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GOVERNOR 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 
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DEQ-26 

• 
DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

NORTHWEST REGION 

• 

1010 N.E. COUCH STREET • PORTLAND, OREGOf\1 • 97232 • (503) 238-8471 

Columbia Region Association 
of Governments 

6400 s. w. Canyon COurt 
Portland, Oregon 97221 

Attention: Mr. John Hankee 

Gentlemen: 

August 21, 1974 

Re: WQC - Johnson Creek 

As per our telephone conversation of August 19, 1974 , 

enclosed you will find the two water quality surveys for the 

Johnson Creek Basin that includes samples besides just the 

bacteriological data. 

If we can be of any further assistance, please feel free 

to contact this office. 

REG/kz 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Robert E. Gilbert 
District Manager 
Northwest Region 

METRO SERVICE DISTRICt 
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I. ,.. ~ 

Johnson Cr. @ 
mouth 

Johnson Cr. @. 
Ochoco Ave. 

-~ ... 

Crystal Springs 
Cr. @ mouth 

Johnson Cr. @ 
Johnson Park 

Johnson Cr. @ 
S. E. 45th 

Johnson Cr. @ · 
Stanley Ave. 

Johnson Cr. @. 
Luther Rd. 

Johnson Cr. @ 
· S. E. 92nd Ave. 

Johnso=t Cr. @ 
S.E. lOOth 

Johnson Cr. @ 
S.E. llOth 

Johnson Cr. @ 
S.E. l22nd Ave. 

Johnso~ Cr. @ 
Foste::- Rd. 

Kelly ··:: • . rj 
Fest:;:- Rd. 

Unna~~- ~rib. to 
• Kell:-· ':r. @ 

~ich=-· · Rd. 

• . NAHE: !nson Creek page 1 
DATE COLLECTED: 8/21/73 
COLLECTED. BY: LOP & DHO 

--~~~~-------

DEPARIMEN! OF nl'VIR.ONMENTAL QUALITY 

MP~ COMPARISONS 

DEQ 
Membrane Filter 

Total Fecal· 

DEQ 
Multiple Tube 

Total Fecal 

~ 

OSED 
Multiple Tube 

Total Fecal · 

-. ' 

1,300 - .. '·< 460·. 
:. :·~~-:~:~·: .. :~ :··. 

. _·_. 

2,300 2,300 .. 
. . 

230· 60 
... ; 

.. 
• .. .. 

2,300 600 
.. 

6,200 600 

24,000 6,200 

24,000· 2;300 
- :-.;._,. .. - ., . 
-··· ... ···: 

6,20Q . . .. . <4~0 .. · .. .. 
.. 

. 6,200.: 2,300 
.. 

·. 

<450. <450 

2,300 2,300_ 

2,300 <450 

<450 <450 

<450 <450 

... 
·; .. 

-
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' 

Johnson Cr. 
·S.E. 190th 

Johnson. Cr. 
S. Main St. 
(Gresham) 

Johnson Cr. 
Regner Rd. 

Johnson Cr. 
Hogan Rd. 

.. · ... ~ 
: .... 

@ 

@ 

@ 

@ 

• NAHE: &nson Cr<><>k -pacse 2. 
DATE COLLECTED: -=8~/::::2 :::::1/:-:7-=3~---
COLLECTED BY: LDP & DWO 

MP~l COMPARISONS 

. DEQ 
Meob.rane Filter 

Total Fecal 

DEQ 
Multiple Tube 

Total Fecal 

. • 

OSHD 
Multiple Tube 

Total Fecal 

.. 
. . .. 

: . ~. . . . 

. 6,2.00 

600 .. ·. 

. . .. 

·. <450 

<450. 

<450 

. <450 <450 

·.· . 

• 0 • .. 



..... . \AJ Q c. (Q ..;. ~ -A-~ ~-~~~0...., cf2.e. ... ,c.. -ro t:itP . . ~ r~£!€1? 
OREGON STATE SANITARY AUTHORITY• ~ -

Sample Run: <J'dbo.SoN (}RCc7J2 Date -f.-jz._ 73 Districtf?gy_ 

STREAM SURVEY DATA SHEET 

Dat.e Received (Lab.) 1../t/z; 
Collected by: 'REG L..J)F · .PVJcJ Weather: Ov§RCAS7 

I ; 
Copy Sent __ _ Date Reported ;;--/7-75 

DESCRIPTION 
and COMMENTS 

/v.z::-A R m o .141 t1 

.cho~'" Auc 

_, ~ tZ Jo'')•'l5cu./ A'P. k 

711 
e~s · s ... E, 

@ g,.ANL'/ Ave 

Lv"THER i(:,Az; 
~ ' ~ ;Y;;;: . ~ ...... -

0 ~.-/ 

~ 
e 0£ . 

c..":>- /00 
/II 

@Sc J ;o -rl{ 

~ 8E 122 h,./ 

& · Fo s Ta 7.?. e ,,-. ........ 

