmospheric pressure, during spillage for fish passage. These
special conditions for total dissolved gas in the Snake and Columbia rivers are viewed as
temporary and are to be reviewed by the year 2003.

{c) Nothing in these special conditions allows an impact to existing and characteristic uses.

The “ten-year, seven-day average flood” or “seven-day, ten-year frequency flood” arc usually
termed the “7Q10” flood flows,

The criteria in WAC gection 173-201A-060 are sometimes termed the “waiver” TDG limits for
fish passage. Oregon establishes “waiver” limits on an annual basis using the procedures
outlined above. Since the Oregon waiver limits are established annually, and the Washington
waiver limits are to be viewed as temporary, this TMDL cannot use the waiver limits as a
compliance endpoint. TMDLs must by law ensure compliance with the existing permanent
standards. There are separate processes to revise the water quality standards and establish new
criteria. If the TDG standards are ever revised in a way that affects this TMDL, then the TMDL
would need to be revisited and modified at that time.
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Basin Assessment

Total dissolved gas (TDG) levels can be increased above the water quality criteria by spilling
water over spillways of dams on the Columbia River. These are the major sources of elevated
TDG in the Columbia mainstem. There are a variety of other ways that TDG may be elevated:
passage of water through turbines, fishways, or locks; and natural processes such a low
barometric pressure, high water temperatures, or high levels of biological productivity.
However, the vast majority of the high TDG levels found in the Columbia River are caused by
spills from dams. Man-made sources other than spill are minor, and can be considered
negligible. Natural processes may have a significant effect on TDG, and are addressed in setting
load allocations.

Spill at dams occurs for several reasons:

1. To enhance downstream fish passage (to meet “Performance Standards” for fish survival
under the Endangered Species Act).

2. To bypass water that exceeds the available hydraulic capacity of the powerhouse due to:
¢ High river flows.
¢ Lack of power market.
s Maintenance, break-down, or other reasons,

The first type of spill is sometimes called “voluntary spill”, while the second types are termed
“involuntary spills”. Figure 2 illustrates the typical configuration of a dam on the Lower
Columbia River.

Figure 2: Typical Dam Configuration
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Spill for Fish Passage

Spill for purposes of fish passage involves water deliberately released over dam spillways, rather
than being discharged through turbines or fish bypass facilities. The intent is to reduce turbine
and bypass mortalities. Schoeneman et al (1961) found that mortality in Chinook juveniles
spilled over McNary Dam (Columbia River) and Big Cliff Dam (Santiam River) was less than
two percent. Subsequent studies confirmed this estimate. The requirement for spring and
summer spills to pass juvenile salmon was included in the 1995 and 2000 Biological Opinions
for the Columbia River dam operations. To comply with these Biological Opinions, Oregon and
Washington have established the waiver TDG limits to allow limited fish passage spill.

In Oregon, the Environmental Quality Commission has granted variances to the TDG standard to
enable spill for salmonid juvenile passage for species listed under the federal Endangered
Species Act. This has occurred annually since 1994. Variances usually require TDG levels not
exceed 120 percent saturation relative to atmospheric pressure in the tailrace of the spilling dam,
and 115 percent TDG saturation relative to atmospheric pressure as measured in the forebay of
the next dam downstream. Variance periods usually extend from the middle of April through the
end of August each year. Additional variances have been granted each year for spill over
Bonneville Dam for up to ten days each March to assist with passage of the Spring Creek
National Fish Hatchery Tule Chinook release. One variance has also been given for John Day
Dam to enable testing of flow deflectors,

Washington’s approach to conform with the Biological Opinion was to adopt a rule revision
specifying the TDG criteria for fish passage spill (see above). These waiver limits have
generally been identical to Oregon’s annual variances.

involuntary Spill

Like spills for fish passage, involuntary spill involves water being discharged over dam
spillways. The causes and intended consequences, though, are different. As its name suggests,
there is no choice involved in "involuntary" spill. At times of very high river flows, the quantity
of water exceeds the capacity of a dam to either temporarily store the water upstream of the dam
or pass the water through its turbines. In these circumstances, water is released over the
spillway, because there is nowhere else for it to go. The Columbia River hydropower system in
Washington and Oregon is somewhat unique in that regard. With the exception of Washington’s
Grand Coulee Dam, it contains very little storage potential relative to the quantity of spring
runoff. At times of rapid runoff, the dams cannot constrain the quantity of water, and it is spilled
with attendant high TDG levels. Often dissolved gas levels from involuntary spill exceed those
experienced during periods of spili for fish. However, high river flows under these circumstances
are often in excess of the 7Q10 high flow, in which case the TDG standard would not apply.

Involuntary spill as a result of lack of power market is a variant of the above. In this scenario,
the power marketing authority cannot sell any more power, and even though turbines are
available, water is bypassed over the spillway because there is nowhere for electricity generated
to go. Running water through the turbines with no Ioad increases wear and tear with attendant
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higher maintenance costs, and may also reduce fish survival. Lack of power load demand can
occur at times of both high and low flows (e.g., in the spring or fall when power demands arc
low both in California and the Pacific Northwest). Also releases from upstream storage dams
during high load times (morning and evening) can result in high flows at downstream dams
during low load times {middle of the night), causing an involuntary spill.

Involuntary spill can also occur at low flows when powerhouses are taken off-line for
maintenance, breakdown, or other needs. Maintenance is usually scheduled to prevent a spill, by
doing maintenance on one or two generating units at a time during low power demand periods.
Nonetheless, releases from upstream dams can complicate management of spills during
powerhouse maintenance. Also, unscheduled maintenance and repairs sometimes occur, which
may require a powerhouse shut-down and involuntary spill.

In general, involuntary spill conditions at the “run of the river” dams may result from reservoir
control and power marketing decisions made by the federal project operators having storage
capacity upstream. Improved accuracy in water forecasting could help avoid understating or
overstating available water supply, which could cause the federal project operators to spill water
because they feft too little or too much room in the reservoirs. Additionally, a water
management plan could also identify uncoordinated releases and manage intra-day fluctuations
in river flows. These events often result in isolated involuntary spill events, because reservoir
elevation must be maintained within limits at run of the river projects.
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Deviation of Ambient Conditions from
Water Quality Standards

TDG Generation from Spills

Spills for fish passage typically occur during the spring and summer months. During periods of
fish spills, deviations of ambient conditions from the water quality standard are frequent but
usually small. This is because spill quantities are managed to meet the waiver levels for fish
passage: either variances granted by the state of Oregon or Washington’s Special Conditions
(described above). For the past six years, Oregon has granted a variance to its water quality
standard for TDG to facilitate fish passage. These variances are virtually identical to
Washington’s Special Conditions, which allow TDG levels to rise to 120 percent of saturation
relative to atmospheric pressure in the tailrace of the dam that is spilling, and 115 percent in the
forebay of the next dam downstream.

The excursions beyond this level usually have been no more than one or two percent above the
variance request, and occur as a result of the imprecision in setting spillway gates. Generally,
the fishery management agencies have sought spill quantities in order to remain right at the TDG
variance limit at the fixed monitoring station sites. Any small change in conditions that
influence TDG, such as change in barometric pressure, water temperature, incoming gas, total
river flow or tailwater elevation will cause an exceedance when operated this way. Also, these
levels do not meet the 110 percent criterion of either state.

Involuntary spills can occur at any time. Involuntary spills caused by river flows above
powerhouse capacity are most likely to occur from late fall to early summer, depending on
rainfall or snowmelt in the tributary watersheds. However, high flows could also occur due to
releases from upstream dams with significant storage, such as Grand Coulee or the Canadian
dams. Involuntary spill due to fow power demand is most likely in the spring, although this is
also dependent on regional power management by the Bonneville Power Administration. Loss
of powerhouse capacity to maintenance or repair is usually scheduled so that no more than one or
two turbines are out at any given time, but an emergency powerhouse shutdown and spill could
occur at any time as the result of a fire or other disaster.

At times of involuntary spill, exceedances above the standard can rise dramatically, peaking
above 130 percent of saturation, and even 140 percent. Absolute TDG pressures at these levels,
which usually only occur in shallow waters, can be lethal to fish. Usually fish are protected from
fatal pressures in deeper waters by compensation from hydrostatic pressures, which reduces
absolute TDG levels.

For all spills, the highest TDG levels, and therefore the area most likely to exceed standards, is
directly below the spillway. In this area, the plunging and air entrainment of the spill (acrated
Zone) generates high levels of TDG, but then quickly degasses while the water remains turbulent
and futll of bubbles. However, as this water moves from the stilling basin into the tailrace,
degassing slows and the TDG levels stabilize.
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In the pools, gas exchange rates are small to negligible except under high wind conditions, which
can increase degassing, If conditions are still and TDG concentrations are constant, the percent
saturation of TDG can increase if the water temperature increases or barometric pressure drops
(Figure 3). Also, primary productivity (periods of algal growth) can increase dissolved oxygen
levels, which results in a higher TDG percent saturation.

Figure 3: Variation in TDG Percent Saturation with Temperature and Barometric Pressure
at Constant Concentration

Due to the hydraulic properties of the spill, a proportion of the powerhouse flow entrains with
the spill and is aerated as if it were part of the spill. This amount may be negligible where
physical structures separate powerhouse from spillway flows, such as islands at Bonneville Dam.
The rest of the powerhouse flow mixes slowly with the spillway flows. Powerhouse TDG levels
are typically identical with forebay TDG levels — very little gas exchange occurs as water passes
through the powerhouse. Therefore, if the forebay TDG levels are lower than levels below the
spillway, the powerhouse flows that mix slowly and farther downstream will reduce the TDG
levels in the spillway waters by dilution.

TDG Impacts on Aquatic Life

Fish and other aquatic life inhabiting water supersaturated with TDG may tend to display signs
of difficulty, especially if higher dissolved gas pressure gradients occur. Gas bubbles form only
when the TDG pressure is greater than the sum of the compensating pressures. Compensating
pressures include water (hydrostatic) and barometric pressure. For organisms, tissue or blood
pressure may add to the compensating pressures. Gas bubble development in aquatic organisms
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is then a result of excessive uncompensated gas pressure. The primary actions which will
enhance the likelihood of bubbles forming in the fish are (1) continued exposure to the highly
saturated water, (2) rising higher in the water column bringing about a higher pressure gradient
(decreased hydrostatic pressure), (3) decreases in barometric pressure, and (4) increasing water
temperature.

The damage caused by release of gas bubbles in the affected organism is termed gas bubble
trauma or gas bubble disease. There is a wide body of research on this condition. Effects of gas
bubble trauma include emphysema, circulatory emboli, tissue necrosis, and hemorrhages in
brain, muscle, gonads, and eyes (Weitkamp and Katz 1980). Nebeker et al. (1976) found that
death in adults was due to massive blockages of blood flow from gas emboli in the heart, gills,
and other capillary beds. Investigators in the 1970s reported many and varied lesions in fish
exposed in the 115%-t0-120% TDG range in shallow water. At higher gas exposures (¢.g.,120%
to 130% TDQG), death frequently ensued before gas bubble trauma signs appeared (Bouck et al.
1976). External signs of gas bubble trauma (e.g., blisters forming in the mouth and fins of fish
exposed to chronic high gas) often disappeared rapidly after death. The signs were largely gone
within 24 hours (Countant and Genoway 1968).

Water quality standards for TDG were set at 110 percent, the threshold for chronic effects found
in the literature, The severity of gas bubble trauma increases as the absolute TDG level
increases, until at higher levels lethality can occur swiftly. However, there are a number of
factors that affect a particular organism’s response to high TDG levels. Different species
respond to changing TDG differently, and the response also varies by life stage, Juvenile
salmonids appear to be relatively resilient compared to adults or to non-salmonids.

The duration of exposure to high TDG appears to have an impact on the severity of gas bubble
trauma symptoms. Although the standards are not specific on this issue, defining a duration of
exposure to be applied to the criteria is appropriate. The waiver limits developed for fish
passage provide two levels: a one hour maximum, and the average of the twelve highest hourly
readings in any 24-hour period. Based on the 110 percent criteria representing chronic impacts,
use of the longer averaging period is appropriate,

Extensive research has been conducted on the effects of TDG on anadromous fish in the
Columbia River. It is beyond the scope of this TMDL to review that literature. The Clean Water
Act requires compliance with existing standards, although existing research can be used to aid in
interpretation of those standards. A review of the standards to look at adoption of different
criteria, duration, frequency, and spatial application, if appropriate, would occur through a
completely separate process. If new standards were adopted, then the TMDL could be reviewed
and possibly revised.

It is possible that TDG became elevated under historical natural conditions in the Columbia
River, such as below Celilo Falls. However, elevated TDG probably dissipated quickly as-it
passed over shallows and rapids. Conditions different from natural conditions exist at the
Columbia dams that create high TDG levels. These conditions include the height of the dams,
the shape of the spillways, and the presence of the long deep pools below the dams. Allowing a
point of compliance below the aerated portion of the tailrace can be considered to reflect gas
generation patterns in a natural system.,
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Monitoring of TDG

Routine monitoring of instream TDG levels occur at fixed monitoring station (FMS) sites above
and below cach dam. The tailwater FMS sites in some cases may be a mile or two downstream
of the dam. The FMS sites have been the primary point of compliance and assessment of TDG
levels, especially for compliance with waiver limits during fish passage spills. The locations
have been chosen for a variety of reasons, a primary one being the logistics and feasibility of
long-term monitoring. However, studies suggest that some of these sites are not collecting data
that are representative of river conditions. The FMS sites will continue to be the primary
location for determining compliance with waiver limits used for fish passage management. For
the purposes of TMDL compliance, TMDL requirements do not need to drive FMS siting issues.

The interagency Water Quality Team manages issues regarding the fish passage program and
FMS. The Water Quality Team is jointly chaired by NMFS and EPA. It is charged with
providing technical guidance on temperature and total dissolved gas water quality in the context
of the NMFES 2000 Biological Opinion relating to the Columbia River Hydropower System. A
subgroup of that team has been addressing concerns with the FMS sites, and the appropriatencss
of the current FMS locations has been the subject of vigorous debate between the resource

~agencies and U.S. Army Corps of Engincers within the subgroup. The subgroup has concluded
that the “representativeness” of FMS data is a very difficult characteristic to define. The TDG
measurements at a given location in the river are influenced significantly by environmental
factors such as water temperature, biological productivity, barometric pressure, and wind, as well
as the spill. The Water Quality Team will continue to study and discuss these issues in order to
achieve a mutually satisfactory monitoring end product.

To gain additional knowledge of TDG conditions in the river, the Corps has conducted a number

of detailed special studies of TDG levels below the dams (e.g., Schneider and Wilhelms, 1996;

Wilhelms and Schneider, 1997a; Wilhelms and Schneider, 1997b; Schneider and Wilhelms,

- 1999). These studies have shown that TDG levels measured at the FMS sites are usually lower
than levels longitudinally upstream towards the spillway, may be lower than levels laterally

across the river if powerhouse flows are not fully mixed, and in some conditions may be lower

than levels longitudinally downstream.
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Loading Capacity

Analysis of TDG generation processes

introduction

The discussion that follows is taken (sometimes verbatim) from the Dissolved Gas Abatement
Study conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and in particular from Appendix G:
“Spillway Discharge Production of Total Dissolved Gas Pressure” (USACE, 2001a).

The material in this section provides a general overview of TDG generation processes at the
Lower Columbia River dams, Specific details may change over time as structural changes are
made to these projects, These processes provide the basis for the determination of loading
capacity.

The TDG exchange associated with spillway operation at a dam is a process that couples both the
hydrodynamic and mass exchange processes. The hydrodynamics are shaped by the structural
characteristics of spillway, stilling basin, and taiirace channel as well as the operating conditions
that define the spill pattern, turbine usage, and tailwater stage. The hydrodynamic conditions are
influenced to a much smaller extent by the presence of entrained bubbles.

The air entrainment will influence the density of the two-phase flow and impose a vertical
momentum component associated with the buoyancy in the entrained air. The entrained air
content can result in a bulking of the tailwater elevation and influence the local pressure field.
The transfer of atmospheric gasses occurs at the air-water interface, which is composed of the
surface area of entrained air at the water surface. The exchange of atmospheric gases is greatly
accelerated when entrained air is exposed to elevated pressures because of the higher saturation
concentrations. The pressure time history of entrained air will, therefore, be critical in
determining the exchange of atmospheric gases during spill.

The volume, bubble size, and flow path of entrained air will be dependent on the hydrodynamic
conditions associated with project releases. The bubble size has been found to be a function of
the velocity fluctuations and turbulent eddy length. The bubble size can also be influenced by
the coalescence of bubbles during high air concentration conditions. The volume of air entrained
is a function of the interaction of the spillway jet with the tailwater. The entrained bubble flow
path will be dependent upon the development of the spillway jet in the stilling basin and
associated secondary circulation patterns. The turbulence characteristics are important to the
vertical distribution of bubbles and the determination of entrainment and de-entrainment rates.

Physical Processes

The exchange of TDG is considered to be a first order process where the rate of change of
atmospheric gases is directly proportional (lincar relationship) to the ambient concentration. The
driving force in the transfer process is the difference between the TDG concentration in the water
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and the saturation concentration with the air, The saturation concentration in bubbly flow will be
greater than that generated for non-bubbly flow where the saturation concentration is determined
at the air-water interface. The flux of atmospheric gasses across the air-water interface is
typically described by Equation 1.

J =K, (C,-C) Equation 1
Where:
J = gas flux (mass per surface area per time)
K, = the composite liquid film coefficient
C, = the saturation concentration (mass per volume)
C = the ambient concentration in water (mass per volume)

. ) dC :
The rate of change of concentration in a well-mixed control volume, e can be estimated by

multiplying the mass flux by the surface area and dividing by the volume over which transfer
occurs as shown by Equation 2:

dc A4, .
—=K,—{(C ~-C Eguation 2
d 4 I V ( 5 ) q

Where:

A = the surface area associated with the control volume

Vv = the volume of the waterbody over which transfer occurs

This relationship shows the general dependencies of the mass transfer process, In cases where
large volumes of air are entrained, the time rate of change of TDG concentrations can be quite
large, as the ratio of surface area to volume becomes large. The entrainment of air will also
result in a significant increase in the saturation concentration of atmospheric gases, thereby
increasing the driving potential over which mass transfer takes place. Outside of the region of
aerated flow during transport through the pools, the contact area is limited to the water surface
and the ratio of the surface area to the water volume becomes small, thereby limiting the change
in TDG concentration. The turbulent mixing will influence the surface renewal rate and hence

the magnitude of the exchange coefficient X, .

Equation 2 can be integrated, provided the exchange coefficient, area, and volume are held
constant over the time of flow. The initial TDG concentration at time=0 is defined as C, and the

final TDG concentration time=t is defined as C, shown in Equation 3. The resultant

concentration C, exponentially approaches the saturation concentration for conditions where the
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term K, 7 is large. The final concentration becomes independent of the initial concentration

under these conditions.

—Kl-{!-i —K,-it .
C,=C(l-¢ ")+Ce 7 Equation 3

Modeling TDG Transfer

The TDG exchange process involves the coupled interaction of project hydrodynamics and mass
transfer between the atmosphere and the water column. Mechanistic models of TDG transfer
must simulate the two-phase (liquid and gas phases) flow conditions that govern the exchange
process. Several mechanistic models have been developed to simulate the TDG exchange in
spillway flows, ‘

Orlins and Guiliver (2000) solved the advection-diffusion equation for spillway flows at
Wanapum Dam for different spillway deflector designs. Physical model data were used to
develop the hydraulic descriptions of the flow conditions throughout the stilling basin and
tailrace channel. The model results were also compared to observations of TDG pressure
collected during field studies of the existing conditions.

A second model developed by Urban et al. (2000), used the same mass transport relationships
together with the hydraulic descriptions associated with plunging jets. This approach does not
require the specific hydraulic information to be derived from a physical model, but it can be
applied to any hydraulic structure that has plunging jet flow. This model accounted for the TDG
exchange occurring across the bubble-water interface and the water surface. This model was
calibrated to observations of TDG exchange at The Dalles Lock and Dam {The Dalles) and was
developed as part of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Dissolved Gas Abatement Study
(DGAS). This model successfully simulated the absorption and desorption exchange caused by
the highly aerated flow during spillway operations.

As a part of its DGAS study, the Corps decided to use empirically derived equations of TDG
exchange, based on the recognition that data were not available to support mechanistic models of
the mass exchange process at all the projects in the Columbia/Snake River system. The greatest
unknowns associated with the development of a mechanistic model of highly aerated flow
conditions in a stilling basin revolve around the entrainment of air and subsequent transport of
the bubbles. The surface area responsible for mass transfer will require estimates of the total
volume and bubble size distribution of entrained air. In addition, the roughened water surface is
thought to contribute to the net exchange of atmospheric gasses. The pressure time history of
entrained air would also need to be accounted for to determine the driving potential for TDG
mass exchange.

A description of the highly complex and turbulent three-dimensional flow patterns in the stilling
basin and adjoining tailrace channel would need to be defined for a wide range of operating
conditions. The influence of turbulence on both the mass exchange coefficients and
redistribution of buoyant air bubbles would also need to be quantified throughout a large channel
reach and for a wide range of operating conditions.
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The flow conditions generated by spillway flow deflectors have been found to be sensitive to
both the unit spillway discharge and submergence of the flow deflector. The presence of flow
deflectors has significantly changed the rate of energy dissipation in the stilling basin and
promotes the lateral entrainment of flow. These entrainment flows are often derived from
powerhouse releases, which reduce the available volume of water for dilution of spillway
releases.

TDG Exchange Formulation

The accumulated knowledge generated through observations of flow conditions during spill at
Columbia/Snake River projects and in-scale physical models at the Waterways Experiment
Station in Vicksburg, MS, along with mass exchange data collected during site-specific near-
field TDG exchange studies and from the fixed monitoring stations, has led to the development
of a model for TDG exchange at dams throughout the Columbia/Snake river system for the
federal hydropower projects. The general framework is based upon the observation that TDG
exchange is an equilibrium process that is associated with highly aerated flow conditions that
develop below the spillway. It recognizes that flow passing through the powerhouse is not
generally exposed to entrained air under pressure and, therefore, does not experience a
significant change in TDG pressure. It also recognizes that powerhouse releases can directly
interact with the acrated flow conditions below the spillway and experience similar changes in
TDG pressure that are found in spill,

The large volume of air entrained into spillway releases initiates the TDG exchange in spill,
This entrained air is exposed to clevated total pressures and the resulting elevated saturation
concentrations. The exposure of the bubble to elevated saturation concentrations greatly
accelerates the mass exchange between the bubble and water. The amount and trajectory of
entrained air is greatly influenced by the structural configuration of the spillway and the energy
associated with a given spill. ,

The presence of spillway flow deflectors directs spill throughout the upper portion of the stilling
basin, thereby preventing the plunging of flow and transport of bubbles throughout the depth of
the stilling basin. Spillway flow deflectors also greatly change the rate of energy dissipation in
the stilling basin, transferring greater energy and entrained air into the receiving tailrace channel,

Generally, spill water experiences a rapid absorption of TDG pressure throughout the stilling
basin region where the air content, depth of flow, flow velocity, and turbulence intensity are
generally high, As the spillway flows move out into the tailrace channel, the net mass transfer
reverses and component gases are stripped from the water column as entrained air rises and is
vented back to the atmosphere. The region of rapid mass exchange is limited to the highly
acrated flow conditions within 1,000 feet of the spillway.

In general, downstream of the acrated flow conditions, the major changes to the TDG pressures
occur primarily through the redistribution of TDG pressures through transport and mixing
processes. The in-pool equilibrium process established at the water surface is chiefly responsible
for changes to the total TDG loading in the river.

Page 22 - DRAFT - DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE



One of the more important observations regarding TDG exchange in spillway flow is the high
rate of mass exchange that occurs below a spillway. The resultant TDG pressure generated
during a spill is determined by physical conditions that develop below the spillway and is
independent from the initial TDG content of this water in the forebay. The TDG exchange in
spill is not a cumulative process where higher forebay TDG pressures will generate yet higher
TDG pressures downstream in spillway flow. The TDG exchange in spill is an equilibrium
process where the time history of entrained air below the spillway will determine the resultant
TDG pressure exiting the vicinity of the dam.

One consequence of this observation is that spilling water can result in a net reduction in the
TDG loading in a system if forebay levels are above a certain value. This was a common
occurrence at The Dalles during the high-flow periods during 1997 where the forebay TDG
exceeded 130 percent saturation. A second consequence of the rapid rate of TDG exchange in
spill flow is that the influence from upstream projects on TDG loading will be passed
downstream only through powerhouse releases. If project operations call for spilling a high
percentage of the total river flow, the contribution of TDG loading generated from upstream
projects will be greatly diminished below this project.

Given the conceptual framework for TDG exchange described above, the average TDG pressures

generated from the operation of a dam can be represented by the mass conservation statement
using TDG pressure shown in Equation 4:

= (Qsp + Qe)‘Psp + (ka B Qe)};k

P Equation 4
Qsp + Qph
Where:
O, = Spillway discharge [thousands of cubic feet per second (kcfs)]
O = Powerhouse discharge (kcfs)
g, = Entrainment of powerhouse discharge in acrated spill (kefs)
Qse = Qsp + Qe
= Effective spillway discharge (kcfs)
Q!n! = Qsp + Q Bl
= Total river flow (kcfs)
P, = TDG pressure releases from the powerhouse [mm Hg]
P, = TDG pressure associated with spillway flows (mm Hg)

= Average TDG pressure associated with all project flows (mm Hg)

avg

This conservation statement assumes the water temperature of powerhouse and spillway flows
are similar, and that the heat exchange during passage through the dam and aerated flow region
is minimal. Some projects have other water passage routes besides the powerhouse and spillway,
such as fish ladders, lock exchange, juvenile bypass systems, and other miscellancous sources.
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These sources of water have generally been lumped into powerhouse flows and are not
accounted for separately.

Equation 4 contains three unknowns: ¢, = powerhouse entrainment discharge, F,, = TDG
- pressure associated with spillway flows, and P,, = TDG pressure associated with powerhouse

releases. The TDG pressure associated with the powerhouse release is generally assumed to be
equivalent to the TDG pressure observed in the forebay. Numerous data sets support the
conclusion that turbine passage does not change the TDG content in powerhouse releases. All of
the near-field TDG exchange studies have deployed TDG instruments in the forebay of a project
and directly below the powerhouse in the water recently discharged through the turbines. An
example of this type of data is shown in Figure 4 during the 1998 post-deflector John Day Lock
and Dam (John Day) TDG exchange study (Schneider and Wilhelms, 1999a).
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Figure 4: TDS Saturation in the Forebay and Below the Powerhouse Draft Tube Deck of
John Day Dam, February 1998

The TDG instruments were deployed in the forebay of John Day (station FB1P) and in the
tailwater below powerhouse draft tube deck (station DTD1P and DTD2P), near the fish outfall
(FISHOUTP). The TDG pressure was logged on a 15-minute interval at each of these stations
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throughout the testing period. All four stations recorded the same TDG saturations throughout
the testing period, even during operating events calling for spilling nearly the entire river on
February 11 and 12. The TDG pressure from the forebay and tailwater fixed monitoring stations
should also be similar during periods of no spill, provided that these stations are sampling water
with gimilar water temperatures. In cases where a turbine aspirates air or air is injected into a
turbine to smooth out operation, the above assumption will not hold.

Spillway TDG Exchange

The TDG exchange associated with spillway flows has been found to be governed by the
geometry of the spillway (standard or modified with flow deflector), unit spillway discharge, and
depth of the tailrace channel. The independent variable used in determining the exchange of
TDG pressure in spillway releases is the delta TDG pressure ( AP ) defined by the difference

between the TDG pressure ( £, ) and the local barometric pressure ( £, ) as listed in Equation 5.

ati
The selection of TDG pressure as expressed as the excess pressure above atmospheric pressure
accounts for the variation in the barometric pressure as a component of the total pressure.

AP =P,

wg atm

Equation 5

Restating the exchange of atmospheric gases in terms of mass concentrations introduces a second
variable (water temperature) into the calculation. The added etrors in calculating the TDG
concentration as a function of temperature and TDG pressure were the main reasons for using
pressure as the independent variable. The TDG concentration would also vary seasonally with
the change in water temperature. '

The TDG pressure is often summarized in terms of the percent saturation or supersaturation. The
TDG saturation (S, ) is determined by normalizing the TDG pressure by the local barometric

pressure as expressed as a percentage. The delta pressure has always been found to be a positive
value when spillway flows are sampled. The TDG saturation (S, ) is determined by Equation 6.

S!dg - ta‘g *100 = (£ gy + L) AP) *100 Equation 6

atm atm

Unit Spillway Discharge

The TDG exchange associated with spillway flows has been found to be a function of unit
spillway discharge (g, ) and the tailrace channel depth ( D,,). The unit spillway discharge is a
surrogate measure for the velocity, momentum, and exposure time of aerated flow associated
with spillway discharge. The higher the unit spillway discharge, the greater the TDG exchange
during spillway flows. An example of the dependency between the change in TDG pressure and
unit spillway discharge is shown in Figure 5 at Ice Harbor Lock and Dam (Ice Harbor).
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Figure 5: TDG Pressure (Delta P) as a Function of Unit Spillway Discharge and Tailwater
Elevation at Ice Harbor Dam, March 1998

This figure shows two sets of tests involving a uniform spill pattern over eight bays with flow
deflectors. The two sets of tests were distinguished only by the presence of powerhouse releases.’
In both cases, the resultant spill TDG pressure was found to be an exponential function of the
unit spillway discharge. The determination of a single representative unit discharge becomes
problematic in the face of a non-uniform spill pattern. The flow-weighted specific discharge was
found to be a better determinant of spillway TDG production in cases where the spill pattern is
highly non-uniform. The flow-weighted unit discharge places greater weight on bays with the
higher discharges. The following Equation 7 describes the determination of the specific
discharge used in the estimation of TDG exchange relationships:

nh 5
2.0
— =1

4, = Equation 7
2.0
i=1
Where:
q, = Specific discharge (flow-weighted unit discharge)
gi = Flow for spill bay i (for nb number of bays)
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Depth of Flow

The large amount of energy associated with spillway releases has the capacity to transport
entrained air throughout the water column. In many cases, the depth of flow is the limiting
property in determining the extent of TDG exchange below a spillway. An example of the
influence of the depth of flow on TDG exchange is shown in Figure 5 at Ice Harbor. The only
difference between the two sets of data in this figure was the presence of powerhouse flow. The
events with powerhouse flow resulted in higher TDG pressure than comparable spill events
without powerhouse releases at higher spillway flows. The observed tailwater elevation is also
listed in Figure 5 for each test event. The tailwater elevation was about five feet higher during
the events corresponding with powerhouse operation.

The depth of flow in the tailrace channel was hypothesized to be more relevant to the exchange
of TDG pressure than the depth of flow in the stilling basin because of the influence of the flow
deflectors and resultant surface jet, and the high rate of mass exchange observed below the
stilling basin. The average depth of flow downstream of the spilling basin was represented as the
difference between the tailwater elevation as measured at the powerhouse tailwater gauge and
the average tailrace channel ¢levation within 300 feet of the stilling basin. The tailrace channel
reach within 300 feet of the stilling basin was selected because most of the TDG exchange
(degassing) occurs in this region. A summary of project features at the time of the Corps DGAS
study are listed in Table 3, including stilling basin elevation, deflector elevation, and tailrace
channel elevation.

Table 3: Columbia River and Snake River Project Features {(April 2001)

Bonneville | 24 13 [5 | 14/7 16 [-30 70 120
The Dalles | 121 0o (B NA |55 58 155 |80

John Day | 210 |2 | 148 14 |12 757 | 162
McNary 291 18 |4 |256 228|235 335267

Source: U.8. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-8 (USACE, 2001a)
'Existing deflectors/New deflectors installed 2001-02

The functional form of the relationship between the change in TDG pressure change and the
prominent dependent variables unit spillway discharge and tailrace channel depth of flow, takes
the same form as the exponential formulation shown in Equation 3. The delta TDG pressure was
found to be a function of the product of the depth of flow and the exponential function of unit
spillway discharge as shown in Equation 8.
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AP=C.D, (1-e )+ C, Equation &

w

The coefficients C;, C,, and C, were determined from nonlinear regression analyses. The
product of C, and the tailwater depth (D, ) represents the effective saturation pressure in

Equation 3 while the product of C, and the unit spillway discharge ( ¢, ) reflects the combined

contribution from the mass exchange coefficient, ratio of surface area to control volume, and
time of exposure,

A second formulation used in this study relating the delta TDG pressure and independent
variable involves a power series as shown in Equation 9. This equation can also result in a linear
dependency between the delta TDG pressure and either tailwater depth or unit spillway
discharge. A linear dependency in the tailwater depth occurs when C,=1 and C,=0. A lincar

dependency between TDG pressure and unit spillway discharge occurs when C,=0 and C;=1.
AP=CDZq% +C, Equation 9

Entrainment of Powerhouse Flow

The interaction of powerhouse flows and the highly aerated spillway releases can be
considerable at many of the projects. Observations of the flow conditions downstream of
projects where the powerhouse is adjacent to the spillway often indicate a strong lateral current
directed toward the spillway. The presence of Bradford and Cascade Islands at Bonneviile
eliminates the potential entramnment of powerhouse flow into aerated spillway releases.

The clearest example of the influence of the entrainment of powerhouse flow on TDG exchange
was documented during the near-field TDG exchange study at Little Goose. The study at Little
Goose was conducted during February 1998 when the ambient TDG saturation in the Snake
River ranged from 101 to 103 percent. The test plan called for adult and juvenile fish passage
spill of up to 60 kefs with the powerhouse discharging either 60 kefs or not operating. The
cross-sectional average TDG pressure in the Snake River below Little Goose was determined
from seven separate sampling stations located across the river from the tailwater FMS. The
project operations and resultant TDG saturation are summarized in Figure 6 where the
observations from the forebay and tailwater fixed monitoring stations are shown as LGS and
LGSW, the cross-sectional average TDG saturation at the tailwater FMS is labeled 75, , and

the flow-weighted average TDG saturation assuming no entrainment of powerhouse flow is
labeled FWA (flow-weighted average).

The TDG saturation ¢stimated by assuming that powerhouse releases were available to dilute
spillway flows during this test (FWA) were significantly less than estimates derived from
averaging information from the seven sampling stations at the tailwater fixed monitoring station
(T5,,)- This study demonstrated that nearly all of the powerhouse flows from Little Goose

were entrained and acquired TDG pressures similar to those in spillway flows during this study.
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The circulation patterns below the dam during the test clearly supported the TDG data indicating
high rates of entrainment of powerhouse flows into the stilling basin,

Figure 6: Project Operation and TDG Saturation at Little Goose Dam, February 1998
(75, Average TDG Level at Tailwater FMS, LGS- Forebay FMS, LGSW- Tailwater FMS,
FWA- Flow Weighted Average Assuming No Entrainment)

The entrainment of powerhouse flow was modeled as a simple linear function of spillway
discharge. The relationship shown in Equation 10 was used to estimate the entrainment

discharge for each project. The coefficients C, and C, are project-specific constants. The
entrainment of powerhouse flow was assumed to be exposed to the same conditions that spillway
releases encounter and, hence, achieve the same TDG pressures.

Qe = CIQsp +C2 Equation 10

The loading capacity of the river segments identified for this TMDL are the water quality
standard, namely 110 percent of saturation relative to atmospheric pressure.
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Analysis of TDG Loading Capacity
Linkage of TDG Loading to the Criteria

As discussed above, the fundamental process that elevates TDG is gas transfer between the air
and water at the boundary of entrained bubbles, driven by differential gas pressures. For any
given spill volume and tailwater depth, the excess pressure over ambient barometric pressure,
AP, can be predicted. The mass loading of air that is associated with any given AP will depend
on water temperature. However, this mass loading is of less importance than AP, since it is AP
that drives whether gas bubble trauma will occur, For these reasons, using excess pressure rather
than mass loading to express loading capacity is appropriate for this TMDL, and is supported by
the Clean Water Act’s allowance for the use of “other appropriate measures” in the development
of TMDLs. -

To determine the TMDL loading capacity, AP can be directly related to the TDG water quality
criteria, as describe in Equation 6:

AY :w*loo

fdg
aim

If §,,, is set at the criterion of 110 percent saturation, the equation can be rearranged to establish
a AP loading capacity (AP, ):

AR’C = P::tm * 01
To choose a critical barometric pressure P, for establishing a loading capacity, the 95t

percentile low pressure was determined. This pressure varies from 743 mm Hg at the McNary
forebay to 754 mm Hg in the Bonneville tailwater. Therefore, the loading capacity for the Lower
Columbia River is set to AP of 75 mm Hg,
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Identification of Sources

There are four sources of TDG within the geographic scope of this TMDL. They are:

1. McNary Dam

2. John Day Dam
3. The Dalles Dam
4. Bonneville Dam

No other significant sources of elevated TDG exist in the Lower Columbia River, other than
increases in TDG caused by natural changes in barometric pressure, temperature, or biological
activity. '

Water entering the portion of Lower Columbia River covered by this TMDL at times exceeds the
TDG standard at the upstream boundary. Future TMDLs for the Mid-Columbia and Lower
Snake rivers will address upstream sources and compliance with a load allocation at the upstream
boundary of this TMDL. This TMDL addresses those loads of TDG introduced by dams on the
Lower Columbia River that fall within both Oregon and Washington below the confluence of the
Snake and Columbia rivers.

The discussion of gas generation at each dam provided in this section is based on the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers analysis reported in the DGAS report (USACE, 2001a) and other sources..
The information is provided to illustrate processes at the dams with their configuration at the
time of the studies described. As structural modifications are made at the dams, the specific gas
generation equations will change.

Analysis of Current Conditions

Data Sources

TDG data were available on many of the projects from several sources: the fixed monitoring
station (FMS) system; near field (tailrace) and spillway performance tests; and in-pool transport
and dispersion tests, Operational data were obtained from each project detailing the individual
spillway and turbine discharge on an interval ranging from five minutes to one hour, These
sources of data are discussed below. With these data sources, the most appropriate analysis was
selected for each project. Individual mathematical relationships were developed on a project-by-
project basis. :

Data Guality

TDG data collected in the Columbia River has undergone rigorous evaluation for data quality.
For the TDG controlled spill studies, Wilhelms, Carroll, and Schneider (1997) reported on a
workshop attended by a team of experts who evaluated the quality of data collections and
recommended area for improvement. The workshop built on previous data quality evaluations.
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The U.S, Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Geological Survey collect FMS data jointly
following rigorous quality control. Basic data quality procedures are provided in the annual Plan
of Action (e.g., USACE, 2001b). Detailed methods and quality assurance data are reported by
the U.S. Geological Survey (e.g., Tanner and Johnston, 2001). The Corps annual water quality
reports provide detailed data quality analysis (e.g., USACE, 2000).

In general, the data quality assurance/quality control procedures for the source information used
in this TMDL meet or exceed the standards applied by the Washington State Department of
Ecology and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality for their own data collection and
analysis for TMDL development.

The Fixed Monitoring Station (FMS) Data

The TDG data from the FMSs consisted of remotely monitored TDG pressure, dissolved oxygen,
water temperature, and atmospheric pressure from a fixed location in the forebay and tailwater of
cach project. Data from the FMSs provide a continuous record of TDG throughout the season,
capturing detailed temporal and extreme events. However, the FMSs provide only limited
spatial resolution of TDG distribution. In some cases, the TDG observed in the tailwater at the
FMS location was not representative of average spillway conditions and misrepresented the TDG
loading at a dam.

Spillway Performance Tests and Near-Field Studies

Spillway performance tests and near-field tailwater studies were conducted at several projects to
define the relationship between spill operation and dissolved gas production more clearly. Water
temperature, TDG, and dissolved oxygen were monitored in the immediate tailrace region, just
downstream of the project stilling basin. These observations provided a means to relate the local
TDG saturation to spill operations directly, and to define gas transfer in different regions of the
tailrace area. Manual sampling of TDG pressures in spillway discharges from several bays was
conducted downstream of the aerated flow regime at Lower Granite Lock and Dam, Little Goose
Lock and Dam, Ice Harbor, and The Dalles (Wilhelms 1995); and John Day, Lower Monumental
Lock and Dam, and Bonneville Lock and Dam (Wilhelms, 1996).

In these studies, automated sampling of TDG pressures in spillway discharges during uniform
and standard spill patterns was conducted with an array of instruments in the stilling basin and
tailwater channel of all the projects in the study area with the exception of Lower Granite.
Automated sampling of TDG levels provide the opportunity to assess three-dimensional
characteristics of the exchange of TDG immediately downstream of the stilling basin on a
sampling interval ranging from five to 15 minutes. The integration of the distribution of flow
and TDG pressure can yield estimates of the total mass loading associated with a given event.
These tests were of short duration, generally lasting only several days and, therefore, pertain to
the limited range of operations scheduled during testing.
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in-Pool Transport and Dispersion Studies

During the 1996 spill season, in-pool transport and dispersion investigations were conducted to
define the lateral mixing characteristics between hydropower and spillway releases. Water
temperature, TDG levels, and dissolved oxygen were measured at several lateral transects
located over an entire pool length. These studies focused on the lateral and longitudinal
distribution of TDG throughout a pool during a period lasting from a few days to a week. In-
pool transport and mixing studies were conducted below Little Goose, Lower Monumental, Ice
Harbor, John Day, The Dalles, and Bonneville during the 1996 spill season. In most cases, a
lateral transect of TDG instruments was located below the dam to establish the level of TDG
entering the pool, with additional transects throughout the pool. These studies provided
observations of the TDG saturation in project releases as they moved throughout an
impoundment. However, only a limited range of operations was possible during the relatively
short duration of these tests,

Operational Data

Operational data were obtained from each project detailing the spillway and powerhouse unit
discharge on time intervals ranging from five minutes to one hour. The average hourly total
spillway and generation releases, and forebay and tailwater pool clevations were summarized in
the DGAS database. The tailwater pool gauge was generally located below the powerhouse of
each dam. The tailwater elevation at the powerhouse was found to be within one foot of the
water elevation downstream of the stilling basin in most instances.

Data Interpretation

The objective of this analysis was to develop mathematical relationships between observed TDG
and operational parameters such as discharge, spill pattern, and tailwater channel depth. These
relationships were derived with observations from the FMSs and spillway performance tests.
However, before the analysis could be conducted, the monitored data had to be evaluated to
determine its reliability for this kind of analysis. For example, the monitored TDG data from the
FMSs provide a basis for defining the effects of spillway operation on dissolved gas levels in the
river below a dam, but the following limitations should be noted:

¢ The FMSs sample water near-shore, which may not reflect average TDG levels of the spill.
The monitor sites were, in general, located on the spillway side of the river to measure the
effects of spillway operation. However, with a non-uniform spill distribution and geometry
across the gates of the spiltway, the FMS may be more representative of the spillbays closest
to the shore. Outside spillbays, without flow deflectors can create elevated TDG levels
downstream from these bays compared to adjacent deflectored bays. A spill pattern that
dictates higher unit discharges on these outside bays can further elevate the TDG levels
downstream of these bays relative to the releases originating from the deflectored interior
bays.

¢ Depending upon the lateral mixing characteristics, the FMS downstrecam of a project may be
measuring spillway releases that have been diluted with hydropower releases. The tailwater
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FMSs below The Dalles and Bonneville are located in regions where substantial mixing has
occurred between generation and spillway discharges. Under most conditions, the TDG
saturation of generation releases is less than the TDG level associated with spillway releases,
The TDG at the tailwater FMS will be a function of the discharge and level of TDG from
both generation and spillway releases. Obviously, if there is no spill, then the monitored
TDG levels will reflect the TDG saturation released by the hydropower facility.

¢ Passage of generation flows through a power plant does not significantly change the TDG
levels associated with this water. However, there can be a significant near-field entrainment
of powerhouse flow by spillway releases at some projects, especially if flow deflectors are
present. Observed data suggest that, under these conditions, some portion of the powerhouse
discharges will be subjected to the same processes that cause absorption of TDG by spillway
releases. In these cases, the TDG levels measured immediately downstream of a spillway
will be associated with the spillway release plus some component of the powerhouse
discharge.

The observations of tailwater TDG pressure need to be paired up with project operations to
conduct an evaluation of the data. A set of filters or criteria were established to select correctly-
paired data for inclusion in this analysis. The travel time for project releases from the dam to the
tailwater FMS was typically less than two hours and steady-state tailwater stage conditions were
usually reached within this time period. Thus, the data records were filtered to include data pairs
corresponding with constant operations of duration greater than two hours to exclude data
corresponding with unsteady flow conditions. This filtering criterion eliminated data associated
with changing operations and retained only a single observation for constant operating conditions
equal to three hours in duration.

»  Manual and Automated Inspections for Obviously Inaccurate Observations. An automated
search for values above or below expected extremes identified potential erroneous and
inaccurate data in the database. These data were inspected and, if appropriate, excised from
the database.

»  Comparison of Measurements from Forebay and Tailwater Instruments During Non-Spili
Periods. During the non-spill periods, downstream measurements should approach the
forebay concentration when only the hydropower project is releasing water, Inspection of the
data was conducted to identify errors when this condition was not met.

s Comparison of Measurements from Redundant Tailwater TDG Monitors, if Available. TDG

tailwater data was rejected when measurements of two instruments at the same site varied by
more than three percent saturation.

McNary Dam
The TDG Exchange

A TDG exchange field investigation was conducted at McNary during February 11-13, 1996,
with the study summarized in Wilhelms and Schneider (1997a). The study consisted of sampling
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TDG pressures below the spillway during spillway discharges ranging from 50 to 285 kefs. Two
different spill patterns were investigated during this study, standard and uniform.

The study findings indicated that the TDG production was directly related to the unit spiliway
discharge. The TDG saturation ranged from 108 to 135 percent during the study for unit
spillway discharges ranging from two to 17 kefs/bay. The influence of the operation of spillway
bays without flow deflectors was found to increase the TDG exchange for comparable unit spill
discharges. The relatively small total river flows and associated range in tailwater elevations
resulted in test spill conditions corresponding with tailwater elevations ranging from 265.5 to
269.0 feet above mean sea level (finsl).

Regression

" The TDG production during spillway releases from McNary, as defined by . P = P, — F, ., was

found to be a power function of tailwater depth and the specific discharge as shown in Equation
11. The regression equation was based on data collected during the 1997 spill season. The data
filtering resulted in 172 observations. The delta TDG pressure ranged from 81.9 mm Hgto a
maximum value of 307.6 mm Hg as listed in Table 4. The range in unit spillway discharge
ranged from 2.0 kcfs/bay to 21.9 kefs/bay and the tailwater depth ranged from 30.8 to 40.5 feet.

AP = D}*"¢%% +82.14 Equation 11

Where:

AP = F w Rbar

P, = TDG pressure at the tailwater FMS (mm Hg)

g, = Flow-weighted unit spillway bay discharge (kcfs/bay)

D,6 = Tailrace channel depth (feet) (E, - E,,)

E, = Elevation of the tailwater (ft)

E, = Average elevation of the tailrace channel (320 fmsl)

B, = Barometric pressure at the tailwater FMS (mm Hg)

umber 173 173 173
Minimum 81.9 2.0 30.8
Maximum 307.6 21.9 40.5
Average 191.6 11.7 35.0
Standard Deviation | 53.0 54 2.2
Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-29
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The unit spillway discharge was plotted against the observed and calculated tailwater TDG
pressure difference in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Unit Spillway Discharge versus TDG Pressure Above Barometric Pressure at
McNary Dam, 1997

The near linear relationship between the TDG pressure and unit discharge is evident in this
figure as the TDG pressure continues to increase as the specific unit discharge becomes large.
Much of the variability in the TDG pressure for a constant unit discharge can be accounted for
by the variation in the tailrace channel depth. All of the coefficients determined by the nonlinear
regresston analysis were significant to at least a 99 percent confidence interval as shown in Table
5. This formulation explained much of the variability in the data with an #*of 0.97 and a
standard error of 9.25 mm Hg.
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Table 5: Statistical Summary of Nonlinear Regression at McNary 1997 Spill Season

AP = D¢ +¢3

Number of Observations n=173

r* =0.97

Std Error = 9.26 mm H

C, 0.647 0.0693 1271 <0.0001
C, 0.969 0.0762 9.35 <0.0001
G, 82.14 5.89 14.08 <0.0001

Source: 11.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-29

A review of the regression coefficients in Equation 11 reveals that the TDG exchange is

relatively insensitive to the variation in the depth of flow below McNary. The response surface
for TDG pressure above atmospheric pressure as a function of both unit spillway discharge and

tailwater stage is shown in Figure 8.

Figure 8: Unit Spillway Discharge, Tailwater Elevation, and TDG Pressure Above
Barometric Pressure at McNary Dam, 1997
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The response function as defined in Equation 11 was used to create a hindcast of the TDG
production observed during the 1997 spill season. The hourly project operation and TDG
saturation at the McNary FMSs for June 1998 are shown in Figure 9 along with the estimates of
TDG saturation based on Equation 3.
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Figure 9: Observed and Estimated TDG Saturation at the Tailwater Fixed Monitoring
Station at McNary Dam, May 1997, (MCQO/ MCQW= Observed Forebay TDG,
MCPW= Observed Tailwater TDG, MCPW- cal= Calculated Tailwater TDG,

QR= Hourly Total River Flow, QS= Hourly Spillway Flow)

In general, the estimated TDG saturation was generally within one percentage point of the
observed tailwater TDG saturation. The maximum daily spillway discharge remained constant
during much of June with little variation in the production of TDG saturation. The forebay TDG
level however, varied. The TDG performance of the spillway bays without flow deflectors was
needed to derive the TDG exchange from the exiting spillway. Spillway bays 1, 2, 21, and 22 do
not have flow deflectors and are typically operated by raising only the upper leaf of the split leaf
vertical gates. This operation results in a jet that plunges into the stilling basin as a fully aerated
nap. It should be noted that bay 22 is not typically operated due to absence of a dedicated gate
hoist.

The results from the near-field TDG exchange test were used to estimate the TDG exchange
characteristics of standard spillway bays. The TDG production resulting from uniform spill
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flows from bays 3 through 20 (bays with flow deflectors) was subtracted from the TDG response
for the standard spill pattern. The difference in the delta TDG pressure generated between these
curves was divided by the discharge from the spillway bays 1, 2, and 21 to arrive at the response
relation listed in Equation 12, A linear relationship between the unit spillway discharge and
delta TDG pressure was estimated for these end bays at McNary. The non-deflectored bays
generated TDG saturation about ten percent greater on average than deflectored bays.

AP=11.35,+143.1 Equation 12

Powerhouse Entrainment

Estimates of the entrainment of powerhouse flows into spillway discharge were not available
from this study because of the limited amount of powerhouse discharge and the absence of flow
distribution information. Since direct determination of the entrainment of powerhouse flows into
the highly aerated conditions below McNary were not practical, it was assumed for this study
that the entrainment characteristics of McNary were similar to John Day. The entrainment of
powerhouse flows was estimated to average 35 kcfs at McNary and to be independent of the total
spillway discharge. '

John Day Dam
The TDG Exchange

The installation of spillway flow deflectors at John Day was completed during the winter of
1997-98. Deflectors were installed in spillway bays two through 19 at elevation 148 finsl. The
flow deflectors significantly changed the TDG exchange propertics of releases from John Day.
A detailed near-ficld study of TDG exchange below John Day was conducted during February
10-12, 1998, as described by Schneider and Wilhelms (1999a). The study consisted of sampling
TDG pressures below the stilling basin during spillway discharges ranging from 36 to 246 kefs.
Several different spill patterns were investigated during this study: uniform bays two through 19,
uniform bays one through 20, provisional standard spill pattern, and uniform bays ten through
19.

The study findings indicated that the TDG production was directly related to the unit spiltway
discharge. The TDG saturation was found to be an exponential function of unit spillway
discharge with 115 percent saturation associated with a unit spillway discharge of four kcfs/bay
and 120 percent saturation generated for a unit spillway discharge of nine kcfs/bay for the
uniform spill pattern. The main limitation of this TDG exchange study was the small range in
tailwater elevations (158.4 to 161.3 fmst).