(.,> . , 7'H 
I - sr- ;~?o. 

STATION 
NUMBER 

I 

z 
:3 

~ 

5 

~ 

7 

y 

fl· 

;0 

;I 

/2 

.. . ' . 

Sample 

Time DO 

0(.1~6 Zo\ 

oqsz A 
51 

o9<t8 68 

1000 13/ 

1010 .:?~7 

1020 f<f1 

;o35 32·7 

ta.fb' ,J'O 

lJ 
1130 s.r .... _ .......... 
1135 25 

//~0 ~G 
. 

{(55 !{;O 

SAMPLE BOTTLE NUMBER 

Basic utner 
BOD PBI MPN Data FL\',:.V 

<:'" 
.~ 

··~+~ '353 .5G,b jZ!. 

tar ~08 t5r..ts 
.. 

GC:J5 7.Z I lo c.fs 
-. .. 

w 
315 (o55 97 'l cfs 

. ,.-.... . 
~7q _, I Iff 1cfs 

<tad '7$>/ 9cfs 

6"'12 </-8</- 9cfs 
I 

L 
r;93 z3& ?57 .P c & 

·---

2P! 6 9!J 7r:b 
----- -··--- .. ··· . . 

ItS 740 7cf; 
-

(,03 ~9~ /c{s 

l?l· I Gcf-5 96 '? 6(:-fs 

FIElD DATA lABORATORY ANALYSIS 

T'=~ Orig. Final 
BOD ·1 pH oc DO DO FBI Con d. MJ;.~ 

-, 
T-- II 1.5 /0.7 /) ;;, ?./Joao c-.?.(, . 
7] ,, .,.. 

/O.S g,3 ,:(,'-'5 '.J};Ch?i> 

3 e- II 
10.6 1.CJ :J./1 29-. ~" 0 

3 7.- 1/ 
/O.b 1.$ .:J,f _L;LtJO 

I 1-· It Jo.1 ~.I ,~,0 2~01)~ 

.... 
::> 

II 7- 10.3 .;../.5 ') 8' 711 If oc c~ , 

17.1 1L ID.d_ iJd_ _0_0 i2fU'00 

'll .,_.-· 
-

/() /0,~1 1.9 :2:'1 /'t.' t't.'{.' 

il ,. 

~.- 10 .1.11_2 1,.f ,2~B 2:i.'Mt' 

:1 7 ._. 
10 I I. :3 q '1 

I '" ........ r'J~ I 2#.~~0 

I 7- ,o 
I/, 0 9.0 '20 ;;ltf C'JJ./') , . 

I ·7- !0 . II. v f. 6 ], ;)..o 7();_/'dt.:~ 

Utfrt': 

7-c.-

2, >· 

7., ;.· 

(;o. 

lJtJ 

~(' 

?"-:1.\t 

2 JC 

I }t.: 

),~ 

2'1-.t: 

2 3c 

2., 'Jt· 



OREGON STATE SANITARY AUTHOR ITY 

Sample Run: J oh /J -'36~ 
Co llected by: L:,D.P ReG, 

I .- ' 

DESCRIPTION STATION 
and COMMENTS NUMBER 

@)'71,..; ,~ Ave 3 . c NIE' / ·<f 

p /ioJI\N ~ell /S 

CR7 57M. Sr~·v:} !6 
tva ?"{ 7 fl ,cd ~- I< 
;:J.I-,,,l.,-t./ C~r.'C K ... ~ 17 

v 

P- cv. WPC-27 (5/ 63 ) 

C.rs.e.c. t~ 
VLNo 

Sample 

Time DO 

r~d3 3J-f 

1Z/o 139 

;.zzo S'<{-

0 9<1-S 278 

A 
!3<f5 0/ 

2C1't 

115" -
A 

1435 2.f, 

Date -{:-/7-73 
Weather : Ov~ec/lf/ 

SAMPLE BOTTLE NUMBER 

Basic 
BOD PBI MPN Data 

7(;/ 77 

'vJ 
~~ ~ c;e;3 </ 13 f- . 

C.:;,~"{: G;f 

Z:a7 6~g .S i: I 

~00 tfc;cf 

71f JJ>3 

89 "3/ 

ST REAM SURVEY DATA SHEET 

. Distr ict Date Received (Lab .) tJ/;1/zJ 
Copy Sent Da t e Reported s_-- I 7- 7) 

PBI Con d. 

5c I 7-

3 5•Js .,_ 
I 0 

4<fs 
q 

10 

5cts 7.3 II ~0{) { t'O 

'1 
3Cl /! 0 ,o 

7t1 Or\-

3oo 

.:Jrrn ! 0 ,D 
o:zs 

6 
c...fs 

/() f , j I I ,1 __ , <If -c 

/0. ( 
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' .·, 

.. 
~ .. , . 