The influence of standard operating conditions on TDG exchange was further investigated
through analyzing the TDG exchange indicated by the FMS during the 1998-spill season. These
conditions involved the newly adopted spill pattern, a wider range in tailwater elevation, and
both fish passage and involuntary spill discharges. The observed TDG data at the John Day
tailwater FMS were used to generate a description of TDG exchange. The filtering of these data
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resulted in a total of 51 observations as summarized in Table 6. The observed delta pressure
ranged from 108 mm Hg to 184.0 mm Hg for these 51 events. The unit spillway discharge was
found to range from 4.3 to 9.4 kefs/bay and the tailwater depth was found to range from 33.6 to
42 4 feet.

Table 6: Statistical Summary of Regression Variables

Number 52 52 52
Minimum 108.0 43 33.8
Maximum 184.0 9.4 42.4
Average 152.7 : 7.1 38.7
Standard Deviation | 16.7 1.2 1.9

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-31

The functional relationship between TDG production and project operation at John Day was
similar to those relationships derived for upper Snake River projects. The delta TDG pressure,
as defined by AP =F,_ - F,_, was found to be proportional to the product of tailwater depth and
an exponential function of the specific discharge as shown in Equation 13. Both of the
coefficients determined by the nonlinear regression analysis were significant to at least a 99
percent confidence interval as shown in Table 7. This formulation explained much of the

variability in the data with an #* of 0.84 and a standard error of 6.8 mm Hg.

AP =4.969D, (1 - %7 Equation 13
Where:
AP = E W B}m‘
B, = TDG pressure at the tailwater FMS (mm Hg)
q, = Unit spillway bay discharge (kcfs/bay)
D, = Tailrace channel depth (feet) (Etw-Ech)
E, = Elevation of the tailwater (fmsl)
E, = Average elevation of the tailrace channel (125 fmsl)
B, = Barometric pressure at the tailwater FMS (mm Hg)
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Table 7: Statistical Summary of Nonlinear Regression at John Day 1998 Spill Season
(Bays 2 Through 19 With Flow Deflectors)

Ath = Cl *Drw *(1—GXP(C2 *QS))
Number of observations n=51

r? =0.84
Std, Error=6.78 mm Hg

C, 4.969 0.192 25.908 [ <0.0001
C -0.2278 0.0221 10.3069 <0.0001

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-32

The unit spillway discharge was plotied against the observed and calculated tailwater TDG
pressure above the local barometric pressure as shown in Figure 10,

The exponential relationship between the TDG pressure and specific discharge is not as clearly
defined at John Day as at other projects with this functional form. Much of the variability in the
TDG pressure for a constant unit discharge can be accounted for by the variation in the tailrace
channel depth. Equation 13 can be solved directly for the unit specific discharge assuming a
delta pressure of 150 mm Hg (120 percent saturation) and a tailwater depth of 35 feet. The
resultant unit spillway discharge of about nine kcfs/bay is the solution to this equation. This unit
spillway discharge was similar to the spillway capacity determined during the near-field TDG
exchange study.

The three-dimensional response surface for Equation 13 is shown in Figure 11 along with the
observed data.
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Figure 11: Unit Spillway Discharge, Tailwater Elevation, and TDG Pressure Above
Barometric Pressure at John Day Dam, 1998
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The TDG pressure increases for a constant unit spillway discharge as the tailrace channel depth
incrcases. The influence of the tailwater depth is significant as evidenced by the slope in the
response surface for a constant unit discharge. The upper limit in delta TDG pressure will
continue to increase with increasing tailwater elevation. The TDG response during fish passage
spill conditions will be different than a comparable spill discharge at a much higher total river
flow.

The tailwater TDG saturation as approximated by Equation 13 was used to create a hindcast of
the TDG production observed during the 1998 spill season below John Day. The hourly project
operation and TDG saturation at the John Day tailwater FMSs (JHAW) for the months of May
and June 1998 are shown in Figure 12 along with estimates of the tailwater TDG saturation
(JHAW-est). |
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Figure 12: Observed and Estimated TDG Saturation at the Tailwater Fixed Monitoring
Station at John Day Dam, May- June 1998. (JDA= Observed Forebay TDG,

JHAW= Observed Tailwater TDG, JHAW- est =Calculated Tailwater TDG,

QR= Hourly Total River Flow, QS= Hourly Spillway Flow)

In general, the estimated average TDG saturation was generally within seven mm Hg of the
observed tailwater TDG pressure. The operating conditions during May 1998 depict both fish
passage and involuntary spill conditions. The spill discharges were as high as 230 kefs for total
river flows over 400 kefs, resulting in tailwater TDG saturation of about 126 percent. The
nighttime-only spill operations during the last two weeks of June imply fish passage spill
conditions. Note the range in TDG response for the constant nighttime spill operations during
this period. The nighttime spill on June 21 corresponded with elevated total river flows and high

DRAFT - DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE - Page 43




tailwater conditions resulted in TDG saturation exceeding 121 percent. A comparable spill two
days later during much lower total river flow and tailwater stage conditions resulted in TDG
saturations of only 119 percent.

Regression

John Day has two spillway bays without flow deflectors. The TDG response of these two bays
were estimated using tailwater TDG pressures observed prior to the installation of the 18 flow
deflectors during the 1996 and 1997 spill seasons. A total of 1,137 hourly observations were
pooled from the 1996 and 1997 spill seasons. The presence of two flow deflectors located in
bays 18 and 19 during the 1997 spill season were not thought to influence the TDG response at
the tailwater FMS below John Day. The delta pressure for these events ranged from 84 to 324
mm Hg as shown in Table 8, The unit spillway discharge ranged from 1.8 to 15.3 kefs/bay and
the tailwater depth ranged from 35.6 to 46.7 feet during this sample period.

Table 8: Statistical Summary of Regression Variables

Number 1137 1137 1137
Minimum 84.0 1.8 35.6
Maximum 324.0 15.3. 48.7
Average 223.0 5.8 41.1
Standard Deviation | 64.6 3.0 2.3

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-33

The delta pressure of a standard spillway bay at John Day was determined to be a function of the
unit spillway discharge. The functional form of this relationship is shown in Equation 14 where
a threshold delta pressure of 315.3 mm Hg is approached for large unit spillway discharges as
shown in Figure 13.

The maximum TDG saturation generated by this relationship approaches 141 percent for a
barometric pressure of 760 mm Hg. All of the coefficients determined by the nonlinear
regression analysis were significant to at least a 99 percent confidence interval as shown in
Table 9. This formulation explained much of the variability in the data with an »* of 0.94 and a
standard error of 15,9 mm Hg. The TDG ¢xchange for a known spill pattern using bays with and
without flow deflectors can be estimated by using both Equations 13 and 14. The average TDG
pressure associated with a spill discharge would be determined by calculating a flow-weighted
average of the individual spillway bay

ICSPONSES.

AP =315.29-519.09¢ %% Equation 14
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Figure 13: Observed and Calculated Delta TDG pressure at John Day Dam
(Standard Spillway — no Deflector)

Table 9: Statistical Summary of Nonlinear Regression at John Day 1996-1997 Spill Season

AR, = G =G, *(exp(C; *q.))

Number of observations == 1137
2

315.29 1.647 191.48 <0.0001
C, | -519.09 10.3867 -49.975 <0.0001
C, -0.3649 0.0084 -43.38 <0.0001

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-34

Powerhouse Enfrainment

The entrainment of powerhouse flows into the highly aerated flow conditions below John Day
was estimated from data collected during the 1998 spillway TDG exchange study (Schneider and
Wilhelms, 1999a). The average TDG pressure of project and spillway releases was used with a
simple mass balance statement of project flows to provide estimates of the effective spillway
discharge and entrainment of powerhouse flows, The estimates of the entrainment of
powerhouse flows were found to range from five to 60 kefs average and average about 35 kefs.
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The powerhouse entrainment discharge was not found to vary as a function of the total spillway
discharge. :

The Dalles Dam

The TDG Exchange

A TDG exchange field investigation was conducted below The Dalles during August 28-29,
1996, with the study summarized in Schneider and Wilhelms (1996a). The study consisted of
sampiing TDG pressures below the spiliway during spillway discharges ranging from 50 to 200
kefs. Three different spill patterns were investigated during this study: adult, juvenile, and
uniform spill patterns. ‘ '

The study findings indicated that the TDG production was weakly related to the unit spillway
discharge. The TDG saturation ranged from 119 to 124 percent during the study for unit
spiliway discharges ranging from two to 14 kefs/bay. The influence of the spill pattern was
found to be accounted for by representing the total spillway discharge as defined by unit spillway
bay discharge. The main limitation of this TDG exchange study was the small range in tailwater
elevation (75.7 to 78.3 fmsl).

Regression

The high river flows and spillway discharges during 1997 generally fell outside of the range of
conditions scheduled during the 1996 spillway performance test. The application of the TDG
production relationship determined during the 1996 near-field study did not replicate TDG
conditions observed below The Dalles during the 1997 spill scason.

The observed TDG data at The Dalles from the forebay and tailwater FMS were used to generate
an alternative description of TDG exchange. The TDG pressures observed at the forebay FMS
were assumed to represent the conditions discharged from the powerhouse. The TDG pressures
observed at the tailwater FMS were assumed to reflect the average TDG pressures in the
Columbia River. The TDG properties of spillway discharge were estimated by performing a
simple mass balance of project releases, The hourly data were filtered to retain only those data
having constant project operations for a six-hour duration. This criterion was selected to allow
steady-state conditions to develop at the tailwater FMS located three miles downstream of the
project. This criterion also allowed the inclusion of a single datum for each extended event.

This data filtering resulted in a total of 87 observations as summarized in Table 10. The
estimated delta pressure ranged from 143.3 mm Hg to 203.6 mm Hg for these 87 events. The
unit spillway discharge was found to range from 4.3 to 19.0 kefs/bay and the tailwater depth was
found to range from 8.3 to 23.3 feet.
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Table 10. Statistical Summary of Regression Variables

Number 87 87 87
Minimum 143.3 4.3 8.3
Maximum 206.6 19.0 23.3
Average 178.4 9.6 14.5
Standard Deviation | 14.1 3.6 3.6
Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-35

The spillway releases from The Dalles, as defined by AP = P, — F,,., was found to be
proportional to the product of tailwater depth and the specific discharge as shown in Equation 15.
The regression equation was based on data collected during the 1997 spill season. The data
filtering resulted in a total of 87 independent observations, The unit spillway discharge was
plotted against the estimated and calculated tailwater delta TDG pressure in Figure 14.

The form of the relationship shown in Equation 15 implies the TDG exchange for small spillway
discharge will exceed 120 percent as was observed during the 1996 near-field investigation. All
of the coefficients determined by the nonlinear regression analysis were significant to at least a
99 percent confidence interval as shown in Table 11. This formulation explained much of the

variability in the estimated dependent variable with an #* of 0.735 and a standard error of 7.3
mm Hg,

AP =Di%g** +1459 Equation 15

The dual dependency of the delta pressure change on tailwater depth and unit spillway bay
discharge is shown in Figure 15. '

Table 11. Statistical Summary of Nonlinear Regression at The Dalles 1997 Spill Season

AP, = Dpig; +C,
Number of observations = 87

> =0.735
Std. Error =734 mm Hg

C 1.02 0.12 2.69 <0.0086
C, 033 0.12 872 <0.0001
C, 1459 221 ~66.11 <0.0001

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS Study, Appendix G, p. G-36

DRAFT — DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE - Page 47




170 P

160 41

e Ovsarved |

s L T - - b Caiculatad . g

1“0 5 V ‘T¥]§7iill'
e T o IO
L Umsosmatosny

- 'Delta TDG Pressire {mmHg)

T i‘l T
%

et

Y A o
A80
E

L

Figure 14: Unit Spillway Discharge versus TDG Pressure Above Barometric Pressure at
The Dalles Dam, 1997
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Figure 15: Unit Spillway Discharge, Tailwater Elevation, and TDG Pressure Above
Barometric Pressure at The Dalles Dam, 1997
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This equation also indicates that the depth of flow accounts for most of the variability in the
increase in TDG pressure associated with spillway discharges. The increase in TDG pressure
was found to be a linear function of the depth of flow for a constant unit spillway discharge. The
tailrace channel depth is a function of the total river flow and the pool elevation of the lower
reservoir. This relationship couples the operation of the powerhouse at The Dalles and the
storage management in Bonneville pool to the TDG production in spillway releases from The
Dalles spillway. :

The response function as defined in Equation 15 was used to create a hindcast of the TDG
production observed during the 1997 spill season. The hourly project operation and TDG
saturation at The Dalles tailwater FMS for June 1997 are shown in Figure 16 along with the
estimates of the flow-weighted TDG saturation released from The Dalles based on Equation 15
and observations of TDG pressures in the forebay. In general, the estimated average TDG
saturation was generally within seven mm Hg of the observed tailwater TDG pressure.

Figure 16: Observed and Estimated TDG Saturation at the Tailwater Fixed Monitoring
Station at The Dalles Dam, June 1997. (TDA= Observed Forebay TDG, TDDO= Observed
Tailwater TDG, TW-psat-est =Calculated Tailwater TDG, QR= Hourly Total River Flow,
QS= Hourly Spillway Flow)

The maximum daily spillway discharge and percent of river spilled varied greatly during June
1997, with spill discharges as high as 480 kefs. The forebay TDG pressures often were higher
than the tailwater TDG pressures, implying a net reduction in TDG conditions in the Columbia
River as a result of the operation of The Dalles. The second half of June found the TDG
pressures below The Dalles larger than observed at the forebay station, implying a net increase in
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TDG conditions in the Columbia River as a result of the operation of The Dalles. The conditions
during the latter half of June in 1997 reflect conditions more typical of fish passage spill
conditions where spill at The Dalles contributes to higher TDG loading in the Columbia River,

Powerhouse Entrainment

The entrainment of powerhouse water into the acrated spilling basin was assumed to be zero at
The Dalles. The powerhouse is located a considerable distance from the spillway. The standard
spillway design efficiently dissipates energy in the stilling basin, which minimizes the potential
to entrain flow laterally. The extent of acrated flow generally does not extend downstream of the
shallow shelf below the stilling basin. The TDG exchange was not found to be large near the
downstream limits of the shallow tailwater shelf below the spillway (Schneider and Wilthelms,
1996a).

Bonneville Dam

The TDG Exchange

A description of TDG exchange at Bonneville is needed to evaluate dissolved gas abatement
alternatives and develop a system model of TDG properties. The following summarizes the
findings of two TDG exchange studies conducted below Bonneville and the TDG production
relationships that were derived from this body of work.

The first study was conducted during February 1-4, 2000 and involved measuring TDG pressures
and velocities below the Bonneville spillway. The objective of this investigation was to describe
the TDG exchange processes associated with non-deflectored bays, deflectored bays, and a
combination of deflectored and non-deflectored bays as dictated by the standard spill patterns.

The second test was conducted during May 7-June 7 and involved measuring TDG pressures
near the exit of the Bonneville spillway channel. The objective of this test was to investigate the
role of tailwater elevation changes on the exchange of TDG associated with spillway releases
during standard operating conditions.

The TDG pressures and flow distributions were measured near the exit of the Bonneville
spillway channel during the first week in February (Schneider, 1999). A total of 11 TDG
instruments were deployed across the channel at fixed locations and logged TDG pressure, water
temperature, dissolved oxygen, and instrument depth on a 15-minute interval. The velocity ficld
was also measured near this array of instruments using an Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler.
The TDG pressures were then integrated with the velocity ﬁeld to estimate the TDG loading
produced during spillway operations.

The test conditions involved spillway flows over non-deflectored bays, deflectored bays, and a
combination of both deflectored and non-deflectored bays. A total of five spill levels
corresponding with gates setting of one, two, three, four, and five dogs were investigated for four
different spill patterns. (“Dogs” are pawls or cams that drop into holes on the sides of leaf gates
on Bonneville and McNary dams. The leaf gates are hoisted by cranes, and the dogs drop in to
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keep the gate set at one place. They are spaced approximately a foot apart.) The first day of
testing used only non-deflectored bays two, three, 16, and 17 (day one). The spill pattern for the
second day of testing involved only deflectored bays eight through 15 with spill flow uniformly
distributed (day two). The third day of testing involved a uniform pattern over deflectored bays
nine through 15, and non-deflectored bays 16 and 17 (day three). The spill pattern tested on the
fourth day involved the standard 1997 spill pattern (day four).

The non-deflectored bays generated the highest TDG saturation for gate setting(s) up through
three dogs as shown in Figure 17.
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Figure 17: TDG Saturation from Non-deflectored Bays at Exit of the Bonneville Spillway
Channel, February 1, 1999

The steady-state TDG saturation at nine sampling stations on transect T3 located at the mouth of
the spillway channel are shown in this figure. The stations were labeled L1 through L9 from
south to north along this transect. The flow-weighted TDG saturation on this transect is labeled
T3avg. During the two-dog setting, the non-deflectored bays generated an average TDG
saturation of 132 percent or about 12 percent greater than the comparable flows during day two.
The TDG saturation associated with non deflectored bays remained constant for gate settings of
two dogs and higher.

The TDG saturation response to the unit spillway discharge over only deflectored bays was
nearly linear for gate settings of one through four dogs. This relationship was nearly identical to
similar conditions measured during the initial Bonneville spillway performance test (Wilhelms
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and Schneider, 1997b). The TDG saturation at two dogs was observed to be about 120 percent
on all 11 instruments located across the spillway exit channel. Larger lateral gradients in TDG
pressure were observed for higher discharges over the deflectored bays as shown in Figure 18,
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Figure 18: Observed TDG Saturation below Benneville Spillway during Uniform Flow
over Deflected Bays 8-15, February 1-4, 1999

The TDG pressures generated with deflectored spillway releases were observed to be greater
than conditions for non-deflectored bays for spillway flows of four dogs and higher.

A flow-weighted specific spillway discharge was determined for the standard spill pattern
because of the non-uniform distribution of flow. This representation of unit spillway discharge
places more importance on flows from bays with larger discharges. The spill patterns during the
five test conditions on day four are shown in Figure 19.

The initial discharge of 50 kefs on day four had a flow-weighted discharge of over 6 kcfs/bay
due to the gap-toothed pattern where a highly non-uniform flow distribution was used. The high
percentage of flow over the non-deflectored bays resulted in nearly a constant TDG saturation
for the first three test conditions. The slope of the TDG saturation and unit discharge curve
approached conditions observed during the uniform patterns on day 3 during spill over both
deflectored and non-deflectored bays. The TDG saturation associated with the standard spill
pattern was 125 percent and higher for all the test conditions.
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Figure 19: Observed TDG Saturation below Bonneville Spillway During Standard
Spill Patterns Over Deflected Bays 4-15 and Non-Deflected Bays 2-3, 16-17,
February 1-4, 1999

Regression

Empirical relationships were derived for non-deflectored and deflectored bay spill conditions.
These regression equations were then applied to the individual bays used in the mixed bay spill
patterns on the third and fourth day of the test to determine if these properties were additive. An
exponential equation was fitted to the five flow conditions observed on the first day (non-
deflectored bays only). The following equation expresses the increase in TDG pressure over
barometric pressure as a function of the unit discharge. Equation 16 is applicable only to non-
deflectored bays 1, 2, 3, 16, and 17 at the Bonneville spillway.

AP = 255.58 —=1031.58¢ %% Equation 16
Where:
AP = Pﬁg - F,, (mmHg)
q, = Unit spillway discharge (kcfs/bay)

q, > 3.0 kefs/bay

A third order polynomial was fit to the five test conditions associated with the uniform spill over
deflectored bays. A third order polynomial was chosen because of the rapid change in slope of
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the curve at the higher discharges. Equation 17 expresses the increase in TDG pressure over
barometric pressure as a function of the unit discharge. This equation only applies to the
deflectored bays four through 14 at the Bonneville spillway. This equation is not appropriate for
unit discharges less than three kefs/bay.

AP =-0.0567q" +0.421¢7 +27.823g, —37.067 Equation 17
Where:
AP = P, — i, (mmHg)
q, = Unit spillway discharge (kefs/bay)
q, > 3.0 kefs/bay

Equations 1 and 2 were applied to the individual spillway bay discharges observed during the
third and fourth day of testing during the first week in February. The resulting pressures were
then muiltiplied by the ratio of spillway bay discharge to total spillway discharge and summed to
determine the flow-weighted pressure change, The barometric pressure was then applied to
calculate the TDG saturation. The individual station saturations (L1T3B-L9T3B), cross-
sectional average saturation (T3avg), and forecasted aggregate saturation (T3avg-est) are shown
in Figure 19 for the standard spill pattern. The forecast of the TDG saturation associated with
the standard pattern followed the general trend in the data. The forecasted TDG saturation
overestimated the observed average conditions for the higher gate settings. The forecasted value
falls within the range of observed values of TDG saturation downstream of the highly aerated
flow regime.

The two-equation flow-weighted average formulation was also applied to the operations data
gathered during the supplemental TDG test conducted below Bonneville from May 7-June 7.
Equations 1 and 2 were applied to the observed spillway bay discharge and average TDG
saturation for spillway releases was determined using a flow-weighted approach. The average
spillway TDG saturation was plotted with project operations, forebay FMS TDG saturation,
tailwater FMS TDG saturation, and auxiliary station TDG saturation as shown in Figure 20,

The average TDG saturation released from Bonneville was estimated using the formulation
presented above for the spillway contribution. The TDG loadings associated with powerhouse
releases were estimated by the product of powerhouse discharge and forebay FMS TDG
saturation. The estimated loading from the spillway was determined by the product of the
spillway discharge and estimated spillway TDG saturation. The flow-weighted average TDG
saturation released from Bonneville is shown in Figure 19 under the heading of TDG-tw-est.
The estimated average TDG saturation closely followed the observed data at the tailwater FMSs
during most of the study period. The TDG distribution at the tailwater FMS is often not uniform
and, therefore, cannot be used as a rigorous validation of this formulation. However, this
comparison does lend additional credence to the formulation cited above,
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Figure 20: Observed and Estimated TDG Saturation Below Bonneville Spillway During
Spill Season, May 5 — June 8, 1999

FPowerhouse Entrainment

The entrainment of powerhouse flow was assumed to be zero at Bonneville because of the
physical barriers created by Bradford and Cascade Islands. The TDG exchange was not found to
cxtend below the spillway channel during near-field investigations.
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LLoad Aliocations

For the purpose of this TMDL, cach dam will be provided with a load allocation, because no
NPDES permits will be issued to the dams to regulate TDG caused by spills. This approach is
also reasonable for several reasons:

» Spills entrain air to reach a polluted state, much like a high-energy release of water might
erode a stream bank.

o Dams are essentially very large instream structures that will require modifications to achieve
compliance with water quality standards.

¢ The level of improvement expected from any specific structural or operational modification
is uncertain, and therefore a series of modifications may be needed to achieve the desired
outcome, with effectiveness monitoring to assess results.

Wasteload allocations in this TMDL are zero, because there are no NPDES-permitted point
sources that contribute to elevated TDG in the Lower Columbia River,

Table 12 shows the load allocations for each of the four dams on the Lower Columbia River.
Because of the unique nature of TDG, load allocations are not dircctly expressed in terms of

mass loading. Like loading capacity, allocations are in terms of AP defined site-specifically for
each dam, taking downstream temperature variation into account.

Table 12;: Load Allocations for TDG in Lower Columbia River

Background — temperature change, upstream to McNary

‘Background — temperature change, McNary to John Day
Background — temperature change, Jobn DaytoThe Dales | 8
ound — temperature change, The Dalles to Bonneville

Load allocations for spills are lower than loading capacity because part of the loading capacity is
assigned to load allocations for background. Each background load allocation represents an
increase in TDG percent saturation caused when ambient water temperatures increase as water
moves downstream through the pool of the downstream dam. This occurs because, if gas
exchange is negligible (such as occurs on windless days), an increase in water temperature will
decrease the saturation concentration, As a result, a fixed mass of TDG in the poot will represent
a higher TDG percent saturation if water temperature increases.
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To determine the background load allocations, the potential temperature increase in each pool
was evaluated. For each dam the time of travel was estimated from the application of EPA’s
RBM-10 model (USEPA, 2001) for a 10-year period. The 90" percentile travel time (in days)
for each month was then used to determine the maximum temperature increase for that travel
time. The background load allocations represent the increase in TDG for highest 90 percentile
seasonal temperature increase. Below Bonneville Dam, degassing processes are expected to
exceed increases in TDG percent saturation from temperature increases.

Given the clear mathematical relationship between spill quantities, the load allocations ( AP),
and TDG percent saturation, compliance with load allocations will be met by specifying
operational and structural goals for spills that prevent the load allocation from being exceeded.
In general, the long-term goal of meeting water quality standards must be met with structurat
modifications to the dam projects. In the short-term, operational methods will be used to protect
beneficial uses to fullest extent and meet standards whenever possible.

Long-term Compliance with Water Quality Standards

‘Compliance with Standards for All Spills

Federal and state laws and rules require compliance with state water quality standards, and
therefore the ultimate goal of this TMDL is to achieve compliance. However, to meet this goal,
this TMDL must address several complicating factors.

In much of the literature a distinction is made between “voluntary” and “involuntary” spill. In
terms of compliance with water quality standards, this distinction is misleading. Endangered
Species Act requirements for spills must be considered to be just as binding as, say, disinfection
requirements for wastewater. In the disinfection case, chlorine may be added to wastewater to
protect public health. But chlorine can also create a problem with toxicity in the effluent. This
conflict does not mean the dischargers get to stop disinfecting, it means that they either need to
reduce chlorine toxicity by dechlorination or find other non-chlorine methods of disinfection.
Similarly, the dams have an obligation to both meet water quality standards and Endangered
Species Act requirements. If spills are necessary to protect endangered species, then those spills
must also meet standards. The dam operators also have the option of finding alternative ways to
protect specics without spills.

The point here is that spills for fish passage are not really “voluntary”; rather they are spills
required for reasons other than a lack of powerhouse capacity. If the public interest necessitates
that spills be required to protect fisheries or other beneficial uses of the water, then dams must
meet water quality standards under spills of any volume up to the 7Q10 flood flows. In addition,
spills can occur at any time and at any volume due to lack of power demand or powerhouse
maintenance or failure. Therefore, this TMDL will be applicable for all spills below 7Q10 river
flood flow conditions, regardless of the cause of the spill. (See Table 14 in Seasonal Variations
for 7Q10 flows.)
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Operational versus Structural Solutions

The Lower Columbia River dams, as currently designed, are incapable of meeting the water
quality standards for all spill flow levels. Therefore, compliance with this TMDL will require
structural changes. The Dissolved Gas Abatement Study (DGAS) report outlines a variety of
alternatives for operational and structural changes, which move in the direction of compliance
under all spili levels. However, the effectiveness of these changes can only be estimated, and
must be assessed after implementation, Also, implementation of structural solutions is
dependent on Congressional appropriations. Therefore long-term compliance with this TMDL
will take a significant length of time and must take into account a certain level of inherent
uncertainty.

Point of Compliance

The compliance locations for dam spills were chose from several options, illustrated in
Figure 21:

1. By a strict interpretation of state water quality standards without any consideration of
applying the mixing zone provisions of the water quality standards, the point of compliance
would be at the point of maximum TDG. However, this is a location that is difficult to
identify and monitor in real time, and does not take into account the rapid degassing in the
aerated zone. '

2. Ifmixing zone provisions were applied to the aerated zone, then the point of compliance
would be at the end of the aerated zone. This location would be easier to identify for

regulatory purposes.

3. The point of compliance could be at the FMS sites, but mixing zone provisions would need
to be applied to the entire river, including powerhouse flow. The location of the FMS sites
area clearly identified, but are inconsistent with respect to the mixing of spills with
powerhouse flows.
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Figure 21: Possible locations of Compliance Locations with Respect to TDG Levels

The point of compliance for load allocations for the dams in this TMDL will be based on
application of the mixing zone to the aerated zone immediately below the spillways of the dams,
The water quality standards for the states of Washington and Oregon provide an allowance for a
mixing zone, and compliance with standards is required at the boundary of the mixing zone.
There are several reasons that use of a mixing zone is appropriate in this situation:

o TDG levels rise immediately below the spillway, but then degas for some distance
downstream. The points of compliance were determined from U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers research which identified the location where degassing was mostly complete. This
is a local area of impact with very dynamic conditions.

s Because the area below the spillway is very dynamic, TDG levels are difficult to accurately
assess.

o Extensive fisheries research has shown that anadromous fish are able to pass through this
area below the spillway quickly without ill effects,

» Because of the turbulent flow associated with the spill, no resident fish habitat is available in
this area.

s Provision of a mixing zone and deviation from the size requirements are appropriate because
of the public interest in ensuring that water quality standards are applied appropriately to the
dam projects.
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The points of compliance for load allocations are shown in Table 13. The load allocation for the
upstream boundary applies below the Snake River confluence, and will be addressed in the
TMDLs for the Mid Columbia and Lower Snake rivers. The point of compliance for each spill
load allocation will be at the end of the aeration zone in the tailrace of each dam, at the location
specified in the Table 13. The forebay of each dam must comply with the sum of the load
allocation for the upstream dam and the background load allocation for temperature in the
upstream pool, which is equal to the loading capacity.

Monitoring of Compliance

For monitoring of long-term compliance, it will be necessary to monitor at the loading capacity
compliance locations in the tailrace. However, it is not expected that these locations will lend
themselves to a permanent remote monitoring setup. Most likely compliance will be determined
by periodic synoptic surveys, especially after structural changes have been completed. This
monitoring can be managed separately from monitoring for short-term operational needs.

For short-term compliance, the FMS stations can continue to be used, or new FMS stations can
be established. This will allow operational management that is linked to easily accessible data,
based on overall environmental management needs and the realitics imposed by structural
characteristics. Thus, short-term compliance can remain adaptive and flexible, while long-term
compliance remains fixed to firm goals. '

Table 13: Points of Compliance for TDG Load Allocations

| Background — temperature change, | McNary Dam forebay

Background - temperature change, | J Oi'ﬁl Day Dam forebay
McNary to John Da

Background — temperature change, | The Dalles Dam forebay
John Day to The Dalles

| Background — teﬁlberaulre change, | Bonneville Dam forebay
The Dalles to Bonneville

Wilhelms and Schneider, 1997b
*Schneider and Wilhelms, 1999
3Schneider and Wilhelms, 1996
*Wilhelms and Schneider, 1997a
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Margin of Safety

The margin of safety for this TMDL is implicit in the TMDL analysis through the use of
conservative assumptions. A detailed analysis of how the margin of safety is included is
provided below.

Critical Conditions

No specific high- or low-flow critical conditions exist for this TMDL. Spills that generate high
gas levels can occur in any scason and load allocations are applicable to spills at all flow levels
below the 7Q10 flood flow.

Certain parameters that are necessary to develop load allocations were established at levels

equivalent to critical conditions. As described above, time of travel, temperature, and barometric

pressure were all developed at critical levels. This approach introduces several conservative
assumptions that provide a margin of safety to the TMDL.

Criteria versus Site-specific Conditions

Probably few river systems have been as extensively studied for the effects of TDG than the
Columbia system. Extensive research has been conducted for over 40 years on TDG and aquatic
life. Currently federal, state, and tribal fishery agencies all support a more lenient standard than
currently in state regulation. Review of EPA guidance also suggests the criterion could be
applied with an averaging period, rather than as an instantaneous value. Therefore, the current
standards include an implicit margin of safety when applied to this river system.

Data Quality

A margin of safety is usually identified in a TMDL to recognize uncertainty in the data used to
produce the TMDL. Due to the monitoring requirements imposed by the Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission and Washington State Department of Ecology as a part of the fish passage
program over the past seven years, there is a great deal of hourly data of TDG levels, barometric
pressure, water temperature, tailwater elevation, forebay elevation, total river flow and spill
quantity, These data are available on the Technical Management Team homepage, hosted by the
Northwest Division of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at: hitp://www . nwd-
weusace.armyv.mil/ TM T /welcome himl,

Further, the Corps has undertaken an extensive Dissolved Gas Abatement Study (DGAS) over
the past five years. The study included development of a mathematical model to describe the
production, dissipation, and behavior of TDG in the Columbia system for the federal projects.
The production of TDG at the four hydroelectric projects that are the identified sources in this
TMDL are, therefore, well understood.
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As a result of this monitoring, there are abundant data for constructing this TMDL. The margin
of safety required for data and modeling variability is therefore considered to be small.
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Seasonal Variations

Exceedances of the TDG standard occur most commonly during mid-April to the end of August,
which is both the fish migration season and the high-flow season in conjunction with spring
runoff. One of the determinants of TDG levels is total river flow. When river levels are
particularly high, TDG levels rise more rapidly if there is any water spilled over the spiliway.
During low-flow periods, there is generally not a TDG problem, other than spill for fish passage,
as long as all water is passed through the powerhouses.

Occasionally turbine units will be out of service for maintenance, either scheduled, or on an
emergency basis. This may require water to be spilled, because there are insufficient turbines
available to handle the water in the river, This can occur due to Bonneville Power
Administration power purchasing and the sequencing of water releases from upstream storage
TEServoirs.

Clearly, there is little control over emergency outages. Maintenance is generally scheduled
(1) to coincide with low electricity demand periods, and (2) when river flows are such that they
will not cause TDG exceedances.

In summary, spills can occur at any time, although they are most likely in the spring and early
summer. The TMDL has been written so that the limits apply at any season, since they are based
on spill and not on river conditions. The Margin of Safety section describes how seasonal critical
conditions were applied to the development of load allocations. TMDL limits apply year-round,
but they have taken season critical conditions into consideration.

7Q10 Flows

As discussed above, Oregon and Washington’s water quality standards only apply when river
flows are below the 7Q10 flood flows. These flows, shown in Table 14, were calculated from
flows measured and reported by the U.S. Geological Survey. Methodology followed the
guidelines of the U.S. Water Resources Council (1981):

» 1J.S. Geological Survey flows at The Dalles were used for The Dalles Dam and as a starting
point for the other three dams.

¢ For Bonneville Dam, flows from the major tributaries below The Dalles (Hood, Klickitat,
and White Salmon rivers) were added on a day-by-day basis to create a synthetic time series
for Bonneville, and then followed the process for fitting the distribution and calculating the
7Q10.

e For John Day Dam, Deschutes River flows were subtracted from The Dalles flows, lagging
The Dalles data by two days. The lag was determined by the best fit to a linear regression
from a series of different lags using the 90 percent highest flows.

e For Mc Nary Dam, John Day River flows and Umatilla River flows were subtracted from the
John Day Dam flow series, lagging the John Day Dam and River flows by three days. The
lag was determined as described above.
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Annual peak 7-day average flows were calculated (using the October-September Water Year),
and then the 10-year return flow was determined by the Log-Pearson Type 3 method. The skew
coefficient used in the analysis was calculated from the data; the generalized and weighted skew
was not determined or used, but the error introduced by this shortcut was probably small to nil.

Table 14: Lower Columbia River 7Q10 flood flows

Mc Nary Dam 446,761
John Day Dam 454,368
The Dalles Dam 461,176
Bonneville Dam 467,029

Page 66 - DRAFT — DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE



Summary implementation Strategy

Overview

The goal of this total dissolved gas TMDL for the Lower Columbia River is to meet Oregon and
Washington’s water quahty standards for TDG. The goal of water quality standards is to protect
beneficial uses of the river. While these include such beneficial uses as hydropower generation,
irrigation, drinking water, and water contact recreation, the most sensitive use is anadromous
salmonids. These species are particularly vulnerable, as they navigate past the dams both as
downstream migrating juveniles and as upstream returning adults.

The four dams on the river pass water by spilling over the spiliway, by generating electricity
through the turbines, and to a much lesser extent by passing water through special fish facilities
such as adult ladders and juvenile fish passageways. TDG is generated by spilling water over the
spillway. Absent considerations for fish survival, spills are considered “involuntary” since they
occur due to lack of powerhouse capacity. Involuntary spills can be caused by flood flows, lack
of clectric load for powerhouse generation, or turbines being off-line due to maintenance or
repair. However, fish survival needs necessitate spills to improve juvenile fish passage.

Up to a point, the danger to fish from exposure to high TDG is overshadowed by the dangers to
fish of going through the turbines. In response, the National Marine Fisheries Service performed
a comparison risk analysis that forms the basis for modifications to both Washington and
Oregon’s water quality standard for TDG.

In December 2000, the National Marine Fisheries Service released a Biological Opinion under
the federal Endangered Species Act for 12 listed species in the Columbia River. A significant
component of this Biological Opinion is the provision of spilled water at the Lower Columbia
River hydropower facilities to facilitate fish passage. In addition, spill for juvenile fish passage
is beneficial for non-ESA listed species. Clearly, if spilled water is the cause of elevated TDG
levels but is required for fish passage, care needs to be taken not to implement gas abatement
measures that may benefit water quality, while damaging the beneficial uses, such as juvenile
migration, that the federal Clean Water Act was designed to protect.

This implementation strategy therefore must take into account both requirements: to reduce high
TDG generated at the dams by spilling water, and to provide the levels of spill under the
Biological Opinion to facilitate fish passage. Additional provision for spill is sometimes
necessary for non-listed species.

Gas reduction at the four Lower Columbia River dams has been the subject of intensive research
over the past six years. Federal fish agencies, tribes, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Bonneville Power Administration, state fish and wildlife departments, and the U.S. Army Corps
of Engincers arc organized into work groups to address the TDG problems. The result of this is
a much enhanced understanding of the generation and dynamics of TDG production. In addition,
implementation actions designed to reduce TDG generation have already been undertaken (e.g.,
the installation of flow deflectors or “flip lips” at John Day Dam). Further actions are planned,
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but funding is often dependent on Congressional approval and is linked to basin priorities for the
Columbia River, '

Implementation Plan Development

The operation of the Columbia River hydropower system is carried out through multiple
agencies and governed by several regulatory authorities. The following is a list of these parties:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers operates the dams and provides engineering, contracting
and construction authorities (based on funding from Congress) for structural changes at these
dams. The Corps provides flood control oversight and responds to the energy,
environmental, transportation, and recreational needs of the public. The Corps is required to
achicve a balance between these requirements where they conflict.

The National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service oversee the
protection of endangered species, 12 of which are salmonids found in the Lower Columbia
River. Several forums have been established to oversee implementation of the Biological
Opinion requirements for these species. These forums include a water quality team which
focuses on temperature and TDG management, a technical management team that makes
decisions regarding hydropower operations, a system configuration team that makes
decisions on structural modifications, and an implementation or policy team to which policy
issues that cannot be resolved in the other forums are elevated.

Tribes have treaty rights to the salmon in the Columbia and are involved on many levels of
fish management and environmental protection.

The Bonneville Power Administration oversees power production and distribution.
Revenues help fund fish and environmental mitigation for the impact of the dams.

Washington and Oregon Departments of Fish & Wildlife work within the forums detailed
above, as well as protect and enhance non-listed salmon, resident fish, and wildlife.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is part of the caucus of federal agencies involved
in operation and management of the federal Columbia River hydropower system. Its specific
role is to ensure consistency with federal environmental laws and regulations. The agency
will ultimately approve this TMDL under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act.

Washington State’s Department of Ecology and Oregon’s Department of Environmental
Quality will oversee implementation of this TDG TMDL. They will work collaboratively
with each other, as well as with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, tribal, and other state and
federal agencies through existing forums.

Numerous other agencies are involved in different aspects of river management that can have
a bearing on TDG generation. The most prominent include the Northwest Power Planning
Council, data gatherers such as the Fish Passage Center and U.S. Geological Survey, upriver
activities and interests that affect gas production such as BC Hydro and the U.S. Bureau of
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- Reclamation, as well as Corps storage facilities in Canada and Lake Roosevelt: the
U.8./Canada Treaty power sharing and storage agreement, public utility districts on the
Mid-Columbia, and the state of Idaho.

Meeting the load allocations in this TMDL will fall into two phases. Phase I will involve

improving water quality, while ensuring that salmonid passage is fully protected in accordance
with the National Marine Fisherics Service’s Biological Opinion. Phase II will involve structural
and operational changes to dams to achieve the water quality standard for TDG.

The short-term actions in Phase I will focus on meeting fish passage goals through spills that
generate gas no greater than the “waiver” Ievels of the water quality TDG standards (Oregon
variances or Washington temporary special conditions). Water quality standards are measured at
existing fixed monitoring stations managed by the U.S. Army of Engineers and U.S. Geological
Survey. This phase will also include short-term structural modifications at the dams to achieve
TDG reductions during pertods of spill, while ensuring that the fish passage requirements of the
2000 Biological Opinion are met. As part of Phase I, a Detailed Implementation Plan or
equivalent will be developed (possibly through the Water Quality Plan under the Biological
Opinion).

Phase 1I will evaluate success from the short-term actions. The second phase will also move
toward further structural modifications and reductions in fish passage spill if the Biological
Opinion specified fish survival rates are being met and adequate survival is provided for non-
listed species. '

Biological monitoring has been required by the states of Oregon and Washington in order to
assess gas bubble trauma to fish as a result of spill. Based on six years of data, the results show
little trauma to migrating juvenile salmon at TDG levels allowed by the states in their modified
water quality standards. As a result, thought has been given to permanently modifying the water
quality standards or establishing site-specific criteria for TDG for the Columbia River. The
purpose of this TMDL, however, is to allocate loads to meet the existing water quality standard.

Changing water quality standards is a separate process and is not one of this TMDL’s
implementation strategies. However, the authors of this report support the evaluation of the
appropriateness of the water quality standards for these four specific sites on the river in terms of
TDG impacts to aquatic species. Any revision would proceed through the normal scientific
review of the standard to ensure full beneficial use protection.

Implementation Activities

As the operator of the four Lower Columbia River dams, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
published its Final Draft Technical Report and Appendices of the Phase Il Dissolved Gas
Abatement Study (DGAS) in April 2001. This study was undertaken as part of the Columbia
River Fish Mitigation Program. This study has been the result of an ongoing collaborative effort
between many federal and state fisheries agencies, dam operators, tribes, and environmental
agencies toward reducing TDG in the river in balance with enhancing spill opportunities for
juvenile salmon.
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As detailed above, this implementation strategy is to be carried out in two phases.

Short Term — Phase |

This phase is already underway, as a result of actions taken by the Corps, and will continue
through 2010. As detailed above, the emphasis in this phase will be taking those actions that will
result in reductions of TDG, while ensuring the fish passage requirements of the 2000 Biological
Opinion are met. The Biological Opinion envisions spill for fish passage under modified water
quality standards of Oregon and Washington, as have been provided for the past six years.
Included in this program will be the near-term actions that have been identified in the Biological
Opinion. Maintenance of required spill at the modified standards to allow for fish passage will
be as measured at the fixed monitoring stations both in the forebay and the tailrace of each dam,

This phase will also address the first stages of reducing gas during spills due to high-flow events,
turbine outages, and during lack of demand for electrical power. This is outlined in the Corps
report, “Final Draft Dissolved Gas Abatement Report,” April 2001,

Table 15 includes specific structural implementation actions that will be completed during this
phase.

Table 15: Short-term Implementation Activities

Ice Harbor Deflectors Done 134
John Day Deflectors Done 134
Survival based spill caps at all dams (e.g. 40% at Done, ongoing 68, 82
The Dalles).

Bonneville Endbay Deflectors 2002 134
McNary Endbay Deflectors 2002 134
Lower Monumental Endbay Deflectors 2003 134
Little Goose Endbay Deflectors 2003 134
Chief Joseph Deflectors 2003 136
The Dalles Deflectors Under Evaluation | 134
John Day Endbay Deflectors Under Evaluation | 140
Divider Walls at Appropriate Dams Under Evaluation | 135
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Several operational implementation actions are available to minimize involuntary spill that are
already in use, or can be evaluated during Phase I and implemented if practical. These include:

» Scheduling routine turbine maintenance and repair during low-power load and river flow
periods.

* Preventive maintenance of turbines to prevent breakdown.

e Systemn management of water release from upstream storage reservoirs to minimize
involuntary spills at dams in the TMDL area.

* Optimizing power purchasing to allow maximum use of powerhouse capacity and
minimization of involuntary spill.

Specific implementation methods for these actions will be provided in a Detailed Implementation
Plan, or equivalent.

Table 16 contains additional short-term implementation actions that are directly related to
achievement of the water quality standard. Implementation of these measures, though, will
improve salmonid passage and help achieve the performance standards of the Biological
Opinion. Carrying out these actions will enable a decreased reliance on spilling water for fish
passage in the near-term period. Voluntary spill levels for fish passage with their associated
TDG will be reduced as these actions are implemented, and will result in achieving the survival
performance standards contained in the 2000 Biological Opmion.

Table 16: Additional Short-Term Implementation Activities

Bonneville Powerhouse 2 Comer Collector 2003 or 2004 66
Bonneville Powethouse 2 Fish Guidance Efficiency | 2003 - 2004 67
Improvement ‘

Lower Granite Removable Spillway Weir 2002 80
The Dalles Turbine Intake Blocks 2002 - 2004 69
Lower Monumental Bypass Outfall Relocation 2003 or 2004 76
The Dalles Sluiceway Outfall Relocation Under Evaluation | 70
Bonneville Powerhouse 1 Surface Bypass or

Extended Screens 2004 or 2005 61, 62

Long Term — Phase I

This phase will begin in 2011 and proceed through 2020. Actions taken in the previous phase
will be reviewed for their efficacy, both in improving TDG levels and for-protecting salmonid
passage. The Biological Opinion survival goals are being met through fish passage actions other
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than spilling water. Reductions in gas entrainment through spill will be realized so that the
required final goal of meeting the water quality standard for TDG can be met as measured at the
end of the aerated zone below each dam.

Table 17 details those long-term actions that will protect fish passage while moving the system
toward attainment of the water quality standard for TDG.

Table 17: Fish Passage Actions That Support TDG Water Quality Goals

John Day Surface Bypass (may be Removable Under Evaluation | 72

Spillway Weir)

Removable Spillway Weirs at Lower Monumental, | Under Evaluation | 75, 77

Little Goose, and Ice Harbor

McNary Bypass Improvements (outfall, Under Evaluation | 74, 142

temperature)

Lower Monumental Extended Screens Under Evaluation | 78

John Day Extended Screens Under Evaluation | 73

Spill Effectiveness Studies Ongoing 83

Predator Removal and Abatement Ongoing 100-103

Improved Operation and Maintenance Ongoing 58,59,63,144,
145,146

Bonneville Powerhouse 1 Minimum Gap Runners | Ongoing |64

Implement Turbine Survival Program Results Under Evaluation | 88, 90, 91, 92

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers DGAS study identified a number of structural measures
designed to abate TDG. Several of these measures should be evaluated for their efficacy in
abating gas and ensuring that they do not impede fish passage. Ifnecessary, those measures
found to be effective should be identified for funding and implementation,

Reasonable Assurance

In support of this implementation strategy, structural work has already been carried out to reduce
high levels of TDG at the four Lower Columbia River dams. Structural work has also been done
on Snake River and Mid-Columbia River dams that can reduce high gas concentrations to the
lower river. The track record for Congressional funding for these projects is good and there is
reason to believe that further funding of projects will continue. Funding for the more expensive
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structural modifications of the second phase is entirely dependent on Congressional will, national
and regional priorities, and budgetary availability of funds. Funding to improve fish passage
facilitics also has a good track record, and there is reason to believe that this will continue to be
funded both through Congress and energy revenues.

Both the Washington State Department of Ecology and the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality are responsible for ensuring that water quality standards are met. Both
agencies are confident that the collaborative relationship with the dam operators toward reducing
gas will continue and be enhanced through this TMDL. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has
agreed to continue working through the Endangered Species Act forums established to oversee
and to catry out the requirements of the Biological Opinion.

Both state environmental agencies have regulatory authority over the four federal dam projects.
Washington’s regulatory authority comes through the Federal Clean Water Act, the Revised
Code of Washington’s Pollution Control Act 98-48 and the Washington Administrative Code’s
Water Quality Standards 173-2014. Oregon’s authority comes through the Federal Clean Water
Act, the Oregon Revised Statutes’ Water Pollution Control 4688, and the Oregon Administrative
Rules’ Water Quality Standards and Beneficial Uses 340-041-0001 to 0975.

Adaptive Management

The process for reviewing the status of implementation of this TMDL will follow the timing and
process for the review of the federal Biological Opinion in 2010. The Washington State
Department of Ecology will convene an advisory group comprising representatives of tribes and
federal and state agencies to evaluate appropriate points of compliance for this TMDL. Based on
these findings, further studies may be needed, and structural and operational gas abatement
activities will be redirected or accelerated if needed.

Monitoring Strategy

Short-term compliance and the effective of operational implementation actions will be monitored
at existing fixed monitoring station sites. The current fixed monitoring station TDG monitoring
system consists of tailrace and forebay monitoring stations at each mainstem lower Snake and
Columbia River dam and at key locations in some tributaries. While most of these stations do a
credible job of reporting meaningful data, some have been shown to be questionable. This
system is now undergoing a thorough review by the Endangered Species Act Water Quality
Team. Screening criteria will be developed and used to evaluate all existing monitoring stations.
Stations that do not conform to these criteria will be relocated to more appropriate locations.
This screening process will include consideration of how well the station represents TDG in a
given river reach and how sensitive the station is to non-spill factors that affect TDG, such as
temperature and aquatic plant respiration.

Monitoring of long-term compliance with load allocations and the effect of structural changes
will include an evaluation of previous transect studies and further transect measurements at the
end of the aerated zone below each dam. Load allocation compliance monitoring will occur
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following major structural changes or immediately following the end of Phase [ and Phase 1.
Prior to the initiation of a load allocation monitoring survey, a quality assurance project plan, or
equivalent, must be approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology and the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality. The quality assurance project plan should address the
safety and stability due to strong hydraulics below the dams. Due to these factors, it is possible
that an alternate site may be needed. If so, some correlation to the load allocation compliance
point will be necessary.

Potential Funding Sources

A discussion on funding is warranted, given the expensive nature of some of the suggested
structural actions. Known funding sources include power generation revenues through
Bonneville Power Administration, as directed by the Northwest Power Planning Council and
System Configuration Team and the U.S. Congress. State, tribal, and federal agencies will
continue to work with their counterparts in Canada in an attempt to reduce the TDG loading
coming across the international border, Canada has shown a great willingness to invest in
technologies to help reduce TDG loadings.

Page 74 - DRAFT — DO NOT CITE OR QUOTE



Summary of Public Involvement

The states of Washington and Oregon developed and implemented the Public Involvement and
Outreach strategy for this TMDL project in partnership with the Columbia/Snake Rivers
Mainstem TMDL Coordination Team,

These TMDL team members include the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,
Washington State Department of Ecology, Western Governors Association, Columbia Basin
Tribes, and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission.

The public invoivement period on this proposed TMDL will be February 18 through April 5,
2002.

Public hearings will be held:

Monday, March 18, in Kennewick, Washington
Tuesday, March 19, in Pendleton, Oregon
Friday, March 22, in Portland, Oregon and in Vancouver, Washington

Individual outreach meetings were held with the appropriate watershed advisory groups and with
primary stakeholders, which included:

*

.

Spokane Tribe
Confederated Tribes of the Colvilles

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Portland, Walla Walla, and Seattle Districts, and Pacific
Northwest Division)

Grant, Chelan, and Douglas Public Utility Districts
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Bonneville Power Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service

In addition, meetings and presentations were held with the National Marine Fisheries Service
Water Quality Team that includes federal and state agencies, public utility agencies, tribes, and
Bonneville Power.

The TMDL team held public meetings to receive input and comments from all interested
participants. These meetings included public workshops to accept informal comments for each
regional phase of the TMDL project, and public hearings for the formal public comment period.