,. 

.~ . 
·; 

·.• 

'·• 

·~ 

~ . 
l ., 
J 
A 

' ,, 
.t 

I 
• J 
'·l 
' .j 

... 
. ~-· . ... ·.~ 

:. ~ 
r .j ·. . ·:· 

'·., 

1. 

II. Pl1ysical Characteristir:: 

III. Population and Economic Growth 

IV. Land Usc Invl!ntory 

v. i..and U!le Projection~ 

VI. Inventory Existing F'olci 1 ities. 

VIi. Existing Waste Sourc~s 

VIII; W.::~ste Projc.ction~ 

IX. W.::~ter Qu.::~lity Data Gathering 
' ' '. 

x. Urban Runoff -& Combined Sewer Data Gathering 

XI. · Inventory Non-Struc.:tural Controls· 

XII. Inventory Water Qualit;y'Hanagemeht 
Institut.lonll 

XIII. Financial.C.::~pability . ,. 

10,500 

11,800 

311,000 

35,400 

25,700 

16,000 

0,300 

8,300 

3,400 

3,4oo 

3,200 

XIV. DcV<'lop Altt'rn.::~tivcs ror l~ar;tew<Jtt•r Control 
to meet l\183 Requirem•,nts of .PL !.12·500 10,000 

. x\1. Develop Alternatives for' wastewater Control 
to·~Jeet 198·5. Requiremcmts of PL 92-500 I 

XVI. Develop Alternatives for the Control of 
Urban Stormwater Runoff 

XVII. Develop Alternatives [or the Control of 
Sanitary and Combi•rcd Sewer Overflows 

XVIII. Develop Alternatives for t.he Control of 
Residual Wastes 

XIX. Develop Alternatives for the Control of 
Non-Point Sources 

XX; Evaluate and Compare 1\ltcrnatives, Selcc 
Water Quality Hanagcme11t Plan . 

XXI. Environmental Impact Assessment 

XXII. Develop Regulatory Alternatives 

XXIII. Develop Institutional Alternatives 

XXIV.. De'velop Financial.l\lternil.tives 

xxv. Develop Alternatives for a Continuous 
Planning Process 

XXVI. Evaluate and Campa re A ltcrn.~li vr.s, 
Select Implementation Arr<~ngemli'nts 

XXVII·. Public Invtll vcmrnt f'rO'Jrllm 

XXVIII. Study Management 

I 

I 
.I 
I 

.I 

I 

30,000 

6 

15,000 

5,000 

6,000 

20,000 

1,700 

1,700 

] 1700 

1,700 

4 ,:!Oo 

15,700 

60,000 

XXIX. Preparation of Rrporls 
$362,500 

~Work performed by CAAG · s ~ ,., ff ( f.M\ Fnnrl<;) • 

7,400 

7,400 

7,600 

415,ooo5 

6 

75,ooo5 

36,0005 

5,100 

5,100 

5,100 

5,100 

$526,000 

_30,000 

80,000 .· 

so,ooo 

120,000 

50,000 

.~5,ooo 

30,000 I .. 
Go ,oo.n I ... 
20,000 

70,000 

20,000 1 

30,000 I 
15,000 

30,000. 
S640,000 

2work performed by 1·1SD with t:ontrnct from· ·cRJ\G (EP/\ Fundi;). 
3work .. pcrf<;'rmed by corp!! rclntcd to ~l . .,ter Quality Ml'lnaqem~nt (urban !ltudies program). 

4work performed by outside consul tant!l (F:rl\ Funds). 
Scost includes data coilection ;mil analysis, developml'nt of altern~ttivcn, evaluation 

of impacts, development of impl••mentalion arrangements, public involvement and 

study management. . . 
6cost·included in program ~lrment xv: 

I ·, 

. ._ ... 

:.t • 

. . . . . ~ 
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UNITED STATE.) ci\lViHOr\! MEI\JT/\ L PliOTECTION A,~C~- -
Region X- 1.200 Sixth Ave . , Seattle, HA 98101 

SUBJ ECT: Section 20 8 Desir.;na tion for the Port] oncl Areo and the DATE : OCT .1 107 " 

Ff,WM: ,t-vCliff ord V. Smith, Jr . -/ 
7

co l umbia Region Association of Goverm,:::~~s1·1 0in Oregolr:,. -~· l ·· ·. ~-:{j~\\]~1) 
r• Re g iona 1 A dmini' t r a lor, Region X 0 _,;o<Ci..V V< (>_, ,._, L ·_ () c;t > 

7 
\~11\ . 