The TMDL team used public outreach tools such as letters, focus sheets, and other printed
materials; websites with short narratives and graphics, downloadable documents and relevant
links; news releases and special news articles; and field visits.
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Public Involvement Actions

o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency website

* Focus sheets

e News releases

¢ E water news — Washington State University Water Research Center newsletter article

* Monthly coordination team meetings — EPA, [daho Department of Environmental Quality,
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Washington State Department of Ecology,
Western Governors Association, Columbia Basin Tribes, Columbia River Inter-Tribal
Fish Commission (CRITFC)

e Monthly updates and discussions with the NMFS Water Quality Team
e Presentations to the NMFS Implementation Team

¢ Periodic meetings with Transboundary Gas Group

s Public workshop in Portland, OR — Nov. 28, 2000

¢ Columbia River Tribal TMDL workshop — Nov. 17 - 18, 2000

e Meeting with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and
Benneville Power Administration — Jan. 30, 2001

¢ Meeting with Grant County Public Utility District — Feb. 2, 2001

* Meeting with Mid-Columbia Public Utility Districts — Feb. 14, 2001

¢ Meeting with Pulp & Paper Association — Feb. 27, 2001

¢ Meeting with East Columbia Irrigation District — March 9, 2001

* Meeting with Mid-Columbia Public Utility Districts — March 13, 2001
o Transboundary Gas Group - April 5, 2001

*  Western Governors Association joins the Columbia/Snake TMDL Coordination Team —
May 2001

¢ Public meetings in Spokane, WA and Portland, OR — July 23 - 24, 2001

e Presentations to Southwest Washington Watershed Planning Unit — Sept. 10, 13, 26, 2001
¢ Presentation to Lower Columbia River Fish Recovery Board — Sept. 12, 2001

e Washington Pulp & Paper — Sept. 14, 2001

e Presentations to CRITFC Tribal Water Quality Conference — Sept. 26 - 28, 2001

. Publié meetings in Lewiston, [daho and Pasco, WA — October 29 - 30, 2001

e Meetings with Spokane and Colville Tribes — Nov. 5 - 6, 2001

* Meetings with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation — Nov. 5 &
15,2001 '

o Meeting with CRITFC — Nov. 26, 2001
* Meeting with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife — Dec. 11, 2001
o Meetings with Mid-Columbia Public Utility Districts — Dec. 18 - 20, 2001
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Director’s

Recommendation: APPROVE
| Applicant Georgia-Pacific West, Inc.
Application No. 5809
State of Oregon Facility Cost $30,521
Department of Percentage Allocable 100%
Environmetrtal ) . o
Quality : Maximum Tax Credit 50%
“Useful Life 10 vears
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 0307
Pollution Control Facility: Air
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: C Corporation The applicant claimed:
Business: manufactarer of linerboard and
medium papers Foul Condensate Transfer Pipeline

Taxpayer [D: 58-2142537
_ The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
The applicant’s address is:
One Butler Bridge Road
One Butler Bridge Road Toledo, OR 97391
Toledo, OR 97391

Technical Information |

The claimed facility was installed to prevent the release of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) during the
transport of foul condensate liquid from the pump house to a diffuser under the surface of the treatment
lagoon. The system consists of 1000 feet of 8-inch pipe.

The previously existing pipeline had numerous cracks that allowed HAPs emissions to the atmosphere.
The new pipeline meets the requirements of the applicant's air permit.




Application Number 5809
Page 2

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new condensate pipeline is to comply with the
(1)(a)(A) applicants air permit to control air pollution.
The pipeline is a requirement of the applicants air permit, appendix A, for
NESHAP rules, Subpart S. 10 CFR 63 requires kraft pulping process
condensates be treated in this manner to reduce or destroy total HAPs emissions
by 92 percent or more by weight, or to remove 6.6 pounds per ton of ODP or
more of total HAP.

ORS 468.155 The elimination of air contaminants is accomplished with the installed pipeline
(1)(b)(B) which meets the definition in ORS 468A.005 of an air cleaning device.

OAR 340-016-0060 Replacement: The new condensate pipeline is not a replacement facility.

(3

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,

Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted Construction Started 4/2001
within the timing requirements Construction Completed 9/2001
of ORS 468.165 (6). Placed into Operation 9/2001
Application Received 11/14/2001
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $30.,521
Eligible Cost $30,521

Invoices substantiated the claimed facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The facility is used exclusively for poltution control, therefore 100% of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC
orders. The following permits have been issued to the site:

Air Permit #21-0005, issued 11/15/1999

Water Permit #101409, issued 8/19/1998

Storm Water Permit #1200-Z, issued 7/22/1997

Solid Waste Permit #1059, issued 5/17/1999

Reviewer: Lois Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers
Dennis Cartier, Associate, SJO Consulting Engineers
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5809 0302 GP.doc Last printed 02/06/02 1 1:17 AM




Director’s

Recommendation: APPROVE
Applicant Georgia-Pacific West, Inc.
Application No. 5810
Facility Cost $44,988
State of Oregon Percentage Allocable 100%
Department of Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Environmerrtal Useful Life 10 years
Quality
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 0302
Pollution Control Facility: Air
Final Certification
ORS 468,150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: C Corporation The applicant claimed:
Business: manufacturer of linerboard and
medium papers Foul Condensate Tank Fume Collection

Taxpayer [D: 58-2142537
The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
The applicant’s address is:
One Butler Bridge Road
One Butler Bridge Road Toledo, OR 97391
Toledo, OR 97391

Technical Information

The claimed facility is used to collect fumes from the existing foul condensate tank then duct them to an
existing incinerator. The structurally reinforcing foul condensate tank withstands vacuum conditions.
The applicant added a pressure/vacuum vent seal and stainless steel ducting to the existing incinerator.

The foul condensate tank was not originally designed to withstand vacuum, was not connected to the
existing system, and had no seal; therefore, the fumes could escape to the atmosphere.




Application Number 5810
Page2

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this rebuilt tank is to comply with the applicants air
(D(a)(A) permit to control air pollution.
The applicants air permit, appendix A, for NESHAP rules, Subpart S (10 CFR
63) requires collection and incineration of fumes from the foul condensate tank.
ORS 468.155 The elimination of air contaminants is accomplished with the installed tank
(1Xb)B) modifications which meet the definition in ORS 468A.005 of an air cleaning
device.
OAR 340-016-0060 Replacement: The rebuilt tank is not a replacement facility.

(3)(k)

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted Construction Started 03/2001
within the timing requirements Construction Completed 04/2001
of ORS 468.165 (6). Placed into Operation 04/2001
Application Received 11/14/2001
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $44,988
Eligible Cost $44,988

Copies of invoices and canceled checks substantiated 98.6% of the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The facility is used exclusively for pollution control, therefore, 100% of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The applicant states the facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC
orders. The following permits have been issued to the site:

Air Permit #21-0005, issued 11/15/1999

Water Permit #101409, issued 8/19/1998

Storm Water Permit #1200-Z, issued 7/22/1997

Solid Waste Permit #1059, issued 5/17/1999

Reviewer: Lois Payne, SJO Consulting Engineers
‘ Dennis Cartier, Associate, SJO Consulting Engineers
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

V:\History - 2002Reviews In Progress\March\Approve_ 5810 0302_GP.doc Last printed 02/01/02 3:36 PM




Eligible Alternative to Open Field Burning Facilities

The Department recommends the Commission approve certification
of four applications claiming tractors, drainage tile, equipment and
straw storage buildings used as alternatives to open field burning.

The statistics for these approvals are:

Sum Average Minimum Maximum
Claimed $340,113 $85,028 $11,200 $125,734
Certified $337,413 $84,353 $10,000 $125,734
GF $150,475 $37,619 $5,000 $51,590

A summary of all the alternatives to open field burning facilities is on
the next page followed by the individual reports for each pollution
control facility ordered by application number.

Increase or Decrease in Cost ‘

The recommended certified facility cost on two of the reports is less
than the applicant requested on the application. Each report explains
the reason for the reduction.

Reduced Percentage Allocable
The Department recommends the Commission certify one application
at a reduced percentage.

Eligibility

The facilities in this section are principal purpose because they
reduce the maximum number of acres that is open-burned in
compliance with acreage limitations and allocations at OAR 340-266-
0060.

NIPAID) XB, SANI[IOE ] [0.3U0)) uonnjjo g

suruan

STTVAOUddV

d PP




Eligible Alternatives to Open Field Burning

Cost Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- Y% TC Liability
58069 Ken W. Eichler 100,000 98,500 -1,500 100% 50% 49,250
5979 Sandau Ent. Inc. 103,179 103,179 0 100% 50% - 51,590
5980 David Briggs 125,734 125,734 0 71% 50% 44,636
5981 T & P Farms LLC 11,200 10,000 -1,200 100% 50% 5,000
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* Director’s
m Recommendation: Approve: Reduced Cost

Applicant Ken W. Eichler
gtjteaﬁt_noésfg? Application No. 5869
B o Eligible Facility Cost 898,500
Guality Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 10 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
e EQ:
Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -~ 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: Sole Proprietor The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: a grass seed farm
Taxpayer 1D: 540-76-5329 A 124’ x 1807 x 22’ straw storage shed
The applicant’s address is: | The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
8250 Tucker Rd.
8250 Tucker Rd. Amity, OR 97101
Amity, OR 97101
Technical Information.

The applicant claimed a 124’ x 180" x 22’ straw storage building. The building is a 491,040 cubic foot
metal building with the capacity to store approximately 2190 tons (876 acres) of baled straw. The
applicant manages 3649 acres but only 1800 acres are under grass seed production. The claimed facility
and the previously certified facility together remove 1476 acres from being open field burned.

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new facility is to reduce air pollution by
(Ia)(A) reducing the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in
compliance with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations).

OAR 340-016-0060 The building is used to store grass straw resulting in the reduction of open
(4)(b)(A) field burning.

ORS 468.155 (3)(e) Replacement: The claimed equipment does not replace any previously certified
equipment.
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ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 6/01

The application was submitted Construction Completed 8/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 9/01
of ORS 468.165 (6). Application Received 12/5/01
Facility Cost

Facility Cost $100,000

Ineligible costs (unsubstantiated cost) -1,500

Eligible Facility Cost $98,500

Invoices and cancelled checks substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The following factors were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility

ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable The baled straw is a salable commodity.

Commodity

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on The useful life of the facility used for the ROI

Investment (ROT) consideration is 20 years. Calculated according to rule,
the percentage of the facility cost properly allocable to
pollution control is 100%.

ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative No alternative investigated.

Methods

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or There were no savings or increase in costs.

Increase in Costs

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant No other relevant factors.

Factors

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility 1s 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 this facility locatton:

App. # | Description of Facility Certified Cert. # | Issue Date
Cost
3292 | Straw storage shed $34,472.50 3/11/91

Reviewers: John Hamblin, ODA
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5869 (302 Eichler.doc Last printed 01/30/02 2:50 PM
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’ Director’s
m Recommendation:.  Approve

Applicant Sandau Enterprises Inc.
State of Oregon Application No. 5979
Department of .. .
Environmental Eligible Facility Cost $103,179.00
Quality Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 10 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning
Final Certification
ORS 468,150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant ldentification Facility Identification
Organized as: S Corporation The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: a grass seed farm .
Taxpayer ID: 93-1064814 A model 9600 Allen rake, serial #971163; a
drainage tile installation; and a 50°x 8(0’x
The applicant’s address 1s: 15’ straw storage building.
677 78™ Ave. NE The applicant is the owner of the facility located
Salem, OR 97301 at;
677 78" Ave. NE
Salem, OR 97301
Technical Information

The applicant claimed a drainage tile installation on 42 acres, a new Allen rake, and a 50’ x 80* x 15°
straw storage building.

At one time this applicant burned as many acres as the weather and the smoke management program
would allow. Over the years the applicant has steadily reduced the amount of acreage open burned by
baling and storing the straw. The applicant has one previous tax credit (certificate # 4088) for a straw
storage building. The new 50° x 80” x15” straw storage building and the previously certified straw
storage building have the capacity to store all the straw produced by the 1057 acres under perennial
grass seed production. The Allen rake is used to windrow straw prior to baling. The drainage tile
installation makes the ground more suitable for planting other crops such as wheat and legume crops
which do not require thermal sanitation
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Eligibility

ORS 468.155(1)(a)A) The principal purpose of this new facility is to reduce air pollution by
reducing the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley
in compliance with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations).

OAR 340-016-0060 The facility reduces grass seed acreage that requires open field burning and
(4}Db)Y(C) includes drainage tile and the production of alternative erop that does not
require open field burning.

OAR 340-016-0060 Egquipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling, storing,
(4)(b)(A) transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products, which
will result in reduction of open field burning.

ORS 468.155 (3)e) Replacement: The claimed equipment does not replace any previously
certified equipment.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because
OAR 340-016-0008 construction of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 6/5/00
The application was submitted Construction Completed 11/4/00
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 8/1/01
of ORS 468.165 (6). Application Received 1/2/02
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $103,179

Eligible Cost $103,179

Fuacility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The following factors were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility

ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable The baled straw is a salable commodity.

Commodity

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on The useful life of the facility used for the ROI

Investment (ROI) consideration is 10 years. Calculated according to rule,
the percentage of the facility cost properly allocable to
pollution control is 100%.

ORS 468.190(1){(c) Alternative No alternative investigated.

Methods

ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or ~ There were no savings or increase in costs.

Increase in Costs

ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant No other relevant factors.

Factors

Approve_5979_0302_Sandau.dce.doc Last printed 01/30/02 5:31 PM




Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5979
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.

Other tax credits issued to this facility location:

App. # | Description of Facility Certified Cert. # | Issue Date
Cost
5124 | A straw storage building $171,734 4088 12/11/98

Reviewers: John Hamblin, ODA
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 3979 0302 Sandau.doc.doc
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m Recommendation: Approve - Reduced Percentage
Applicant David R. Briggs
gt:;z:;gﬁfg? Application No. 5980 _
Environmental Eligible Facility Cost $1025,734
Quality Percgntage Allocable 71%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 10 years

Tax Credit
Review Report

Pollution Control Facility: Field Burning
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

Applicant Idenftification Facility Identification

Organized as: Individual The certificate will identify the facility as:

Business: a grass seed farm

Taxpayer ID: 541-48-3299 One model 8410 John Deere tractor,
Serial # RW8410P015087

The applicant’s address is:
One Rears 15’ Chopper, serial # F 00-
92001 N. Coburg Road 404;
Fugene, OR 97408
The applicant is the owner of the facility located
at:

92001 N. Coburg Road
Eugene, OR 97408

Technical Information
The applicant claimed a new John Deere 8410 tractor and a Rear’s 15’ flail chopper used as an
alternative to open field burning.

The applicant currently manages 1078 acres. All 1078 acres under annual grass production. Over the
years the applicant has steadily reduced the amount of acreage open field burned by baling and flail
chopping. As a result of continued alternative practices and tax credits the applicant has removed all
1078 acres from being open burned.
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Application Number 5980
Page 2

ORS 468.155 The principal purpose of this new facility is to reduce air pollution by reducing
(1)@)(A) the maximum acreage to be open-burned in the Willamette Valley in compliance
with OAR 340-266-0060 (Acreage Limitations, Allocations).

OAR 340-016-0060 Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling, storing,
(4)(b)(A) transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products that will result
in reduction of open field burning.

ORS 468.155 (3)e) Replacement: The claimed equipment does not replace any previously certified

equipment.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,

Timeliness oprplication Construction Started 9/5/00
The application was submitted Construction Completed (flail) 9/5/00
within the timing requirements Construction Completed (tractor) 8/7/01
of ORS 468.165 (6). Facility Placed into Operation 8/7/01
Application Received 1/03/02
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $125,734

Eligible Cost

$125,734

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

Applied to This Facility

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

The baled straw is a salable commodity

The usecful 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.

ORS 468.190(1){(e) Other Relevant Factors

The eligible facility cost allocable to pollution control is
71% because the flail cost ($13,088) is 100% allocable
and the tractor cost ($112,646) is 68% allocable to
pollution control.

The established method for determining that 68% of the
tractor is allocable to pollution control is based on the

Approve_ 5980 0302 Briggs.doc
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sum of the annual operating hours for all pollution
control implements used with the claimed tractor as
shown below.

Implement Acres Acres Annual
Worled per hour Operating Hours
7-bottom plow 1078 7 154
Flail 1078 7 154
Total annual operating hours 308
Average annual operating hours for tractor /. 450

% of operating hours allocated to pollution control ~ 68%

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 this facility location:

App. # | Description of Facility Certified Cert. # | Issue Date
Cost

3742 | JD 2810 plow $7,100 2856 4-23-92

4672 | JD 8400 tractor, JD 2810 plow $32,142.65 3736 2-28-97

Reviewers:  John Hamblin, ODA

Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5980 0302 Briggs.doc
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m Recommendation:  Approve - Reduced Cost
T&P Farms LLC

Applicant
gtate :‘)tf Ore?o? Application No. _ 5981
Enbtonmental Eligible Facility Cost $10,000
Quality Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 3 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
Pollation Control Facility: Field Burning
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Limited Liability Corp. The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: a grass seed farm
Taxpayer ID: 93-6084519 Rear’s Flail Chopper, serial # FOO-
278

The applicant’s address is:
The applicant is the owner of the facility located

4925 Rockdale Street NE | at:

P.O. Box 9068 4925 Rockdale Street NE
Brooks, OR 97305 Brooks, OR 97305
Technical Information

The applicant claimed a new Rear’s Flail Chopper used to mow the full straw load back into the field.
This has allowed the applicant to remove all 245 acres under perennial grass seed production from
being open field burned. The applicant currently manages a total of 256 acres. The applicant burned
and baled their straw in the past.




Application Number 5593
Page 2

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 (1)(a) The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent a substantial quantity of
air pollution.
OAR 340-016-0060 Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, handling, storing,
{($)(b)(A) transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.

ORS 468.155 (3)(¢) Replacement: The claimed equipment does not replace any previously certified
equipment.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 5/3/00
The application was submitted Construction Completed 5/3/00
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 7/30/00
of ORS 468.165 (6). Application Received 12/31/01

Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $11,200
Ineligible costs (trade-in) -1,200
Eligible Cost $10,000

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used to determine that 100% of the cost is allocable to pollution control is the
percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. [ORS 468.190 (3)]

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.

Reviewers:  John Hamblin, ODA
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve_5981_0302_TP Farms.doc Last printed 01/30/02 5:36 PM




Material Recovery Facilities

The Department recommends the Commission approve 17 material recovery facilities
for certification as pollution control facilities. All 17 recovered material that would
otherwise be solid waste. The statistics for these approvals are:

Sum Average Minimum Maximum
Claimed $1,306,330 $76,843 $1,250 $242,737
Certified $1,285,649 $75,626 $1,250 $242,737
GF $642 825 $37,813 $625 $121,369

A summary of all the material recovery facilities is on the next page followed by the
individual reports for each pollution control facility ordered by application number.

Increase or Decrease in Cost
The recommended certified facility cost on two of the reports is less than the applicant
requested on the application. Each report explains the reason for the reduction.

Eligibility

The material recovery facilities in this section are eligible for the pollution control
facilities tax credit because they have a pollution control purpose and the control is
accomplished as required by ORS 468.155 (1)(b)(D) as described below.

1. The facilities have the sole purpose of reducing or eliminating a substantial quantity
of solid waste.

2. The facilities reduce or eliminate solid waste through a material recovery process.
These processes obtain useful material from solid waste as defined in ORS 4595.
. 'They produce an end product that has a real economic value that is competitive with
an end product produced in another state.

The end products are produced by mechanical processing, chemical processing; or
through the production, processing, pre-segregation, or use of materials that:
a. Have useful chemical or physical properties and that may be used for the
same or other purposes; or "
b. May be used in the same kind of application as its prior use without
change in identity.
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Eligible Material Recovery: Solid Waste Facilities

Cost Max. GF

App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- Yo TC Liability

5621  Container Recovery, Inc. 49,560 49,560 100% 50% 24,780
5626  Clackamas Garbage Company, Inc. 81,381 77,025 -4.456 100% 50% 38,513
5796  Smith Seed Services A 6,440 6,440 100%  50% 3,220
5801  Premier West Bank 235,780 235,780 100%  50% 117,890
5800 Premier West Bank 242,737 242,737 100% 50% 121,369
5804  Willamette Industries, Inc 49,990 49,990 100%  50% 24,995
5807  Woestern Bank, 220,671 220,671 100%  50% 110,336
5818 Garbarino Disposal & Recycling Service 9,739 9,739 100% 50% 4,870
5819  Garbarino Disposal & Recycling Service 4,204 4,204 100% 50% 2,102
5820  Garbarino Disposal & Recycling Service 1,250 [,250 100% 50% 625
5821  QGlobal Leasing, Inc. 40,274 40,274 100%  50% 20,137
5822  Global Leasing, Inc. 40,382 40,382 100%  50% 20,191
5823  Global Leasing, Inc, 4,973 4,973 100%  50% 2,487
5824  Global Leasing, Inc. 46,554 30,228  -16,326 100% 50% 15,114
5830 Rockwood Solid Waste, Inc. 109,838 109,838 100%  50% 54,919
5913  Global Leasing, Inc. 123,458 123,458 100%  50% 61,729
5956  Cottage Grove Garbage Service Inc. 39,100 39,100 100%  50% 19,550




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Crusatity

Tax Credit
Review Report

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification

Organized as: a C corporation

Business: a beverage container collection
company

Taxpayer ID: 93-0961383

The applicant’s address is:

3900 NW Yeon Avenue
Portland, OR 97210

Technical Information

Director’s

Recommendation:  APPROVE
Applicant: Container Recovery Inc.
Application No.: 5621
Facility Cost: $49,560
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
Useful Life: 5 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

Five Envipco reverse vending
machines, serial # 050913, 40635,
30686, 040764, and 30655

The applicant is the owner of the facility
located at:

401 West Columbia River Hwy.
Clatskanie, OR 97016

The claimed equipment is used to redeem deposit beverage containers directly from customers at a

retail location.

Approve_5621_0302_Container Recovery.doc Last printed 01/25/02 10:38 AM




Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)2)(B)
OAR 340-016-
0025(g)(B)
ORS 468.155
(HHD)

Application Number 5621
Page 2

The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial
quantity of solid waste.

Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified
equipment.
The equipment is used to process beverage containers and is part of a material

recovery process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be
solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is S0% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 08/27/1999
S:ﬁfﬁigiiﬁ;:f:qﬁ?;ﬁggg Construction Completed 08/27/1999
of ORS 468.165(6). Facility Placed into Operation 08/27/1999
‘ Application Received 08/27/2001
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $49,560
Eligible Cost $49,560

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to pollution
control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. [ORS 468.190 (3)]

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.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

T5621-1CRInc #03Last printed 01/22/02 2:26 PM




Director’s
Recommendation; APPROVE - Reduced Cost

Applicant: Clackamas Garbage Company
State ol Qregon Application No.: 5626
Department of o
Environmental Facility Cost: $77,025
Quality Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life: 10 years

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 0302

e

-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: 93-0581479

The applicant’s address is:

8123 SKE Roots Road

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

400 - 14-gallon recycling bins, no serial -
numbers

2075 — 65-gal yard debris collection
containers, serial numbers CG/51-
CG/2100 (25 with no serial
numbers)

Milwaukie, OR 97267
The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:

8123 SE Roots Road
Milwaukie, OR 97267

Technical Information
The claimed containers are used to collect recyclable materials and yard debris from residential
customers in Clackamas County. The applicant collects the recyclable material and delivers it to a
processing facility for additional sorting and subsequent shipment to recycling mills. The material is

converted into products of real economic value at the recycling mills. The applicant sends the yard
debris to a composting facility.

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 (1)(a) The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a
substantial quantity of solid waste.




Application Number 5626
Page 2

OAR 340-16- Replacement: The new equipment did not replace any previously certified
0070(3)k) equipment.
ORS 468.155 This equipment is used to collect source-separated recyclable material and 1s part
(1XDb)D) of a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that
would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.
ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because
OAR 340-016-0008 construction of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness oprplication Construction Starled ‘ 006/01/99
The application was submitted within =~ Construction Completed 06/01/01
the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation , 06/01/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 08/31/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost - $81,481
Ineligible costs - Repairs to old -$4,456
cardboard containers
Eligible Facility Cost $77,025

Invoices substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility

ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity Recyclable materials are subsequently made
into a salable and usable commodity.

ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment The useful life of the facility used for the
return on investment consideration is 10
years. The portion of cost allocable to
pollution control is 100% when calculated
according to rule.

ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods No alternative investigated.
. ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs No savings or increase in costs.
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors.

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.

Reviewer:  William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5626 _0302_Clackamas,doc.doc Last printed 02/06/02 11:51 AM




Slate of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Repor

0C 03

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste

Final Certiftcation
_ ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification
Organized as: a Partnership
Business: a seed cleaning service

The applicant’s address is:

26890 Powerline Road
Halsey, OR 97348

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant: Smith Seed Services
Application No.: 5796

Facility Cost: 56,440
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%

Useful Life: 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

One Philadelphia Tramrail bailer, model
2300 HD, serial # 98P3057

The applicant is the owner of the facility
located at:

26890 Powerline Road
Halsey, OR 97348

The claimed equipment is used to bale plastic bags and seed sacks generated from repackaging seed.
The plastic is subsequently processed into new products.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(1)a)}B) quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(g)(B) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to bale plastic and is part of a material recovery process that
(IXb)(D) obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid waste as defined

in ORS 459.005.

Approve 5796 0302 Smith Seed.doc Last printed 01/10/02 11:01 AM




Application Number 5796

Page 2

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction of the

OAR 340-016- facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

0008
Timeliness of Application Construction Started 05/25/01
The application was submitted Construction Completed 06/01/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 06/01/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/02/01
Facility Cost ,
Claimed Cost $6,440
Eligible Cost $6,440

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost of the claimed equipment.

Fuacility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve_5796_0302_Smith Seed.doc Last printed 01/10/02 11:01 AM




Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

_ Applicant: Premier-West Bank
State of Qregon Application No.: 5800
ki Facility Cost: §242,737
Environmental acility Cost: ’

Quality Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
Useful Life: 5 years

Tax Credit
Review Report

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 - 340-016-0080

Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized As: a C corporation The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: Financial institution
Taxpayer [D: 93-1007653 One 2001 Model 320, Peterbilt truck, VIN #
INPZLDOX21D713245
The applicant’s address is: One Labrie 27-yard Automizer Side Loader
serial # SFO1102RAS
6400 SW Corbett Avenue One 2000 Model 2000F, Nissan UD truck, VIN #
Portland, OR 97201 JNAMB43H4YGES5219
One Wayne 10-yard Tom Cat Side Loader, serial
# 15112

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:

Qak Grove Disposal Company, Inc.
16915 SE Oatfield Road
Milwaukie, OR 97267

Technical Information
This claimed facility is used to collect recyclable materials and yard debris from residential and
commercial collection customers in Clackamas County. The applicant collects the recyclable material
and delivers it to a processing facility for additional sorting and subsequent shipment to recycling mills.
The material is converted into products of real economic value at the recycling mills.

Approve 5800 0302 Premier-West Bank.doc Last printed 01/10/02 11:01 AM




Eligibility -

Application Number 5800

Page 2

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a

(1)(a) substantial quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-16- Replacement: The new equipment did not replace any previously certified

0070(3)(k) equipment.

ORS 468.155 This equipment is used to collect source-separated recyclable material and is part of
(1)(b)}D) a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that would
otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction of
OAR 340-016- the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

0008
Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within =~ Construction Started 10/18/01
the timing requirements of ORS Construction Completed 10/18/01
468.165(6). Facility Placed into Operation 10/18/01
Application Received 11/05/01

Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $242,737

Eligible Cost $242,737

Invoices for purchase of the equipment substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to

pollution control.
Factor

Applied to This Facility

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

Recyclable materials are subsequently made
into a salable and usable commodity.

The useful life of the facility used for the
return on investment consideration 1s 5 years.
The portion of cost allocable to pollution
control is 100% when calculated according
to rule.

No alternative investigated.
No savings or increase in costs.

No other relevant factors.

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and
statutes and with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits

issued to this facility.

Reviewer:  William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5800_0302_Premier-West Bank.doc Last printed 01/10/02 12;59 PM




Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Siete o O Applicant: Premier-West Bank
ate of Oregon S .
Department of ﬁ‘pl?i?catéon No: sggé 780
Environmental acility Cost: $235,
Quality Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
Useful Life: 7 vears

Tax Credit
Review Report

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

Applicant ldentification Facility Identification
Organized As: a C corporation The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: Financial institution _
Taxpayer ID: 93-1007653 ~ 500 — 14-gallon recycling bins
6400 — 65-gallon yard debris recycling carts,
The applicant’s address is: serial nambers 10001-16400
200 — 35-gallon recycling carts, serial numbers
6400 SW Corbett Av. " 101950 - 101249
Portland, OR 97201

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:

Oak Grove Disposal Company, Inc.
16915 SE Oatfield Road
Milwaukie, OR 97267

Technical Information
This facility is used to collect recyclable materials and yard debris from residential and commercial
collection customers in Clackamas County. The applicant collects the recyclable material and delivers
it to a processing facility for additional sorting and subsequent shipment to recycling mills. The
material is converted into products of real economic value at the recycling mills.

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 (1)(a) The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a
substantial quantity of solid waste.

QAR 340-16- Replacement: The new equipment did not replace any previously-certified
0070(3)k) equipment.

Approve_5801 0302 Premier-West Bank.doc Last printed 01/10/02 11:01 AM




Application Number 580
Page 2

ORS 468.155 This equipment is used to collect source-separated recyclable material and is part
(1)(b)D) of a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that
would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction of
OAR 340-016-0008 the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,

Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted within Construction Started 10/18/01
the timing requirements ' Construction Completed 16/18/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Facility Placed into Operation 10/18/01
Application Received 11/05/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $235,780
Eligible Cost §235,780

Invoices for purchase of the equipment substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity Recyclable materials are subsequently made
: into a salable and usable commodity.
ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment The useful life of the facility used for the
return on investment consideration 1s 7 years.
The portion of cost allocable to pollution
control is 100% when calculated according

to rule.
ORS 468.190(1)c) Alternative Methods No alternative investigated
ORS 468.190(1)(d) Savings or Increase in Costs No savings or increase in costs
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and
statutes and with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits
issued to this facility.

Reviewer:  William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5801_0302_Premier-West Bank.doc  Last printed 01/10/02 11:01 AM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Repo

S R

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -~ 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification
Organized as: a C Corperation
Business: a paper mill
Taxpayer ID: 93-0312940

The applicant’s address is:

1300 SW Fifth Ave, Suite 3800
Portland, OR 97201

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant: Willamette Industries, Inc.
Albany Paper Miil

Application No.: 5804

Facility Cost: $49,990

Percentage Allocable: 100%

Maximum Tax Credit: 50%

Useful Life: 7 years

Facility ldentification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

Omne wood fines collection and screening
system

The applicant is the owner of the facility
located at:

3251 Old Salem Road
Albany, OR 97321

The claimed equipment is used to collect fine wood fiber generated through the handling of wood
chips. The applicant stores the collected wood fiber for subsequent use in fiberboard manufacture.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(1)a)(B) quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(2)(B) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment 1s used to collect wood fiber fines and 1s part of a material recovery
(1)(L)(D) process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid waste

as defined in ORS 459.005.

Approve 5804 0302 WillametteInd.doc Last printed 01/14/02 11:31 AM




Application Number 5804
Page 2

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction of the
OAR 340-016- facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

0008
Timeliness of Application Construction Started 05/01/00
The :%lpplicaltio.n was SL}bmitted Construction Completed 10/31/00
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 10/31/00
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/06/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $49,990
Eligible Cost $49,990

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

- Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ .

Approve_5804_0302_WillametteInd.doc Last printed 01/10/02 11:01 AM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Guality

Tax Credit
Review Report

Pollution Centrol 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: Financial institution
Taxpayer ID: 91-1660453

The applicant’s address is:

6400 SW Corhett Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant: Western Bank
Application No.: 5807
Facility Cost: $220,671
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
Useful Life: 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

50 — 35-gallon gray recycling carts, serial
numbers 001 - 050

3500 — 65-gallon brown yard debris collection
carts, serial numbers 60001 — 63500

50 — 65-gallon gray commercial recycling carts,
serial numbers R6000001 — R6000050

2300 — 95-gallon gray recycling collection carts,
serial numbers 1 — 2300

The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
Sunset Garbage Collection Inc.

9035 SE Henderson Street
Portland, OR 97266

The claimed containers are used to collect recyclable materials and yard debris from residential
customers in Clackamas County. The applicant collects the recyclable material and delivers it to a
processing facility for additional sorting and subsequent shipment to recycling mills. The material is
converted into products of real economic value at the recycling milis.

Approve 5807 0302 Western Bank.doc Last printed 01/22/02 231 PM




Applicationn Number 5807
Page 2

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 (1)(a) The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a
substantial quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-16- Replacement: The new equipment did not replace any previously certified
0070(3)(k) equipment.

ORS 468.155 This equipment is used to collect source-separated recyclable material and is part
(1}b)D) of a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that
would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.
ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted within Construction Started 09/11/01
the timing requirements of ORS Construction Completed 10/03/01
468.165(6). Facility Placed into Operation 10/03/01

Application Received 11/07/01

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $220,671
Eligible Cost $220,671

Invoices for purchase of the equipment substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to

pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity Recyclable materials are subsequently made
into a salable and usable commodity.
ORS 468.190(1)(b} Return on Investment The useful life of the facility used for the
return on investment consideration is 7 years.
The portion of cost allocable to pollution
control is 100% when calculated according

to rule.
ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods No alternative investigated.
ORS 468.190(1)}(d) Savings or Increase in Costs No savings or increase in costs.
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and
statutes and with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits
issued to this facility.

Reviewer:  William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve_5807_0302_Westcrn Bank.doc  Last printed 017/10/02 11:01 AM




Siate of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tzix Credit
Review Report

EOQC 0302

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification
Organized as: an S corporation
Business: a solid waste and recycling

collection company
Taxpayer ID: 93-0563390

The applicant’s address is:

PO Box 250
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant; Garbarino Disposal &
Recyeling Services, Inc.

Application No.: 5818

Facility Cost: - $9,739

Percentage Allocable: 100%

Maximum Tax Credit: 50%

Useful Life: 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

1000 — 14-gallon residential recycling
bins
116 — 65-gallon yard debris collection
containers

- The applicant is the owner of the facility

located at:

30966 NW Hillcrest St.
North Plains, OR 97133

The claimed containers are used to provide collection of recyclable materials and yard debris from

residential customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(I)Xa)B) quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(g}B) equipment.
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ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect recyclable materials and yard debris and is part
(1)(bXD) of a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that
would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

. ) L. Construction Started 04/28/00
T lmelm.ess. of App hca_twn Construction Completed 10/31/00
The gppllca'tloln was sgbmltted Fuacility Placed into Operation 10/31/00
within the timing requirements Application Received 11/13/01
of ORS 468.165(6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $9,739
Eligible Cost $9,739

The applicant provided invoices and canceled checks to substantiate the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve_5818_0302_Garbarino.dee Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




Slate of Oregon
Departmert of
Enviroramental
Chality

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQCO302

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification

Organized as: an S corporation

Business: a solid waste and recycling
collection company

Taxpayer ID: 93-0563390

The applicant’s address is:

PO Box 250
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROYL

Applicant: Garbarino Disposal &
Recycling Services, Inc.

Application No.: 5819

Facility Cost: $4,204

Percentage Allocable: 100%

Maximum Tax Credit: 50%

Useful Life: 7 years

" Facility Identification

The certificate will identify the faciiity as:

60 — 60-gallon commercial recycling
carts

34 — 65-gallon yard debris collection
containers

The applicant is the owner of the facility
located at:

30966 NW Hillcrest Street
North Plains, OR 97133

The claimed containers are used to provide collection of recyclable materials and yard debris from

residential and commercial customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(I)(a)(B) quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(g)B) equipment.
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ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect recyclable materials and yard debris and is part
(1Xb}D) of a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that
. would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 02/09/00
The application was submitted Construction Completed 11/04/00
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 11/04/00
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/13/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $4,204
Eligible Cost $4,204

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost of the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to

pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.
[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve_5819 0302_Garbarine.doc Last printed 01/15/02 921 AM




Staie of Cregon
Department of
Environmental
Gluality

Tax Credit
Review Report

BEQC 0302

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 - 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification

Organized as: an S corporation

Business: a solid waste and recyeling
collection company

Taxpayer ID: 93-0563390

The applicant’s address 1s:

PO Box 250
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

#EEal

Director’s

Recommendation:  APPROVE

Applicant: Garbarino Disposal & Recycling
Services, Inc.

Application No. 5820
Facility Cost $1,250
Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

One 4-yard high side dump
compartment

The applicant is the owner of the facility
located at:

30966 N'W Hillcrest St.
- North Plains, OR 97133

The claimed equipment is used to provide collection of glass from residential and commercial

customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(1)(a)(B) quantity of solid waste.

0OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(gXB) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect cardboard and is part of a material recovery
(1)(bXD) process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid

waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

Approve 5820 0302 Garbarino.doc Last printed 01/22/02 12:29 PM




Application Number 5820

Page 2

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction

OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 08/27/01
The application was submitted Construction Completed 08/27/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 08/27/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/13/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,250
Eligible Cost $1,250

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost of the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to

pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control,
[ORS468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5820 0302_Garbarino.doc Last printed 01/22/02 12:29 PM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmeiital
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

. EOC 030

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
QAR 340-0106-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification
Organized as: an S corporation
Business: a leasing company

Taxpayer ILY: 93-1097105.

The applicant’s address is:

PO Box 250
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant: Global Leasing, Inc.
Application No.: 5821

Facility Cost: $40,274
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%

Useful Life: 7 years

- Facility Identiﬁcation

The certificate will identify the facility as:

1152 — 65-galion yard debris collection
containers, serial numbers 650577 -

651728

The applicant is the owner of the facility
operated by Garbarino Disposal and Recycling
Services located at:

30966 NW Hillcrest St,
North Plains, OR 97133

The claimed containers are used to provide collection of yard debris to residential customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial
(1)(@)(B) quantity of solid waste. This equipment is used for collecting yard debris that is
subsequently processed into new products. '

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(g)(B) equipment.

Approve_5821 0302 Global Leasing.doc Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




Application Number 5821
Page 2

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect yard debris 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.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was comipleted prior to January 1, 2002,

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 02/26/01
The application was submitted Construction Completed 02/26/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 02/26/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/13/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $40,274
Eligible Cost 540,274

Invoices and canceled checks substantiated the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is ailocable Lo
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5821 _0302_Glcbal Leasing.doc Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Guality

Tax Credit
Review Report

L Eocosez

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification
Organized as: an S corporation

Business: a leasing company
Taxpayer ID: 93-1097105

The applicant’s address is:

PO Box 250
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant: Global Leasing, Inc.
Application No.: 5822

Facility Cost: $40,382
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%

Useful Life: 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

1149 — 65-gallon yard debris collection
containers

The applicant is the owner of the facility
operated by Garbarino Disposal and Recycling
Services located at:

30966 NW Hillerest Street
North Plains, OR 97133

The claimed containers are used to provide collection of yard debris to residential customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155  The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(1)(a)(B} quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(gXB) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect yard debris and is part of a material recovery
(1Xb}D) process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid
waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

Approve_5822_0302 Global Leasing.doc Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




Application Number 5822

Page 2

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction

OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Siarted 02/27/01
The application was submitted Consiruction Complefed 02/27/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 02/27/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/13/01
Facility Cost |
Claimed Cost $40,382
Eligible Cost $40,382

The applicant provided invoices and canceled checks to substantiate the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control,

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve_5822_0302_Global leasing.doc Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

__EOC 0302

R

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant ldentification
Organized as: an S corporation

Business: a leasing company
Taxpayer [D: 93-1097105

The applfcant’s address is:

PO Box 250
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Applicant: Global Leasing, Inc
Application No.: 5823

Facility Cost: $4,973
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%

Usetul Life: 7 years

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

10 — 4-yard cardboard cellection
containers

The applicant is the owner of the facility
operated by Garbarino Disposal and Recycling
Services located at:

309660 NW Hillcrest Street
North Plains, Oregon 97133

The claimed containers are used to provide collection of cardboard to commercial customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

((a)(B) quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(g)(B) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect cardboard and is part of a material recovery
(D)(YD) process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise be solid
waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction

Approve 5823 0302 Global Leasing.doc 1ast printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




Application Number 5823

Page 2
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,
Timeliness of Application Construction Staried 10/19/01
The application was submitted Construction Completed 10/19/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 10/19/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 11/13/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $4,973
Eligible Cost $4,973

The applicant provided invoices and canceled checks to substantiate the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5823 0302_Global Leasing.dec Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




Director’s

' Applicant: Global Leasing, Inc.
State of Oregon Application No.: 5824
pepartment of Facility Cost: $30,228
Environmental y Lost s
Quatity Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
Useful Life: 7 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
EOC 0302
Pollation Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: an S Corporation The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: a leasing company
Taxpayer 1D: 93-1097105 27 — 4-yard cardboard collection
containers
The applicant’s address is: 500 - 14-gallon residential carbside
collection bins
PO Box 250 96 — 65-gallon yard debris collection
North Plains, OR 97133 containers
100 — 65-gallon commercial recycling
collection containers
5 — 6-yard commercial recycling
collection containers
1 — 4-section recycling container set up
as a recycling depot
The applicant is the owner of the facility
operated by Garbarino Disposal and Recycling
Services located at:
30966 NW Hillcrest St.
North Plains, OR 97133
Technical Information

The claimed containers are used to provide collection of source-separated recyclable materials and
yard debris from commercial and residential customers.

Approve 5824 0302 Global Leasingl.doc Last printed 01/22/02 3:04 PM
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Application Number 5824
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Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial
(1)a)(B) quantity of solid waste. This equipment is used for collecting recyclable
materials that are subsequently remanufactured into new products.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified
0025(g}(B) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect recyclable material and is part of a material
(1Xb)(D) recovery process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise
be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315304 'The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 0% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 11/14/99
The applicant claimed some bins and Construction Completed 11/14/99
containers purchased more than two years  Fcility Placed into Operation 11/14/99
before the date of the application as Application Received 11/13/01

required in ORS 468.165(6). The
remaining portion of the claimed facility
was submiftted within the timing requirements of ORS 468.165(6).

Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $46,554
Undocumented $2,859
Missed Filing Period:
7 4-yard containers (7/16/99) $ 3,481
10 4-yard containers (10/05/99) $ 4,869
500 14-gallon bins (8/7/99) $2,195
72 65-gallon containers (8/4/99) $2,922
Total ineligible costs  $16,326  -$16,326
Eligible Cost $30,228

The applicant provided invoices and canceled checks to substantiate the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

'The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190 (3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. No DEQ permits have been issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5824 0302 Global Leasingl.doc Last printed 01/22/02 3:04 PM




Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

_ Applicant: Rockwood Solid Waste, Inc.
gf;?;fgﬁ? Ap]?l?cation No.: 5830
Erwironmental Facility Cost: $109,838
Quality Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
Useful Life: S years

Tax Credit
Review Report

B

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 - 340-016-0080

Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized As: a C corporation The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: .= Garbage collection company
Taxpayer ID: 93-0642835 One 1999 Peterbilt truck model 320, VIN
#INPZHD7X6YO0712147
The applicant’s address is: One Labrie Top Select loader, serial #
TS9910INAE
PO Box 605
Gresham, OR 97030 The applicant is the owner of the facility located at:
2550 NW Burnside Ct.
Gresham, OR 97030

Technical Information
This facility is used to collect recyclable materials from residential and commercial customers in the
City of Gresham and Multnomah County. The applicant collects the recyelable material and delivers it
to a processing facility for additional sorting and subsequent shipment to recycling mills. The material
1s converted into products of real economic value at the recycling mills.

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to prevent, control, or reduce a
(1)(a) substantial quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-16- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certificd
0070(3)(k) equipment. :
ORS 468.155 This equipment is used to collect source-separated recyclable material and 1s part of
(1)(b)(D) a material recovery process that obtains useful material from material that would
otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

Approve 5830 0302 Rockwood Solid Waste.doc Last printed 01/14/02 9:49 AM




Application Number 5830
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ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted within  Construction Started 11/18/99
the timing requirements Construction Completed 12/13/99
of ORS 468.165(6). Facility Placed into Operation 12/14/99
Application Received 11/16/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $109,838
Eligible Cost $109,838

Invoices for purchase of the equipment substantiated the cost of the facility.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity Recyclable materials are subsequently made
into a salable and usable commodity.
ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment The useful life of the facility used for the
return on investment consideration is 5 years.
The portion of cost allocable to pollution
control is 100% when calculated according

to rule.
ORS 468.190(1){(c) Alternative Methods No alternative investigated.
ORS 468.190(1)d) Savings or Increase in Costs No savings or increase in costs.
ORS 468.190(1){e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and
statutes and with Environmental Quality Commission orders. No DEQ permits have been
issued to this facility.

Reviewer:  William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Approve 5830 0302 Rockwood Solid Waste.doc Last printed 01/14/02 9:49 AM




Director’s
Recommendation: APPROVE

Siate of Oregon

Applicant: Global Leasing, Inc.
gigi?m;g; Application No.: 5913
Quality Facility Cost: $123,458
Percentage Allocable: 100%
Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
. Useful Life: 7 years
Tax Credit Y

Review Report

Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050

Applicant Identification
Organized as: an S corporation

Business: a leasing company
Taxpayer ID: 93-1097105

Facility Identification
The certificate will identify the facility as:

One, 2000 International, model # 4900,

serial # THTSDAANOYH247886
The applicant’s address is:
One Labrie Top Select Side Loader,
PO Box 250 serial # CL99101ERS
North Plains, OR 97133
The applicant is the owner of the facility
operated by Garbarino Disposal and Recycling
Services located at:

30966 NW Hillcrest Street
North Plains, OR 97133

Technical Information

This facility is used to collect recyclable materials from residential and commercial customers in
Washington County. The applicant collects the recyclable material and delivers it to a processing
facility for additional sorting and subsequent shipment to recycling mills. The material is converted into
products of real economic value at the recycling mills.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial
(1)(a)(B) quantity of solid waste. '
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OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified
0025(g)(B) equipment.

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect yard debris and is part of a material recovery
(1)(b)(D) process that obtains useful material from matertal that would otherwise be solid
waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 01/10/00
The application was submitted Construction Completed 02/10/00
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 02/10/00
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 12/17/01
Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost $123,458
Eligible Cost $123,458

The applicant provided invoices and canceled checks to substantiate the cost for the claimed equipment.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The factors listed below were considered in determining that 100% of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control.

Factor Applied to This Facility
ORS 468.190(1)(a) Salable or Usable Commodity Recyclable materials are subsequently made
into a salable and usable commodity.
ORS 468.190(1)(b) Return on Investment The useful life of the facility used for the
return on investment consideration is 7 years.
The portion of cost allocable to pollution
control is 100% when calculated according

to rule.
ORS 468.190(1)(c) Alternative Methods No alternative investigated.
ORS 468.190(1){d) Savings or Increase in Costs No savings or increase in costs,
ORS 468.190(1)(e) Other Relevant Factors No other relevant factors.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits
The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ
Bill Bree, DEQ

Approve 5913_0302_Global Leasing.doe Last printed 01/15/02 9:20 AM




Director’s

State of Oregon Recommendation: APPROVE

Department of Applicant: Cottage Grove Garbage

Environmental . Service. Inc

Quiality Application No.: 5956

pplication No
Facility Cost: $39,100
. Percentage Allocable: 100%
TaX Credlt Maximum Tax Credit: 50%
. Useful Life: 5 years
Review Report
Pollution Control Facility: Solid Waste
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0050
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: an S corporation The certificate will identify the facility as:
Business: a garbage collection company
Taxpayer [D: 93-1192884 One 2000 Freightliner truck with custom
sub frame, serial #
The applicant’s address is: 1FV3GJAC2YHH10383
PO Box 442 The applicant is the owner of the facility located
Cottage Grove, OR 97424 at:
77932 Highway 99 South

Cottage Grove, OR 07424

Technical Information

The claimed truck is used to collect recyclable materials from commercial and residential customers.

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of the equipment is to prevent, control or reduce a substantial

(IXa)B) quantity of solid waste.

OAR 340-016- Replacement: The new equipment does not replace any previously certified

0025(g)B) equipment.

Approve 5956 0302 Cottage Grove.doc Last printed 01/22/02 2:41 PM




Application Number 5956

Page 2

ORS 468.155 The equipment is used to collect recyclable material and is part of a material
(1)b)(D) recovery process that obtains useful material from material that would otherwise

be solid waste as defined in ORS 459.005.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction of

OAR 340-016-0008 the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

Timeliness of Application Construction Started 12/03/01
The application was submitted Construction Completed 12/03/01
within the timing requirements Facility Placed into Operation 12/15/01
of ORS 468.165(6). Application Received 12/27/01
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $39,100
Eligible Cost $39,100

The applicant provided invoices and canceled checks to substantiate the cost for the claimed equipment.

Fuacility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control

The only factor used in determining that 100% of the claimed facility cost is allocable to
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

[ORS 468.190(3)]

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

The facility is in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) rules and statutes and
with Environmental Quality Commission orders. There were no DEQ permits issued to this facility.

Reviewer: William R Bree, DEQ
Maggie Vandehey, DEQ
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Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Facilities: Wood Chippers

The Department recommends the Commission approve 122 nonpoint source (NPS) wood
chippers for certification as pollution control facilities. The statistics for the wood chipper
approvals are:

Sum Average Minimum Maximum
Claimed $470,758 $3,859 $450 $22,695
Certified $469,111 $3,845 $450 $22,695
GF $234,301 $1,920 $225 $11,348

A list of all the NPS facilities is on the next five pages followed by the review reports for
each pollution control facility. The-reports are in application number order.

Increase or Decrease in Cost

The recommended certified facility cost on six reports is less than the applicant requested
on the application. One report shows and increased recommended facility cost. The
reports explain the reason for the adjusted cost.