TO: Jmnes L . Agee, As sistant Aclrnin:L s t1·ator ' . \\ 
for Hate r and Hazardous 1-·Iat e r:La ls (ltTH-556) , . .. ·\\ ~t_(l\O" t\~~ ' 

~c\.\\~~'0 . ~ t\t~\IAHH~ 
vle r e c omrnr:.~ ncl ap proval of Gov e rnor McCa ll 1 s des i gna tion oi)~ ~'IJ 

Portland Area (including \~£J s bin g t o n and portions of Multnomah and ·· J\'~~ 
Clackamus Cou n tie s ) and the Columbia Region Association of Govern - ~ ~ ~ 
ments ns t he pla nning area and a gency f o r areawide wa ste treatment ~ ~ 
mana t;ement uncler Sc c.tion 208 of the Federal \ilater, Pollution Contl151 "'l ~ G 
Act Amendments of 1972. Jqv~ '<:;. 

The informa tion s ubmitt e d with thi s de s i gnation d em on s tra tes the ~ C'. ·~~ 
e xi s t e nc e of a s ub s t a nU.al o a t e r qu a lity c ontrol prob l em in the <:Jr e a~ .'7( -~Q. >~
All of the m<:Jjor r e c e iving wa t e rs av a il a ble for was t e di sch a r ge from ~' ~ 
the ar e a h .:wc be e n classifie d by the De pa rtme nt of E nvironment~ll Quali t y ~ 
as \vater quality lim:i.tin ;; clu e to specific \•later quality problems or the C,.' 
need to pres e rv e e xistih g high qualit y wa ters . Wa ste load a l locations ~ 
and advanced ,,,ast e treatment l evels for municipal a ncl industrial dis -
charger s , establi s he d by the De pa rtme nt of Environme nt a l Quality in 
th e ir pre limin ~ ry 303(e ) ba s in pl a n f or the Will ame tte Riv e r , cons t i -
tut e severe externa l constra ints upon the area tha t must be met by 1983 . 
An extensive c01nbine d SC:'\•Jerot;e and urban storm runoff problem also exists. 

There is assurance tha t the a f fected units of loca l government ivill 
join t o ge the~ in the 208 planning process to develop a coordinated area
ivide \·laste tr e atment mnna geme nt pl a n, and tha t t l·e planning agency contains 
the capabi l ity of having th e plan implemented. 

We reco~nencl a planning cost of $1,065,000 for t he development of 
an initia l crea1;id c wnstc tr e atment man a ge me nt plan over a period of 
two years . This cost e st imat e is in accord with the a v e r a ge va l u e s in 
El'A ''s guide for de terminin g po t e ntial 208 g r a nt a mo unts . 

Enc l osed are two copie s of supporting i nformntion, elated Au gust 1974, 
submitt e d by the Columbia ne g i.on Association of Gove rnme nts . This infor 
mation upgrade s informa tion of a s imil.0r nature supplie d by the Ore g on 
Department of E1tvironmentol Quality and the Col.u~bia Reg ion Association 
of Governme nt s on l·larch 12, 1974 (a copy o f the !"larch 12 mate1~ ial \·Jas 

sent to N· rk Pisnn o of you1~ s t a ff on Harch 22) o Lxc ept for Attachme n t E 
of the Narch 12 submittal (Attnchme nt E summarizes public participation 
during the designation pr oce ss ), all supporting mJtcrial pertinent to 
the designation is included i.n the Augus t package . For convenience , 

EPA Fo rm 1320-6 (Rev, 6·72) 

·', 

'· 



• • .. 

.. ~ ,·,;' )\ 
' . ..-"'. 

; 



~~-------------------------------------- --~-

_, •• • 
2 

we arc enclosing a copy of Attachment E. l-le nre nlso enclosing our 
evaluation of the designation based en our revi~w of the·supporting 
information. In addition, w~ are enclosing copies of Governor McCall'~ 
March 12, 197~ letter designating the subject area and agency and his 
September 13, 197~ amendment t"() the designation. 

If we can be of assistance as your office reviews this material, 
please contact us. , . 

Enclosures 

cc: Gove·rnor Tom McCall 
Oregon D~partment of Environmental Quality 
Columbia Regiou .Association of Governments V. 
Director, Oregon O~erations Office, w/encl. 

... 
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U. 5. EN VI R 0 N M E N T A L P.R 0 T E C T I 0 N A G E N c· Y 
I 

REGION X 
1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

. ltEPLY TO 
ATTN Oft ·M/S 441 

Ho·norable Tom McCall 
Governor of Oregon 
State Capitol· 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Dear Governor McCall: 

DEC. ~ 1974 

The Administrator of the Environmental.Protection Agency has 
approved the Oregon designations submitted pursuant to Section 208 

· of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 · 
(P.L. 92-500). The Administrator's approval letters. are .enclosed.· 
This approval covers the area~ and.agencies designated in your 
letter dated March 12, .1974 and amended on September 13, 1974. 
Specifically, the areas and agericies involved are: 

Portland Area 

:Salem ·Area. 