Eligibility

The wood chippers in this section are eligible for the pollution control facilities tax credit

because they have the sole purpose of reducing a significant amount of NPS pollution as
provided in ORS 468.155 (2).
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Eligible Nonpoint Source Facilities

Cost Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- % TC Liability
5873 Allen R. Schoenfeld 2,177 2,177 0 100% 50% 1,089
5874 David A. Cook 1,449 1,449 0 100% 50% 725
5875 James A. Christensen 1,199 1,199 0 100% 50% 600
5876 Rodney I. Bardell 2,248 2,089 -159 100% 50% 1,045
5877 Russ Burger 596 596 0 100% 50% 298
5879 Alan Mohr 4,495 4,495 0 100% 50% 2,248
5880 Gary Anderson 2,400 2,400 0 100% 50% 1,200
5881 Jack Heffington 450 450 0 100% 350% 225
5882 Jacob Bergquist 22,200 22,200 0 100% 50% 11,100
5883 Lawrence Martin 2,700 2,700 0 100% 50% 1,350
5884 Vaughn Slavin 892 892 0 100% 50% 446
5891 Michael Hill - 596 596 0 100% 50% 298
5892 Wayne Van Dyke 2,214 2,214 0 100% 50% 1,107
5895 Richard Rambo 2,252 2,252 0 100% 50% 1,126
5896 Thomas & Susan Petterson 918 918 0 100% 50% 459
5899  Anne Hernandez 1,700 1,700 0 100% 50% 850
5900 Dale Shostrom 1,498 1,498 0 100% 50% 749
5901 Donald Shields 2,209 2,416 207 100% 50% 1,208
5902 Gary McAlister 2,299 2,299 0 100% 350% 1,150
5903 James Kunst 899 899 0 100% 50% 450
5904 Jeff Graff 9,600 9,600 0 100% 50% 4,800
5905 John Walsh 4,500 4,500 0 100% 50% 2,250
5906 Jon Peasley 5,000 5,000 0 100% 50% 2,500
5907 Lund Diversified Inc. 10,444 10,444 0 100% 50% 5,222
5908 Paul Duden 1,400 1,400 0 100% 50% 700
5909 Richard Thompson 562 562 0 100% 50% 281
5910 Richard O'Brien 2,800 2,800 0 100% 50% 1,400
5911 Timothy Moore 2,099 2,099 0 100% 50% 1,050
5914 Tom & Carol Barnes 579 579 0 100% 50% 290




Eligible Nonpoint Source Facilities continued

Cost Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- % TC Liability
5917 John & Robin Hammond 1,500 1,500 0 100% 50% 750
5918 Paul A. Nys 4,641 4,641 0 100% 50% 2,321
5919 Steve Ramsey 999 999 0 100% 50% 500
5920 Dave Dunlap 1,700 1,700 0 100% 50% 850
5921 Altamira Vijan 1,435 1,435 0 100% 50% 718
5925 Charles & Barbara Coockson 1,631 1,631 0 100% 50% 816
5926 Clarence Wangle 13,000 13,000 0 100% 50% 6,500
5927 Douglas Brown 450 450 0 100% 50% 225
5928 Glenn Woods/Mitch Gibson 1,399 1,399 0 100% 50% 700
5929 J-Cad Equipment Leasing, LLC. 21,500 21,500 0 100% 50% 10,750
5930 Richard Compton 1,499 1,499 0 100% 50% 750
5931 Spectrum Industries, Inc. 21,465 21,465 0 100% 50% 10,733
5932 West Coast Tree Care Inc. 17,326 17,326 0 100% 50% 8,663
5933 John & Carol Singleton 580 580 0 100% 50% 290
5934 George Anzinger 5,595 5,595 0 100% 50% 2,798
5935 John C. Dower 719 719 0 100% 50% 360
5936 Mike Bartlett 14,500 14,500 0 100% 50% 7,250
5937 Alsea Bay Power Products, Inc. 9,839 9,615 224 100% 50% 4,808
5938 Ben Watts Logging 6,700 9,700 0 100% 50% 4,850
5939 Bruce Lee Casey 1,550 1,550 0 100% 50% 775
5940 Craig M. Eucken 4,895 4,895 0 100% 50% 2,448
5941 D. Lee Eisner 2,436 2,436 0 100% 50% 1,218
5943 H. Fred Mickelson 2,227 2,227 0 100% 50% 1,114
5944 Herman Jackson Bryant 7,900 7,900 0 100% 50% 3,950
5945 John A. Wagoner 1,500 1,500 0 100% 50% 750
5946 John Clymer 1,823 1,823 0 100% 50% 912
5947 Kathy Larson 580 580 0 100% 50% 290
5962 leroy Kuntzmann 3,800 4,500 -1,300 100% 50% 2,900
5963 W.C. Watt 567 567 0 100% 50% 284
5964 Michael R. Joyce 630 630 0 100% 50% 315




Eligible Nonpoint Seurce Facilities continued

Cost Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- % TC Liability
5965 Richard & Shirley Kemper 2,250 2,250 0 100% 50% 1,125
5966  Scott Thibert 4,000 4,000 0 100% 50% 2,000
5968 Robert W. Hammond 900 900 0 100% 50% 450
5969 Daniel Snyder 890 890 0 100% 50% 445
5970 Don & Renee Blom 2,995 2,995 0 100% 50% 1,498
5971 Secan Hodgson 10,000 10,000 0 100% 50% 5,000
5972 Gary Wells 2,376 2,376 0 100% 50% 1,188
5973 Maria Paola 900 900 0 100% 50% 450
5975 John Crisan 630 630 0 100% 50% 315
5976 Patricia & Richard Harper 630 630 0 100% - 50% 315
5977 Bret Q. Paris 810 810 0 100% 50% 405
| 5978 Bruce Allen Ziegler 13,615 13,615 0 100% 50% 6,808
5982 Carl Eugene Jennings 630 630 0 100% 50% 315
5983 Denise & Joe Dwan 1,399 1,399 0 100% 50% 700
5984 Dick Aften 899 899 0 100% 50% 450
5985 Oliver J. Roman 595 595 0 100% 50% 298
5986 Paul Schroeder MD 1,499 1,499 0 100% 50% 750
5987 Stephen J. Peacock 16,636 16,636 0 100% 50% 8,318
5988 Charles II. Seagraves Jr. 2,250 2,250 0 100% 50% 1,125
5989 Eric Martin 1,399 1,399 0 100% 50% 700
5990 Geoff I. Dawson 1,580 1,580 0 100% -50% 790
5991 Glenn W. Betts 1,499 1,499 0 100% 50% 750
5992 James Nolan 567 567 0 100% 50% 284
5993 James W. Prater 1,850 1,850 0 100% 50% 925
5994 Kim Brumby 899 899 0 100% 50% 450
5995 Larry C. Hovland 5,505 5,505 0 100% 50% 2,753
5996 Lois D. Summers 980 980 0 100% 50% 490
5997 Michael W. Breiholz 1,680 1,680 0 100% 50% 840
5998 Nancy Bachmann 749 749 0 100% 50% 375
5999  Steffen V. Brocks 659 659 0 100% 50% 330




Eligible Nonpoint Source Facilities continued

Cost Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed Certified +/- % TC Liability
6000 Steven E. Poet 750 750 0 100% 50% 375
6001 Whitetail Tree Farm, LLC. 6,969 6,900 -69 100% 50% 3,450
6002 Barbara A. Rowe 1,299 1,299 0 100% 50% 650
6003 Emmett A. Bighy 630 630 0 100% 50% 315
6004 Eric & Elise Hamner 630 630 0 100% 50% 315
6005 John M. Waddill/ Susan P. Smith 1,500 1,500 0 100% 50% 750
6006 Michael Greenbaum 677 630 47 100% 50% 315
6007 Nicholas M. Mausen 4,115 4,115 0 100% 50% 2,058
6008 Norman E. Kaldahl 4,500 4,500 0 100% 50% 2,250
6009 Richard L. Smith 15,000 15,000 0 100% 50% 7,500
6010 Timothy Neal Mangin 2,995 2,995 0 100% 50% 1,498
6011 Anya N. Malbin 4,500 4,500 0 100% 50% 2,250
6012 Lawrence E. Varney 1,555 1,500 -55 100% 50% 750
6013 Shelby A. Frazier 4,400 4,400 0 100% 50% 2,200
6014 Michael W. Jantzer 1,249 1,249 0 100% 50% 625
6016 Glen M. Andresen 999 999 0 100% 50% 500
6017 LBD Landscaping, LLC 22,695 22,695 0 100% 50% 11,348
6018 Leona Brooks Brown 950 950 0 100% 50% 475
6019 Frederick G. Kallien 1,739 1,739 0 100% 50% 870
6020 Arnold C. Jirkovsky 4,500 4,500 0 100% 50% 2,250
6021 Bob E. Lile 596 596 0 100% 50% 298
6022 Rucker Interprises, Inc. 8,522 8,522 0 100% 50% 4,261
6023 RMF Too, LLC 8,795 8,795 0 100% 50% 4,398
6024 Wilma R. & Chalton A. Munyon 450 450 0 100% 50% 225
6025 Property Repair & Maintence, LLC 650 650 0 100% 50% 325
6027 Charles Potter 2,434 2,434 0 100% 350% 1,217
6028 David M. Grant 4,695 4,695 0 100% 50% 2,348
6030 Eldin Joel Vanestreek 8,200 8,200 0 100% 50% 4,100
6031 Cathy Bergen 600 600 0 100% 50% 300
6032 The Caddisfly Resort, LLC. 1,700 1,700 0 100% 35% 595




Eligible Nonpoint Source Facilities continued

Cost | Max. GF
App # Applicant Claimed  Certified +/- % TC Liability
6033 Robert A. Stineman 7,500 7,500 0 100% 50% 3,750
6034  Arthur G. Outler 2,550 2,550 0 100% 50% 1,275
6039 Rich's Tree Service, INC. 9,382 9,382 0 100% 50% 4,691




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Appreve
Applicant Allen R. Schoenfeld
State of Oregon Application No. 5873
Department of Facility Cost $2,177.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 18 HP DR Chipper, Model 18.0, Serial #
117220, 4" capacity
PO Box 679 _
Murphy, OR 97533 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
12430 N Applegate Road
Grants Pass, OR 97533
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source polution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002, )




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$2,177.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$2,177.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5873
Page 2

3/5/2001

12/6/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5873 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant David A. Cook
Application No. 5874
Facility Cost $1,449.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8 HP BearCat, Model 70180, Serial #
Y 05262, 3" capacity
677 Pleasantville Way |
Grants Pass, OR 97526 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
677 Pleasantville Way
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 'The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

v , Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,449.00
Eligible Cost $1,449.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5874
Page 2

9/29/2001

12/6/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggic Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5874 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant James A. Christensen
State of Oregon Application No. 5875
Department of Facility Cost $1,199.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8 HP BearCat chipper shredder, Model
70080, Serial # X01984, 3" capacity
400 Cumberland Drive
Grants Pass, OR 97527 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
400 Cumberland Drive
Grants Pass, OR 97527
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(D(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

R ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468,165 (6).
Facility Cost _
Claimed Cost $1,199.00
Eligible Cost $1,199.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5875
Page 2

$/3/2001

12/6/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant,

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5875 Last printed 41/25/02 4.07 PM




A

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve: Reduced Cost
Applicant Rodney J. Bardell
State of Oregon Application No. 5876
Department of Facility Cost $2,089.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 18 HP DR Chipper, Model C18 NH-

CHP, Serial # 01141N, 4.5" capacity

38887 Mt. Home Drive

Lebanon, OR 97355 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1}@)(B)

OAR 340-016-0070

(3)d)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

garaged at:

38887 Mt. Home Drive
Lebanon, OR 97355

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

Spare parts are ineligible.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Application Number 5876

Page 2

Timeliness of Application Purchase Date 9/10/2001
The application was submitted within the Application Received 12/612001
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $2,248.00

Ineligible Cost: spare parts  ~159.00

Eligible Cost $2,089.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
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. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the
applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5876 Last printed 01/30/02 4:02 PM




5

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Russ Burger
State of Oregon Application No. 5877
Department of Facility Cost $596.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Usetul Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
- EQC 3812002
Pollution Contrel Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification 7 Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 101P Yard Machine chipper, Model

PO Box 7172
Eugene, OR 97401

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(a)}(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

465E, Serial # 11PXS3582BA, 3" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

89857 Armitage Road
Fugene, OR 97401

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 30% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $596.00
Eligible Cost $596.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5877
Page 2

8/25/2001

12/6/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Nutnber 5877 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5
R

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Alan Mohr

State of Oregon Application No. 5879

Department of Facility Cost $4,495.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/3/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 408.150 -- 468.190
0OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 20 HP BearCat, Model 71020, Serial #
XO01175, 5" capacity
4567 Arerill Drive
Grants Pass, OR 97526 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
4567 Arerill Drive
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Eligibility
ORS 468.155  The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a}(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint seurce pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

R ’ Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $4,495.00
Eligible Cost $4,495.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5879
Page 2

1/26/2001

12/10/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5879 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




8

:
DEQ

State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quatity

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

Applicant Identification
Organized as: Individual

The applicant’s address is:

980 Kincaid Road
Williams, OR 97544

Eligibility

Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant Gary Anderson
Application No. 5880

Facility Cost $2,400.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 1 year

Facility Identification
The applicant identified the facility as:

One Valby PTO chipper, Model CH140,
Serial # 351008, 4" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

980 Kincaid Road
Williams, OR 97544

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

((a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2}(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris,

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

e ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $2,400.00
Eligible Cost $2,400.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5880
Page 2

12/1/2001

12/10/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5880 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Jack Heffington
State of Oregon Application No. 5881
Department of Facility Cost $450.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Usetul Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
, - | EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468,150 -- 468,190
OAR 340-016-0005 - 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: 'One 6.5 HP Sears Crafisman chipper, Model
247.775870, Serial # 1K090C1006, 3"
PO Box 1998 capacity

Cave Junction, OR 97523
The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

5715 Rockydale Road
Cave Junction, OR . 97523

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoeint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Application Number 5881

Page 2
Timeliness of Application Purchase Date 6/6/2001
The application was submitted within the Appllcaﬁon Received : 12/12/2001
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $450.00
Rligible Cost $450.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
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. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the
applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5881 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Jacob Bergquist

State of Oregon Application No. 5882

Department of Facility Cost $22,200.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit S0%

. Useful Life S year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant ldentification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 125HP Mornbark, Model 13 Tornado
brush chipper, Serial # 23399, 13" capacity
35 SW Eastern Avenue
Grants Pass, OR 97526 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
35 SW Eastern Avenue
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)(a)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

"ljhﬁ: applica!:ion was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
' Claimed Cost $22,200.00
Eligible Cost $22,200.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5882
Page 2

8/23/2001

12/10/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5882 Last printed 01/31/02 8:49 AM




N
-4

Director’s

m Recommendation: Approve
Applicant Lawrence Martin
State of Oregon Application No. 5883
Department of Facility Cost $2,700.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit |
Review Report
, EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One BearCat PTO, Model 71854, Serial #
15626, 4" capacity
PO Box 870
Rouge River, OR 97537 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
7502 E Evans Creek Road
Rouge River, OR 97537
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304  The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

N ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost :
Claimed Cost $2.700.00
Eligible Cost $2,700.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Fuacility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5883
Page 2

4/11/2001

12/107/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5883 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Vaughn Slavin
State of Oregon Application No. 5884
Department of Facility Cost $892.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/872002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification - Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual ~ The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 10 HP Troy-bilt, Model 47330, Serial #
1100838, 3" capacity
4184 Dick George Road
Cave Junction, OR 97523 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
4184 Dick George Road
Cave Junction, OR 97523
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $892.00
Eligible Cost $892.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility 1s used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5884
Page 2

8/25/2001

12/10/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5884 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Michael Hill
State of Oregon Application No. 5891
Department of Facility Cost $596.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Usetul Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/82002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468,150 -- 468,190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: ' One [0HP Yard Machine chipper, Model
465E, Serial # 1F041C0372, 3" capacity
4810 Coloma Drive SE
Salem, OR 97302 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
4810 Coloma Drive SE
Salem, OR 97302
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

f he_ applicaj[ion was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $596.00

Eligible Cost $596.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control 1s the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5891
Page 2

9/2/2001

12/13/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5891 Last printed 01/25/02 4.07 PM




T

Director’s 7
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Wayne Van Dyke
State of Oregon Application No. 5892
Department of Facility Cost $2,214.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
g Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
| EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: , One 18HP DR Chipper, Model CISNHCHP,
Serial # 01552N, 4.5" capacity
747 Peco Road
Grants Pass, OR 97526 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
747 Peco Road
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a¥B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollation reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
' Claimed Cost $2.214.00
Eligible Cost $2,214.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5892
Page 2

12/14/2001

12/10/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5892 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




T

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Richard Rambo
State of Oregon Application No. 5895
Department of Facility Cost $2,252.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
: EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual - The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One Goosen PTO, Model CS-1000, Serial #

PO Box 393
Keno, OR 97627

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(D@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

2304, 5" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

11989 Keno Worden Road
Keno, OR 97627

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$2,252.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$2,252.060

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5893
Page 2

12/1/2001

12/14/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5893 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5
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Director’s

m Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant Thomas & Susan Petterson
State of Oregon Application No. 5896
Department of Facility Cost $918.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
- EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One S8HP Simplicity, Model 8/14, Serial #
910005, 3" capacity
PO Box 708
Merrill, OR 97633 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
24770 Old Malin Highway
Malin, OR 97633
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
: wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris,

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

Thg applica.tion was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $918.00

Eligible Cost $918.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5896
Page 2

12/5/2001

12/14/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5896 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




EE

Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Anne Hernandez
State of Oregon Application No. 5899
Department of Facility Cost $1,700.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One BearCat PTO chipper, Model 70554,

Serial # 11008, 5" capacity

12883 Woodpecker Drive SE
Turner, OR 97392

Eligibility
ORS 468.155-
(1)(@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

12883 Woodpecker Drive SE
Turner, OR 97392

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,700.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,700.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5859
Page 2

11/15/2001

12/17/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Applicaticn Number 5899 Las( printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5

Director’s

m Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant Dale Shostrom
State of Oregon Application No. 5900 :
Department of Facility Cost $1,498.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. - Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
- EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
0OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70180,

Serial # 104329, 3" capacity
1240 Tolman Creek Road
Ashland, OR 97520 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

1240 Tolman Creek Road
Ashland, OR 97520

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

S : Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,498.00
Eligible Cost $1,498.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5900
Page 2

12/3/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5900 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s _
Recommendation: ~ Approve - Increased Cost

Applicant Donald Shields

State of Oregon Application No. 5901

Department of Facility Cost $2,416.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.19%0
0AR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant ldentification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: ' One 18HP DR Chipper, Model CH18, Serial
#116910, 4.5" capacity
89009 Dahlin Road
Florence, OR 97439 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at: '
89009 Dahlin Road
Florence, OR 97439
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1) a)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Application Number 5901
Page 2

Timeliness of Application Purchase Date 3/3/2001

The applica?:ion was submitted within the Applzcal‘zon Received 12/1 7/2001
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost

Claimed Cost ' $2,109.00
Allowable Cost: freight 227.00
Erroneous reduction of salvage value for

claimed chipper and calculation errors 80.00
Eligible Cost $2,416.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
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. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the
applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Numbet 5901 Last printed 01/30/02 3:59 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Gary McAlister

State of Oregon Application No. 5902

Department of Facility Cost $2,299.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maxtmum Tax Credit 50%

' . Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification ‘ Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One Traetor mount BearCat PTO chipper,
Model 70554, Serial # Y03263, 6" capacity
1086 Cantrall Road )
Jacksonville, OR 97530 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
1086 Cantrall Road
Jacksonville, OR 97530
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)(a)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Application Number 5902

Page 2
Timeliness of Application Purchase Date 9/30/2001
lj hg apphcajaon was submitted within the Application Received 12/17/2001
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost .
Claimed Cost $2,299.00
Eligible Cost $2,299.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
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. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the
applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5902 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




.‘ Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant James Kunst

State of Oregon Application No. 5903

Department of Facility Cost $899.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

., . Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Centrol Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: ' One 10H?P Troy-bilt chipper, Model B47321,
Serial # 1500278, 4" capacity
10250 Lady Marion Drive
Tigard, OR 97224 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged af:
10250 Lady Marion Drive

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(a)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315304
OAR 340-016-0008

Tigard, OR 97224

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity. of
nonpoint source polhition.

The nonpeint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $899.00
Eligible Cost $899.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5903
Page 2

10/16/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5903 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Jeff Graft
State of Oregon Application No. 5904
Department of Facility Cost $9,600.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life S year .
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: One Bandit PTO, Model 65, Serial # 004918,
6" capacity
38215 S Sawtell Road
Molalla, OR 97038 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

38215 S Sawtell Road
Molalla, OR 97038

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
0OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

S ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $9,600.00

Eligible Cost $9,660.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Fuacility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5904
Page 2

3/15/2001

12/17/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5904 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM
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Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
: Applicant John Walsh
State of Oregon Application No. 5905
Department of Facility Cost $4,500.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Usetul Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 - 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One Valby PTO chipper, Model CH1606,
Serial # 3510789, 6" capacity
PO Box 3506
Ashland, OR 97520 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
1945 Hyatt Prairie Road
Ashland, OR 97520
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(I)a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

"ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$4,500.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$4,500.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5905
Page 2

12/3/2001

12/17.2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5605 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Jon Peasley
State of Oregon Application No. 5906
Department of Facility Cost $5,000.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
_ EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
0OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One Tractor mount PTO GME chipper,
Model 24P, Serial # 19096, 6'' capacity
PO Box 773
Yambhill, OR 97148 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
2140 NW Coyote Drive
Yambhill, OR 97148
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost © $5,000.00
Eligible Cost $5,000.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5906
Page 2

11/8/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5906 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Lund Diversified Ine.
State of Oregon Application No. 5907
Department of Facility Cost $10,444.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: S. Corp The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: One 25HP Vermeer brush chipper, Model
BC625A, Serial # 1VRU0915211004973, 6"
123 South 7th Street capacity

Cottage Grove, OR 97424
The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at;

123 South 7th Street
Cottage Grove, OR 97424

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1){a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

Thg applicaF1011 was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost |

Claimed Cost $10,444.00

Eligible Cost $10,444.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
‘The only factor used in determining that 100% of‘the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5907
Page 2

12/11/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5907 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5
> |

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Paul Duden
State of Oregon Application No. 5908
Department of Facility Cost $1,400.00
Environmental ' Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit |
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8HP BearCat chipper, Model 70180,
Serial # 01938, 3" capacity
250 SW Carey Lane
Portland, OR 97219 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
' garaged at:
250 SW Carey Lane
Portland, OR 97219
Eligibility

ORS 468.155  The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(D(@)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304  The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

.. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,400.00
Eligible Cost $1,400.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5908
Page 2

4/8/2000

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credifs have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5908 Last printed 01/25/02 4:.07 PM




NG

Director’s
Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant Richard Thompson
State of Oregon Application No. 5909
Depariment of Facility Cost $562.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 —- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8.5HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model

247.775880, Serial # 111211G20244, 3"
3701 Coal Mine Road capacity
Medford, OR 97504
The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

3701 Coal Mine Road
Medford, OR 97504

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)a)}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximuim tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction

OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

The application was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $562.00

Eligible Cost $562.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5909
Page 2

12/8/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5909 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




T

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Richard O'Brien
State of Oregon Application No. 5910
Department of Facility Cost $2,800.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
- EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.130
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 23HP Doskocil chipper, Model 946,

Serial # HCP1111971037, 6" capacity

24060 Nichols Road
Monroe, OR 97456 : The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

24060 Nichols Road
Monroe, OR 97456

Eligibility -
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)}(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

R ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $2,800.00
Eligible Cost $2,800.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5910
Page 2

12/7/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5910 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS

- Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

Applicant Identification

Organized as: Individual
The applicant’s address is:

PO Box 373
Brownsville, OR 97327-0373

Eligibility

Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant ‘ Timothy Moore
Application No. 5911

Facility Cost $2,099.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 1 year

Facility Identification
The applicant identified the facility as:

One 8HP BearCat chipper, Model 70380,
Serial # 105250, 3" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

28045 Pine View Road
Brownsville, OR 97327-0373

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(I)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper fo reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant 1s 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $2,099.00
Eligible Cost $2,099.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5911
Page 2

12/4/2001

12/17/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5911 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




NG

Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Tom & Carol Barnes
State of Oregon Application No. 5914
Department of Facility Cost $579.00
E"V": onmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
LQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8.5 HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model

247.775880, Serial # 1H221G:20182, 3"

835 Old Ferry Road capacity
Shady Cove, OR 97539

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
((@)B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

835 Old Ferry Road
Shady Cove, OR 97539

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$579.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

§579.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper 1s allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5914
Page 2

11/8/2001

12/18/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5914 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant John & Rebin Hammond

State of Oregon Application No. 5917

Department of Facility Cost ' $1,500.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable: 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification '
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8.5HP BearCat chipper, Model 70180,

Serial # 104009, 3" capacity

4820 SW Humphrey Park Crest

Portland, OR 97221 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
' garaged at:

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

4820 SW Humphrey Park Crest
Portland, OR 97221

'The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is acéomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

- X Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,500.00
Eligible Cost $1,500.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5917
Page 2

11/10/2001

12/19/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5917 Last printed 01/25/02 4.07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Paul A. Nys

State of Oregon Application No. : 5918

Department of Facility Cost $4,641.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One used 25HP BC-RAM chipper, Model
30/25H, Serial # C2500191RE, 7" capacity
68800 Meissner Road
Rainer, OR 97048 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at: '
68800 Meissner Road

* Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
0OAR 340-016-0008

Rainer, OR 97048

The sole purpose of this new equipment 1s fo reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$4,641.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$4,641.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 3918
Page 2

11/21/2001

12/19/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5918 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




T

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Steve Ramsey

State of Oregon Application No. 5919

Department of Facility Cost $999.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70050,
Serial # 104900, 3" capacity
3140 NE 29th ,
Portland, OR 97212 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
3140 NE 29th
Portland, OR 97212
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(2)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$999.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$999.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5919
Page 2

11/17/2001

12/19/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5919 Last printed 01/25/02 4:.07 PM




T

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Dave Dunlap
State of Oregon Application No. 5920
Department of Facility Cost $1,700.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%
. Usetful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
B | EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Centrol Facility: NPS
Final Certification '
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 9HP Mighty Mac chipper, Model PTE-

9, Serial # 515225, 3.5" capacity

1744 Pleasant Valley Road
Merlin, OR 97532

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)()(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

1744 Pleasant Valley Road
Merlin, OR 97532

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,700.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,700.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5920
Page 2

5/8/2001

12/18/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5920 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




PO

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Altamira Vijan

State of Oregon Application No. 5921

Department of Facility Cost $1’435100

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%

. Useful Life 1 vear
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 9HP Mighty Mac chipper, Model 12P-§,
Serial # 00577, 3.5" capacity
106 Ruby Avenue
Eugene, OR 97404 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
106 Ruby Avenue

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(2)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

Eugene, OR 97404

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris. '

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construetion
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $1,435.00

Eligible Cost $1,435.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5921
Page 2

12/13/2001

12/18/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5921 Last printed 01/30/02 .31 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant Charles & Barbara Cookson

State of Oregon Application No. 5925

Department of Facility Cost $1,631.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

' . Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility ldentification
Organized as: Individual ~ The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 10HP MightyMac chipper, Model 12PT-
10, Serial # 004557, 4" capacity
86299 Lorane Highway
Eugene, OR 97405 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
86299 Lorane Highway

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1){a)B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315304
OAR 340-016-0008

Eugene, OR 97405

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,631.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,631.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

- Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5925
Page 2

11/27/2001

12/21/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5925 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




A

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Clarence Wangle
State of Oregon Application No. 5926
Department of Facility Cost $13,000.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 5 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
- EQC 3/812002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
QAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant ldentification Facility Identification
Organized as: Partnership The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: ~ One 200 HP Bandit Brush chipper, Model

270 Wilson Road
Central Point, OR 97502 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

Eligibility
ORS 408.155
(1)(2)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

200XP, Serial # 11649, 12" capacity

270 Wilson Road
Central Point, OR 97502

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost |
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$13,000.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$13,000.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5926
Page 2

6/19/2001

12/21/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5926 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




e

Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Douglas Brown
State of Oregon Application No. 5927
Department of Facility Cost $450.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 6.5 HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model

247.775870, Serial #1K13AC10195, 3"

05547 South Shore Drive capacity
Florence, OR 97439

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(a)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

05547 South Shore Drive
Florence, OR 97439

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application Purchase Date
The application was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $450.00
Eligible Cost $450.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5927
Page 2

8/27/2001

12/21/2001

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 location, No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer:. Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5927 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




~ 5
|

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant : Glenn Woods/Mitch Gibson
State of Oregon Application No. 5928
Department of : Facility Cost $1,399.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit S50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Partnership The applicant identified the facility as;
The applicant’s address is; One 8HP BearCat chipper, Model 70080,
Serial# Y05098, 3" capacity
3132 Old Military Road _
Central Point, OR 97502 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
3132 Old Military Road
Central Point, OR 97502
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(@)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,399.00
Eligible Cost $1,399.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5928
Page 2

12/7/2001

12/21/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5928 Last printed ¢1/25/02 4:07 PM




P

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant J-Cad Equipment Leasing, LL.C.
State of Oregon Application No. 5929
Department of Facility Cost $21,500.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life S year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: LLC The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 65HP Brush Bandit chipper, Model 90,
Serial # 4088, Engine # 304531, 9" capacity
PO Box 4397
Salem, OR 97302-8397 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
2665 Turner Road SE
Salem, OR 97302-8397
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollujtion reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $21,500.00
Eligible Cost $21,500.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5929
Page 2

12/17/2001

12/21/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5929 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Richard Compton
State of Oregon Application No. 5930
Department of Facility Cost §1,499.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: One §HP BearCat chipper, Model 70180,
Serial # Y4401, 3" capacity
6745 SW 209th Avenue
Beaverton, OR 97007 ‘ The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
 garaged at:
6745 SW 209th Avenue
Beaverton, OR 97007
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 'The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(D(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,499.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,499.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5930
Page 2

10/5/2001

12/21/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5930 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




A

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

Director’s
m Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant Spectrum Industries, Inc.

State of Oregon Application No. 5931

Department of Facility Cost $21,465.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 5 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: S. Corp The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 89HP Morbark Twister chipper, Model
: 2070 XL, Serial # 70186, 10" capacity
PO Box 2541
White City, OR 97503 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at: ‘
1710 Antelope
White City, OR 97503
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(I)(a)}B) nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction -
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$21,465.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$21,465.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5931
Page 2

12/11/2001

12/21/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggic Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5931 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




TG

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant West Coast Tree Care Inc.
State of Oregon Application No. 5932
Department of Facility Cost $17,326.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 3 years
Tax Credit |
Review Report
| ' EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: S. Corp The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 122HP Vermeer brush chipper, Model
BC1400, CAT3054DITA, Serial # 0102, 14"
6312 SW Capitol Highway capacity
Suite 184
Portland, OR 97201 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
6312 SW Capitol Highway
Suite 184
Portland, OR 97201
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2¥b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitied within the

Purchase Date

H X Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost $17,326.00
Eligible Cost $17,326.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5932
Page 2

8/23/2001

12/21/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5932 Last printed 01/25/02 4.07 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant John & Carol Singleton

State of Oregon Application No. 5933

Department of Facility Cost $580.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit - 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 — 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: "One 8.5 Sears Craftsman chipper, Model

P24A-4950099, Serial # S1F191C10222, 3"

4709 Laverne Avenue capacity
Klamath Falls, OR 97603

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1}a)}B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315304
0OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

4709 Laverne Avenue
Klamath Falls, OR 97603

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$580.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$580.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control 1s the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5933
Page 2

12/7/2001

12/20/2001

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been 1ssued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Appiication Number 5933 Last printed ¢1/25/02 4,07 PM




T

Director’s
m ' Recommendation:  Approve
- Applicant George Anzinger

State of Oregon Application No. 5934

Department of Facility Cost $5,595.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%

. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
7 EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: - One BearCat PTO, Model 74554, Serial #
105310, 5" capacity
PO Box 82
Williams, OR 97544 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
- 16282 Water Gap Road
Williams, OR 97544
Eligibility .
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
; (I)(a}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $5,595.00
Eligible Cost $5,595.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5934
Page 2

11/26/2001

12/20/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggiec Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5934 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




S

Director’s
m Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant John C. Dower

State of Oregon Application No. 5935

Department of Facility Cost $719.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
(AR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 6.5HP Troy-bilt chipper, Model 47329,
Serial # 0104201D, 3" capacity
3165 Beach Loop Drive
‘Bandon, OR 97411 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
3165 Beach Loop Drive

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(D(@)B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

Bandon, OR 97411

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$719.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$719.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5935
Page 2

9/25/2001

12/20/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5935 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quatity

Director’s
Recommendation: ~ Approve

Applicant Mike Bartlett
Application No. 5936
Facility Cost $14,500.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life S year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468,150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Sele Proprietor The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: : One Morbark Twister Chipper, Model
2070X1L, Serial # 2696, 66HP Wisconsin
3265 Blackhorn Drive Model V465D1, Serial # 99030150, 7"
Medford, OR 97504 capacity
The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
3265 Blackhorn Drive

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(I(a)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

Medford, OR 97504

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $14,500.00
Eligible Cost $14,500.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5936
Page 2

9/23/2000

12/20/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5936 Last printed 01/25/02 4.07 PM




5

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve: Reduced Cost
, Applicant Alsea Bay Power Products, Inc.

State of Oregon Application No. 5937

Department of Facility Cost $9,615.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 3 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
0OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: S. Corp The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 25HP Vermeer Brush chipper, Model
BCo625A, Serial # 5146, 6" capacity
PO Box 1945 ‘
Waldport, OR 97394 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
2470 E Alsea Highway
Waldport, OR 97394
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

OAR 340-016-0070(3)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The hitch makes an insignificant contribution to the purpose of the wood
chipper.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Fuacility Cost .
Claimed Cost
Ineligible Cost: hitch
Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Purchase Date
Application Received

$9.,839.00
-224.00

$9,615.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5937
Page 2

12/17/2001

12/24/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5937 Last printed 01/30/02 4:14 PM




X
a2

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Ben Watts Logging
State of Oregon Application No. 5938
Department of Facility Cost $9,700.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 2 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual ' The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: ' One Morbark Cyclone Chipper, Model
2060D, Serial # 60099, 35HP Wisconsin
16780 Water Gap Road Model W41770, Serial # 465829, 6" capacity

Williams, OR 97544
The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at;

16780 Water Gap Road
Williams, OR 97544

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpese of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(I)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
' wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris. '

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$9,700.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost,

$9,700.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5938
Page 2

12/21/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5938 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




-‘ Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Bruce Lee Casey
State of Oregon Application No. 5939
Department of Facility Cost $1,550.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Usetul Life ‘ 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2602
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 9HP MightyMac chipper, Model 12PT9,
Serial # 005878Z, 3.5 Capacity
4466 Azalea Drive
Grants Pass, OR 97526 The applicant 1s the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
4466 Azalea Drive
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(IXa)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
"‘OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,550.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,550.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for poltution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5939
Page 2

12/17/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5939 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Craig M. Eucken
State of Oregon Application No. 5940
Department of Facility Cost $4,895.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%
. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
.  EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -~ 340-0106-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One PTO BearCat chipper, Model 71854,

Serial # 100069, 8" capacity

38276 Franklin Butte Road
Scio, OR 97374 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
: garaged at:

38276 Franklin Butte Road
Scio, OR 97374

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(@)¥B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

e ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $4,895.00
Eligible Cost $4,895.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility 1s used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5940
Page 2

12/14/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5940 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5
:

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant D. Lee Eisner

State of Oregon Application No. 5941

Department of Facility Cost $2,436.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable  100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%

. Useful Life 2 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/872002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual _ The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 18HP DR chipper, Model 18HF V-Twin,
Serial # 135270, 4.5" capacity
31780 Edson Creck Road
Gold Beach, OR 97444 The applicant 1s the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
31780 Edson Creek Road
Gold Beach, OR 97444
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)a)B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Apﬁlication

The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$2,436.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$2,436.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5941
Page 2

12/19/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5941 Last printed 01/25/02 4:.07 PM




~

Director’s.
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant H. Fred Mickelson
State of Oregon Application No. 5943
Department of Facility Cost $2,227.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Useful Life 2 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility ldentification
Organized as: Sole Proprietor The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 18 HP DR chipper, Model C18-CHP,

Serial #105480, 4.5 capacity

32520 NE Corral Creek Road
Newberg, OR 97132 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

) ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

32520 NE Corral Creek Road
Newberg, OR 97132

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint seurce pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $2,227.00
Eligible Cost $2,227.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 160% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5943
Page 2

2/29/2000

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5943 Last printed 01/25/02 4.07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Herman Jackson Bryant
State of Oregon Application No. 5944
Department of Facility Cost $7,900.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 3 years
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility ldentification
Organized as: Sole Proprietor The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One Used 77HP Morbark chipper, Model 13
E-Z Beever, Serial # 22238, 13" capacity
207 Kings Way
Central Point, OR 97502 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
: garaged at:
207 Kings Way
Central Point, OR 97502
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

- . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $7,900.00
Eligible Cost $7,900.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5944
Page 2

12/17/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5944 Last printed 01/30/02 1:36 PM




NG

Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant John A, Wagoner
State of Oregon Application No. 5945
Department of Facility Cost $1,500.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One S8HP BearCat chipper, Model

BEQ70180, Serial # 104817, 3" capacity

17765 SW Cooper Mountain Lane
Beaverton, OR 97007 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(D)(a)B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

17765 SW Cooper Mountain L.ane
Beaverton, OR 97007

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

S ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,500.00
Eligible Cost $1,500.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5945
Page 2

12/15/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggic Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5945 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




T

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant John Clymer
State of Oregon Application No. 5946
Department of Facility Cost $1,823.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum TFax Credit 50%
, . Useflul Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
- The applicant’s address is: One 12HP DR Chipper, Model C1120TEA,
Serial # 01691E, 4.5" capacity
PO Box 3026
La Grande, OR 97850 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
: garaged at:
60472 Wood Road
La Grande, OR 97850
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpese of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1(a}B) nonpoint source pollution,

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

v ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,823.00
Eligible Cost $1,823.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper 1s allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5946
Page 2

12/18/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5946 Last prinied 01/25/02 4.07 PM-




State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS

Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

Applicant Identification

Organized as: Individual
The applicant’s address is:

PO Box 7923
Klamath Falls, OR 97602

Eligibility

Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Kathy Larson
Application No. 5947

Facility Cost $580.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 1 year

Facility Identification
The applicant identified the facility as:

One 8.5SHP Sears Craftsman wood chipper,
Model 247.775880, Serial # 1F191C10176, 3"

capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

3407 Altamont Drive
Klamath Falls, OR 97602

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

The application was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $580.00

Eligible Cost $580.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5947
Page 2

12/7/2001

12/26/2001

The facility is in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC otders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5947 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve - Reduced Cost
Applicant Leroy Kuntzmann
State of Oregon Application No. 5962
Department of Facility Cost $4,500.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
 EQC 3/812002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One used 24HP Bandit wood chipper, Model

65 , Serial # dFMUS1117TR003617, 9"

1603 NE 116th Place capacity
Portland, OR 97220

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

1603 NE 116th Place
Portland, OR 97220

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint seurce pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to Januvary 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

Thg applicaj[ion was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $5,800.00

Cash Discounts -1,300

Eligible Cost $4,500.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5962
Page 2

3/16/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant,

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5962 Last printed 02/01/02 4:21 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant W.C. Watt

State of Oregon Application No. 5963

Department of Facility Cost . $567.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
0AR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Sole Proprietor The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8HP Sears Crafisman wood chipper,
Model 247-775880, Serial # 1F221C10005, 3"
05929 Mercer Lake Road capacity

Florence, OR 97439

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

05929 Mercer Lake Road
Florence, OR 97439

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B)} nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

S ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $567.00
Eligible Cost $567.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5963
Page 2

8/31/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5963 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




NG

Director’s
Recommendation.  Approve
Applicant Michael R. Joyce
State of Oregon : Application No, 5964
Department of Facility Cost - $630.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
- 7 EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant ldentification Facility Identification
- Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1is: One 8.5HP Sears Craftsman wood chipper,
Model 24A495D099, Serial # 1F191C10090,

PO Box 3378 : 3" capacity
Applegate, OR 97530 .
The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

14710 Highway 238
Applegate, OR 97530

Eligibility _
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(I)a)}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris,

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.

'




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

The application was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $630.00

Eligible Cost $630.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5964
Page 2

11/24/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5964 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant Richard & Shirléy Kemper
State of Oregon Application No. 5965
Department of Facility Cost $2,250.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Usetul Life 2 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468,190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One PTO Goosen chipper, Model CS51000,
Serial #2233, 5" capacity
8155 NW Evers Road
Forest Grove, OR 97116 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
8155 NW Evers Road
Forest Grove, OR 97116
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)(a)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
0OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

S , Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $2,250.00
Eligible Cost - $2,250.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5965
Page 2

12/5/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5965 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




5
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Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Scott Thibert
State of Oregon Application No. 5966
Department of Facility Cost $4,000.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Useful Life 3 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/812002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-0[6-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 25HP Vermeer chipper, Model BC625,
Serial # IVRK08162W1002085, 6" capacity
587 Sacre Lane
Monmouth, OR 97361 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
587 Sacre Lane
Monmouth, OR 97361
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
{1¥a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollutioh reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

. . Application Received
fiming requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $4,000.00
Eligible Cost $4,000.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5966
Page 2

11/8/2001

12/26/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5966 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




NG

Director’s
Recommendation:  Appreove
Applicant Robert W. Hammond
State of Oregon Application No. 5968 :
Department of Facility Cost - $900.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
' . Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification ‘ Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: One 10HP Troy-bilt chipper, Model 47321,

Serial # 1500258, 3" capacity

8455 SW Brookings Street
Portland, OR 97225 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(a)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

8455 SW Brookings Street
Portland, OR 97225

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

LPurchase Date

R ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $900.00
Eligible Cost $900.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Fuacility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5968

Page2

10/13/2001

12/26/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC orders. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5968 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




A

Director’s
m Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant Daniel Snyder
State of Oregon Application No. 5969
Department of Facility Cost $890.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70050,
Serial # 101952, 3" capacity
2941 NE 34th Avenue
Portland, OR 97212 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
2941 NE 34th Avenue
Portland, OR 97212
Eligibility |
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(D(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to Janvary 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$890.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$890.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Conirol
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5969
Page 2

12/22/2001

12/27/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant,

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Applieation Number 5969 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




~~ X
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Director’s
m Recommendation: Approve
Applicant Don & Renee Blom
State of Oregon Application No. 5970
Department of Facility Cost $2,995.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One PTO BearCat chipper, Model 73454,
Serial # 105734, 4" capacity
PO Box 265
Allegany, OR 97407 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at: \
67854 W Fork Millicoma Road
Allegany, OR 97407
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
. Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$2,995.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$2,995.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5970
Page 2

12/18/2001

12/27/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5970 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




S

Director’s
m - Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Sean Hodgson

State of Oregon Application No. 5971

Department of Facility Cost $10,000.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 5 year
Tax Credit |
Review Report
LQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
~ Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Sele Proprietor The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 126HP WoodChuck wood chipper,
Model WC17, Serial # 1W9B71214152000696,
PO Box 21902 12" capacity o

Eugene, OR 97402

The applicant is the owner of the mobile {acility
garaged at:

4100 Country Farm Road
Eugene, OR 97402

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(I(a}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris,

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

"l‘“he: applicaj[ion was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $10.,000.00

Eligible Cost $10,000.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper 1s allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5971
Page 2

11/15/2000

12/27/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5971 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




A

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Gary Wells
State of Oregon Application No. 5972
Department of Facility Cost $2,376.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 2 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
0OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant ldentification Fuacility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One BearCat PTO chipper, Model 70554,
Serial # YO2649, 5 capacity
77100 High Prairie Road
Oakridge, OR 97463 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
77100 High Prairie Road
Oakridge, OR 97463
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpese of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

O . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost $2.376.00
Eligible Cost $2,376.00

An mmvoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5972
Page 2

9/28/2001

12/28/2001

- 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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5972 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Maria Paola

State of Oregon Application No. 5973

Department of Facility Cost $900.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70050,
Serial # 103876, 3" capacity
9700 SE Castle Court
Gresham, OR 97080 The applicant is the owner of the mebile facility
garaged at: '
9700 SE Castle Court
Gresham, OR 97080
Eligibility _
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(D(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nenpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $900.00
Eligible Cost $900.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
- The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5973
Page 2

12/27/2001

12/28/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5973 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant John Crisan
State of Oregon Application No. 5975
Department of Facility Cost $630.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit |
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8.5HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model

247.775880, Serial # 1H241620226, 3"

11320 SW Clifford Street capacity
Beaverton, OR 97008

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(a)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant 1s the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

11320 SW Clifford Street
Beaverton, OR 97008

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application

The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$630.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$630.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5973
Page 2

9/9/2001

1/2/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

- applicant.

Reviewer: Maggic Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5975 Last printed 01/25/02 4.07 PM




RS

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
_ Applicant Patricia & Richard Harper

State of Oregon Application No. 5976

Department of Facility Cost $630.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. ' Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
 EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8.5 HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model
' 77588, Serial # 11211G20027, 3" capacity
19 Frontage Road
Gold Hill, OR 97525 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
19 Frontage Road
Gold Hill, OR 97525

Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1}a)B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008  of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application .
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$630.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$630.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control. .

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5976
Page 2

12/3/2001

1/2/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5976 Last printed 11/25/02 4.07 PM




T

Director’s
m Recommendation: ~ Approve
Applicant Bret Q. Paris
State of Oregon Application No. 5977
Department of Facility Cost $810.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70050,
Serial # 104957, 3" capacity
1685 Powell Creek Road
Williams, OR 97544 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at; '
1685 Powell Creek Road
Williams, OR 97544
Eligibility |
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(1)(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source polletion reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

R ; \ Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $810.00
Eligible Cost $810.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5977
Page 2

12/6/2001

1/2/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant,

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5977 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Bruce Allen Ziegler

State of Oregon Application No. 5978

Department of Facility Cost $13,615.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life S year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
0AR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Sole Proprietor The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address 1s: One 89HP Morbark Twister chipper, Model
2070XL, Serial # 70079, 10" capacity
310 Marion Lane
Grants Pass, OR 97527 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
310 Marion Lane
. Grants Pass, OR 97527
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 'The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1Xa)XB) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

S ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $13,615.00
Eligible Cost $13,615.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Fucility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5978
Page 2

5/15/2001

1/2/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: ‘Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5978 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




T

Director’s

m Recommendation:  Approve
' Applicant Carl Eugene Jennings
State of Oregon Application No. 5982
Department of : Facility Cost $630.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Lafe 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
~ EQC 3/8/2002
Pollutien Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 8.5HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model
247.775880, Serial # 1H091G20207, 3"
771 14th Avenue capacity -

Coos Bay, OR 97420

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

771 14th Avenue
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2¥b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$630.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$630.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
~ pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5982
Page 2

12/24/2001

12/31/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5982 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




State of Oregon
Departrment of
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

QAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

- Applicant Idenftification
Organized as: Individual

The applicant’s address is:

22285 S Leslie
Beavercreek, OR 97004

Eligibility

Director’s

Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant Denise & Joe Dwan
Application No. 5983

Facility Cost $1,399.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 2 year

Facility Identification
The applicant identified the facility as:

One 8HP BearCat chipper, Model 70080,
Serial # 101501, 3" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

22285 S Leslie
Beavercreek, OR 97004

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1Xa)XB) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Application Number 5983

Page 2
Timeliness of Application ~ Purchase Date 1202272001
The application was submitted within the Application Received 12/31/2001
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,399.00
Eligible Cost $1,399.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
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. No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the
applicant,

Reviewer: Magpgie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5983 Last printed 01/25/02 4:.07 PM




X

Director’s
m : Recommendation:  Approve
‘ Applicant Dick Aften

State of Oregon Application No. 5984

Department of Facility Cost $899.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002

Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One 10HP Troy-bilt chipper, Model

8335 Redstone SE
Salem, OR 97306

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(a)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315304
OAR 340-016-0008

TB47321, Serial # 47321-2, 4" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

8335 Redstone SE
Salem, OR 97306

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nenpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$899.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$899.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5984
Page 2

10/19/2001

12/31/2001

The facility 1s in compliance with Department rules and statutes and with EQC 01dels No DEQ
permits have been issued to the applicant at this location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5984 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X
>

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Oliver J. Roman

State of Oregon Application No. 5985

Department of Facility Cost $595.00

Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%

Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%

. Useful Life T year
Tax Credit
Review Report
LQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP Mighty Mac chipper, Model
SC705, Serial # 502367, 2" capacity
602 E 8th Street
The Dalles, OR 97058 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
602 E 8th Street
The Dalles, OR 97058
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(D(a)}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because consiruction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$595.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$595.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5985
Page 2

12/23/2001

12/31/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5985 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




A

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Paul Schroeder,MD
State of Oregon Application No. 5986
Department of Facility Cost $1,499.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 - 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification ' Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70080,

1239 Gardner Way
Medford, OR 97504 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(D@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
0OAR 340-016-0008

Serial # 104222, 3" capacity

1239 Gardner Way
Medford, OR 97504

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

L ) Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,499.00
Eligible Cost $1,499.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

F aalzty Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5986
Page 2

12/26/2001

12/31/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 598¢ Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Stephen J. Peacock
State of Oregon Application No. 5987
Department of Facility Cost $16,636.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life S5 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification

Organized as: LLC

The applicant identified the facility as:

The applicant’s address is: One 35HP Vermeer brush chipper, Model

PO Box 19783

BC935, Serial # 1Vrd1015XW1003080, 9"
capacity

Portland, OR 97280

Eligibility
ORS 468.155
(1)(@)(B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

The applicant is the owner of the mobhile facility
garaged at:

3011 SW Canby Street
Portland, OR 97280

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximuim tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application

Purchase Date

Thq appIicajcion was submitted within the Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost

Claimed Cost $16,636.00

Eligible Cost $16,636.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5987
Page 2

12/5/2001

12/31/2001

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 3987 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




T

Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Charles H. Seagraves Jr.
State of Oregon Application No. 5988
Department of Facility Cost $2,250.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit  50%
. Useful Life 2 vear
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One PTO BearCat, Model 70554, Serial #
103563, 5" capacity
900 Breezy Lane
Grants Pass, OR 97527 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
900 Breezy Lane
Grants Pass, OR 97527
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1Xa)(B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
0OAR 340-016-0008

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$2,250.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$2,250.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5988
Page 2

12/29/2001

1/3/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5988 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM




X

‘ Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Eric Martin
State of Oregon Application No. 5989
Department of Facility Cost $1,399.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality | Maximum Tax Credit ~ 50%
. Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One SHP BearCat chipper, Model 70080,
Serial # 233710, 3" capacity
3780 Devils Garden Road
Medford, OR 97504 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
3780 Devils Garden Road
Medford, OR 97504
Eligibility

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
{1)(a}B) nonpoint source pollution.

ORS 468.155 (2)(b) The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

ORS 315304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant 1s 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,399.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,399.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control s the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5989
Page 2

12/28/2001

1/3/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5989 Last printed 01/25/02 4,07 PM
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Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant Geoff J. Dawson
State of Oregon Application No. 5990
Department of Facility Cost $1,580.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
., Useful Life 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 -- 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
'The applicant’s address is: One 12HP Troy-bilt chipper, Model 47044,
Serial # 1200198, 4" capacity
1700 Neil Creek Road '
Ashland, OR 97520 The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:
1700 Neil Creek Road
Ashland, OR 97520
Eligibility
ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of

(D(@)(B)
ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 3155304
OAR 340-016-0008

nonpoint source pollution.

The nenpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

Purchase Date

o . Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Fuacility Cost
Claimed Cost $1,580.00
Eligible Cost $1,580.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5990
Page 2

12/72001

1/2/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been issued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Application Number 5990 Last printed 0{/25/02 4.07 PM




State of Oregon
Department of -
Environmental
Quality

Tax Credit
Review Report

EQC 3/8/2042

Pollution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification

ORS 468.150 -- 468.190

OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080

Applicant Identification
Organized as: Individual

The applicant’s address is:

33202 Primrose Road
Corvallis, OR 97333

Eligibility

Director’s
Recommendation:  Approve

Applicant Glenn W. Betts
Application No. 5991
Facility Cost $1,499.00

Percentage Allocable 100%
Maximum Tax Credit 50%
Useful Life 1 year

Facility ldentification
The applicant identified the facility as:

One 8HP BearCat chipper, Model 70080,
Serial # 102937, 4" capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at:

33202 Primrose Road
Corvallis, OR 97333

ORS 468.155 The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
(1)(a)(B) nonpoint source pollution,

ORS 468.155 (2)(b} The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris,

ORS 315.304 The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
OAR 340-016-0008 of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002.




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).

Facility Cost
Claimed Cost

Purchase Date
Application Received

$1,499.00

Eligible Cost

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

$1,499.00

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocabie to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5991
Page 2

12/28/2001

1/3/2002

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 location. No other tax credits have been 1ssued to the

applicant.

Reviewer: Maggie Vandehey, DEQ

Applicalion Number 5991 Last printed 01/25/02 4:07 PM
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Director’s
m Recommendation:  Approve
Applicant James Nolan
State of Oregon Application No. 5992
Department of Facility Cost $567.00
Environmental Percentage Allocable 100%
Quality Maximum Tax Credit 50%
. Useful Life ' 1 year
Tax Credit
Review Report
EQC 3/8/2002
Polkution Control Facility: NPS
Final Certification
ORS 468.150 — 468.190
OAR 340-016-0005 -- 340-016-0080
Applicant Identification Facility Identification
Organized as: Individual The applicant identified the facility as:
The applicant’s address is: One S8HP Sears Craftsman chipper, Model

5304 Summit
Klamath Falls, OR 97603

Eligibility
ORS 468,155
(1)}{@)B)

ORS 468.155 (2)(b)

ORS 315.304
OAR 340-016-0008

247.775880, Serial # 1F191C10161, 3"
capacity

The applicant is the owner of the mobile facility
garaged at;

5304 Summit
Klamath Falls, OR 97603

The sole purpose of this new equipment is to reduce a substantial quantity of
nonpoint source pollution.

The nonpoint source pollution reduction is accomplished by the use of a
wood chipper to reduce openly burned woody debris.

The maximum tax credit available to the applicant is 50% because construction
of the facility was completed prior to January 1, 2002,




Timeliness of Application
The application was submitted within the

LPurchase Date

- ; Application Received
timing requirements of ORS 468.165 (6).
Facility Cost
Claimed Cost $567.00
Eligible Cost $567.00

An invoice substantiated the facility cost.

Facility Cost Allocable to Pollution Control _
The only factor used in determining that 100% of the cost of the wood chipper is allocable to air
pollution control is the percentage of time the facility is used for pollution control.

Compliance and Other Tax Credits

Application Number 5992
Page 2

1