Eugene-Springfield Area 

- Columbia Region Association of 
Governments 

- Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 
Governments 

- Lane Council of Governments 

We feel that 208 planning in these areas will be a key element in 
implementing PL 92-500 and ~ significant step toward sdlving the water 
quality problems in the Wi.llamette River Basjn. 

. . . 
In response to your designation of the Department of Environmental 

Quality as -our contact on 208 matters, we will be working closely with . 
that office to assure that the 208 program is closely ta.ilored to State 
needs and will complement other State programs. With the assistance nf 
the Department of En vi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty, \'Je will .be meeting with the 
designated 208 agencies in the near future to assist them in developing· 
an application for a planning g·rant and in formuluting a planning process. 



,.. .. 
2· 

We a~preciate your inter~st and-assistance in initiating the. 
Section 208 planning prog~am. 

Enclosures 

·cc: (w/encls) 
Kessler R. Cannon, DEQ 
W. J. Kvarsten, MHVCOG 
Larry Rice, CRAG ~ 
Robert W. Chave, LCOG 
John Vlastelicfa, Oregon Opns. Ofc • 

. . 

---~·~r#-: .' / . 
Jr., Ph.D., P.E. 

Administrator 
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l ~ ~ · UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
~ ,tl~. 
1-~L ~01t.r::' . WASHINGTON, D.C. -20460 

NOV 1 8 1974 

OFFICE OF THE 
ADMINISTRAJOR 

Dear Governor McCall: 

I am pleased to inform you that I have approved your 
designation of the Portland area ·as an areawide waste treatment 
planning area and the Columbia Region Association of Governments 
as the planning agency for that area in ac~ordance with_Section 
208(a) of the Federal W~ter Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972. 

This .d~signation represents an excellent opportunity .to 
collectively· solve the complex water quality control problems of 

_ the Portland area. · 

· i assure you that·. the Environmental Protection Agency will 
continue to provide all possible assistance to the Columbia 
Region Association of.Governments in carrying out its duties 
under the· designation. · · 

-~
Sincerely yourp1 --

. ~·~1t0?fl~· 
Russe 1 E. Train· 
Admin.strator. · . 

Honorable Tom McCall 
Governor of Oregon 
Salem, ·Oregon 97310 

; 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON,· D.C. 20460 

NOV 1 8 1974 

Dear Governor McCall: 

OFFICE OF THE 
·ADMINISTRATOR 

I am pleased to inform you that I have approved your 
designation of the_Eugene-Springfield area as an areawide waste 
.treatment planning area and the Lane Council. of Governments as 
the planning agency for that area in. accordance with Section 
208(a) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments 

·of 1972. 

This desi"gnation represents an excellent opportunity 
to·coilectively-solve the complex water quality control problems 
of the Eugene~Springfield area. · · 

I assure you that the Environmental Protection Agency will 
continue to provide all possible assistance to the Lane Council 
of Governments in carrying out its duties under the designation. 

Honorable Tom McCall 
Governor of Oregon 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

;,.- siiic~-;;)y yo~ 
. (J . . 

Russe~~1:4r\·il ~ 
Admi istrator 
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COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION of G·OVERNMENTS 

527 S. W. HALL STREET 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 
( 503) 221-1.646 

LARRY RICE. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

REGULAR MEMBERS . 

CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
Barlow 
Canby 
Estacada 
Gladstone 
Happy Val ley 
JoM son City 
Lake Oswego 
Milwaukie 
Molalla 
Oregon Ci ty 
Ri vergrove 
Sandy 
Wes t Linn 
Wilsonville 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Fairview 
Gresham 
Maywood Park 
Pon tand 
Troutdale 
w ood Vil lage 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Banks 
Beaverton 
Cornelius 
Durham 
Fores t Grove 
Gaston 
Hillsboro 
King City 
Nonh Plai ns 
Sherwood 
Ti g~rcl 

Tunlatln 

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 

CLARK COUNTY 

Vancouver 
Washougal 

Columbia City 
Scappoose 
St. Helens 
The Port of Portland 
Tri-Met 
The State of Oregon 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

J a nuary 2 , 1975 

To : Community Development Technical Advisory Committee 

Subject: · Item VI C #l, Agenda, January 8, 1975: 
Presentation of Program a nd Application fo r EPA 
Funds for Waste Water Managemen t Study 

Enclosed fo r your information and study is the staff 
report prepared in con nection with the above age nd a 
item. 

This material will be discussed at t h e Community Development 
Techni cal Advisory Committee meeting at 1:30, January 8, 
1975. 

TL/mhm 
e nclosures 
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• • · PRELIMINARY WORKPLAN 

I. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

TASK I - GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

1. Meet with.local government a~encies to~termine specific water 

. quality management problems an~ management needs. 

·:· 

. · .... 

.(: 

2; Obtain from state and federal agencies a statement of.their 

objectives for :the water quality manage.ment program. 

3. Through meetings with the :Technical Advisory Committee· and the 

Citizens Advisory Committee develop water quality m~nagement 

goals and objectives to year ·2000, consistent with ~ocal govern

ment needs and state and federal goals and objectives. 

4. For project initiation, assume the following goals for water 

quality management: 

a. ,Meet i~-stream water quality standards 

-l:ie-p-artment-of. Environmental Quality. 

b. Meet the 1983 Water Quality Goal of PL 

enacted by the Oregon 

92-500 water quality_ 

which p~ovides for fish propagation and water quality which 

provides for wate~ contact recreatioh.· 

c. Local government standards . 

TASK II- REVIEW303e BASIN PLAN 

1. Evaluate preliminary. 303e in-stream qu~lity standards, load ~llo

cations,'treatment requirements, stream classifications.· 

2. Make recommendations to DEQ. 

3. Obtain the major design criterfa from-DEQ necessary for project 

·initiation·: 

a. in-s-tream quality standards 

b. municipal and industrial treatment requirements 

c. municipal·and industrial load allocations 

.d. stream classifications 

: TASK III INVENTORY OF· PLANNING PROPOSALS 

1. Inventory and eva-luate pertinen:t regional and local water quality . 

conirol planning completed or in progress throughout the Study 

Area. ·This task will generally consist of evaluating -master .pla:ns 

completed·b~ ·Portland, Clackamas County, Washington Courtty, 

Multnomah County and the Columbia-Region-Association of Governments. 
i 
'l. 
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The specifi~ ylanni~g proposals will be incorporated into ihe 

analysis of alternative water quality control strategies. 

2. Inventory.·and·evaluate drainage planning. 

3. Inventory solid ~a~te planning. 

4. Inventor·y transportation planning. 

5. Inventory air quality planning. 

TASK IV - STUDY AREA PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Bisin description - tab~late surface· air, la~d, water, tbtal 

acreages and map. 

2. Describe and map Study Area topography; establish ·major and minor 

drainage basins. 

3. Geology. Describe .and map surface geology; include a composite 

map showing geological factors, ·high water tables, flood plains, 

. soil characteristics and other factors whi"ah would: (a). inhi"bit · 

septic ope~ations, (b) describe drainage. conditions. Also 

• I •· .. 

describe subsurface geologic conditions; including gravel.resources. 

4. Surface water, Describe hydrology of surface water: (a) low flo·w 

year of vecord·(b) mean monthly flows, (c) 1 day in 10 year low 

f],_ow, (d) 7 day in two. year low flow, (e) flood flow characteriscics. 

5. Groundwater. . I_nventory available infor·mation on groundwater. move

ment, location and depth of groundwater aquifiers, ground water 

recharge areas, location and yield of wells. 

6. Climate. Describe the Study Are~ climate and· per.cipi tat ion 

patterns.. From· rainfall records, ·tabulate and map precipitation 

intensity and spatial distribution and storm patterns by drainage 

basin . 

.· TASK V ~ INVENTORY. EXISTING LAND USE .. 
·1. ·conduct land use inventory in accordance with the followl.ng 

classifications: 

a. residential - acreage in residential use at several densities 

b. commercial -· acreage in shopping centers, strip commercial, 

central business districts 

c. industrial - acreage used for manufacturing, industrial non

manufacturing, wholesale trad~; 

d. transportation·-· acreage .related to transportation including 

roads, airports, railroads, parking lots. 



• 

•. 1. 
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•• • 
e. r~creational - phblic and private acreage devoted .to r~crea

t{onal activities. 

f. public-· acreage.owned.by the public including military reser

. vations' cemeteries' educational holdings; sarli tary· landfills' 
public utilities. 

g. agricultural - acreage in agr:lcul tural l·and uses including 

irrigated.crop land,, dryland farming, grazing and dairy lands, 

feedlots and poultry farms. 

2. Tabulate existing land uses .by drain'age basin. 

3. Map existing land uses by ·drainage basin. 

TASK VI - POPULATION AND ECONOMIC GROWTH 

1. Population. Assume a maximum population equal·to the Study Area 

Design populati~n of 2,000,00_0 at year.2000. Develop at minimum··· 
· pro'j.ec_i:'ion based on analysis prepared by the CRAG staff. The 

·minimum and max:lmum projections provide a· popul·ation range. 

2. Economic growth.· ·Analyze "water using" activities, particularly 

"wet process" industries. Based on the analysis, pr·oj ect growth 

of.these activities to year. 2000 .. The.economic growth p:r-ojections 

a~e to be 9onsistent with CRAG.' s Focused Growth plan and maximum 
design populaticin of ~,ooo,ooo. 

TASK VII LAND USE PROJECTION . 

1. ·Utilize the CRAG-Focused Growth Plan to establish the .four basic land 
. use categories an~ their distribution: 

a. urbari·services area 
b. rural.residentia1 

c. agricultural 

d. conservation 

~reject and distribute these four basic land use categories for 

1985, and 2000~ The p~ojection and distribution should.be based. 

on existing land use patterns, the population and economic growth 

analysis, and the .CRAG-Focused Growth Plan. 

2. Extend the four· ·basic land use categories and. break projected 

land us~ patterns down to the following classifications: 

a. residential - acreage· in residential use at several 
densit:les. 

b. commercial acreage in shopping centers, strip commercial,. 
.I 
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business dist~icts 

c. industrial - acreage used for manufacturing, industrial non

manufacturing, wholesale trade. 

d. transportation- acreage related to transportation including·· 

roads, airports, railroads, parking lots. 

e. recreation~l - public and private acreage devoted to 

recreational activities 

f. public - acreage owned by the public including military 

reservations, cemeteries, educational holdings, sanitary land
fills, public utilities 

g. agricultural- .acreage in.agricultural land uses including 
·irrigated crop land, dryland farming, grazing and dairy 

lands, feedlots and poultry farms. · 

3. Tabulate the above classi_fications by drainage basin for 1985 

and 2000. Map the above classificati6ns . 

4. Spatially distribute the ~~isting and projected pdpulation and· 

economic activities by drainage basiti for l~85 and 2000. 

TASK VIII - WATER USE 

1. Conduct a· general: analysis of water use by ~rainage baSin 

(data to be. use~ to help determine wastewater flows and to help 

in.identifying· critical stream segments) .. Some possible 

categories of ~se are as follows: 
a.· drinking water 

·b. water recreation 

c. .agricultural. 

d. industrial 

.2. Conduct .a general analysis·of water rights and assess the impact 
on water quality. 

3. Project ~ater use for 1985 and 2000. 

TASK. IX - INVENTORY EXISTING FACILITIES . I 

1. Sanitary and·Combined Sewage Systems 

a. · Inventor'Y. and map. sewer service areas and jurisdictional 
boundaries of agencies providing sewer.ser~ice. Provide 

additional descriptive information.as needeq . 

. b. Conduct an inventory to ·determine size, type, physical 

condition and location of sanitary and combined interceptors 
I 
I 

I 
i 
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and lift stations. 

c. Describe overflow history of sanitary and com~1ned sewers; 

.including frequency and an estimate of overflow quantity. 

Determine points of d~scharge . 
d. Provide maps of _present system showing interceptor and out

.fall sanitary sewers, principle combined· sewers, pump statior1;s, .· 

overflows and bypass,es for sanitary and combined sewers.· 

2. ·Tr.eatmeht Facilit.ies (municipal): 
·a. Map lbcation, outfall lin~ and receiving ~tream. 
b.· Inventory treatment facilities and provid~ at least ·.the· 

·following information: 

1. NPDES permit design 

2. design flow 
3. type of treatment 

4. issessment of performance 
5. influent and effluent characteristics 

6. industrial pretreatment requirements 

3. Treatment Facilities (industria-l): 
a. Map location, _outfall line and receiving stream. 

·b; Inventory industrial treatment ~acilitie~ and provide the 

following information: 
1. NPDES permit information 

2 .. design flow 
3. _type of treatment 
4. assessment of performance 

. ·. 
5. influent and effluent characteristics 

4. Storm Water: 
a. Inventory and map drainage service areas, jurisdictional 

boundaries of agen_cies providing storm water runoff control 

and· boundaries of municipalities. 
b. Inventory and map storm drainage facilities in the study 

. area. Indicate size, type, physical condition; capacity, 

. location of discharge points. 

: .. , . . . 5 • Septic Tanks : 
a. Inventory individuai. waste treatment systems (septic tanks). 

that are in existence within individual sewer service. 

areas and outside. service areas but within the Study .Area. 
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·b.. Define uns.ewered areas which hav·e existing s_ewerage needs 

·(i.-e. areas having failing septic tanks). 

6. Residual Wastes: 

a. Inventory an~ map residual.wastes dispos~l areas. 

b. Describe residual waste disposal practices. 

7. Solid Wastes -provide descriptive information on current 

solid waste disposal fac,ilities, j?ractices ancC plans~ 

TASK X ~ EXISTING WASTE SOURCES 

1. Determine Existing Waste Sources inventory ~nd map sigriificant 

point and·nonpciint discharges_with each discharge keyed to river

mile or other spec{fic descriptions~· Possible identifi~ble 
pqint and nonpoint di~cha~ges includ~ the_ following:. 

a. municipal wastes (including industrial .. components) 
. . 

b. industrial .wastes 

c. individual sanitary discharges 

d. .combined sewer overflows 

e. sanitary sewer overflows 
·f. urban: storm water runoff 

g. drainage from solid waste disposal 
h. thermal p~wer and- cooling water discharges. 

i. recreation wastes 
j. log dumping, ·rafting and storage 

k. streambank erosion.· 

1. irrigation return-flow· 

m. animal feedlot wastes 

n. runoff from agricultural operations 

o •. runoff·from construction practices 

p. spills· 

q. wasfes from vessels and marinas 

r. dredging and dredging spoils. 

2. Waste_ Characteristics -:- identify, to the extent practicable,,-

the waste.characteristics of t!le significant waste sources. Some 

possible·waste_characteristics include the following: 

a. BOD 
b·. COD 

c. color 

d. turbidity 

h ' . 
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e . solids 

. f. . toxic substances 

g. metal ions 

h . fluids 

.i. dissolved substances 

j . temperature . 

k. ph 

1 . chlorides 

m. nutrients . 

3. Determine Ra~ Waste Produced - the raw. waste is that waste· 

produced by each source prior .to treatment .. The waste pr.o-:

duced shall be given by flow (mgd) and pounds of waste wherever 

possible. 

a. raw waste during the dry weather period. 

··b .. raw wasti produced under wet weather conditions. 

4. Determine the ·level of·treatment presently employed to control 

the waste sources: 

a. yoint .source waste should include influent char~cteristics, 

types and level of treatment, and effluent ch~racteristics 

and quantity. 
b. . currently employed practices used to el.iminate or reduce the· 

entry of·non-point sources into water bodies should be 

.,_ ····> enumerated. 

1··· 
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5. Determine final waste load after current treatment and controls 

from each waste source. Estimates of quantity of individual 

pollutants should be estimated during. dry weather and_ wet. 

weather conditions:· Estim~tes to be broken down b~ receiving 
·stream . 

TASK XI FUTURE WASTE LOADS 

·1. Utilize data.devel?ped r~garding p~pulatiori and .economic growth, 

·changes,in land use and increases in water use to develop 

projections of future waste quanti ties ... 
2w Projections to be mad~. for. 1985 and 2000. Estimaies of future 

waste production will be made for dry weather, wet weather 

.and storm conditions. Estimates to be broken down by drainag~ 

basin. 

- -. ... 

-: . 
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TASK XII - DEFINE EXISTING WATER QUALITY 

1. Describe existing DEQ stream standards by stream segment on a 

stream by· stream b~sis. 

2. Describe EPA and DEQ proposed changes~ if any, in stream.· 

standards. 

a. to meet .1983 goals of PL 92-Sgo. 

b. to meet J,.ong range goals· and objectives 

3. Describe existing surface water quality on a stream by stream 

basis based upon.accumulated physical chemical and-biological 

water quality data. 

4. · . Parameters moni tared. to include the following when practicable: 

a. BOD 

b. COD 

c .. color 

d. turbidity 

e .. solids (suspended, volatile, total) 

f. ·toxic substances 

g. metal ions 

h. fluids 

1. di~solved substance~ 

j. temperature. 

k. ph 
1. chlorides 

m. nutrients 
5. Water·quality data prepared for historical period of .reco~d under. 

various flow conditions. Mean, maximum and minimum values to be 

presented. 
6. Evaluate and relate existing water.quality.to beneficial uses and 

inst~eam water quality standards. · Determine w~ter -quality 

deficien6ies and problems on a stream segment basis; prioritize 

problem areas. 

TASK XIII WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY MODELING 

1. Develop math~matical model of water quality and quantity~ Model 

to be developed which can be operable in each significant 

drainage basin ~hroughout th~ Study Area. 

2. Utilizing mo"del, relate current wasteloads ·to water _quality under 

dry weather, and wet weather conditions. 
I 

!a. 
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3; Utilizing model relate ·future wasteloads to water quality and· 

determine: 
a. p'robable impact on water· quality 

b. probable: water quality deficiencies in major streams 

4. Model runoff characteristics for significant drainage basins 

with existing ahd land use configuration. Estimate runoff 

characteristics for 1985· and year 2000 .. 

TASK XIV NON-STRUCTURAL CONTROLS 

1. Land u~e ~describe and analyze e~isting.land use cdnt~ols 

throughout the Stu.dy Area which may have an impact on. water 

quality. These controls should be· dif·ferentiat·ed by -munici

pality, courity, CRAG Focused Growth Plan, state and federal. 

Land use controls to be evaluated include at least the. following: 

a. zoning 

b. flood plain zoning and regulations 

c. subdivi~ion development regulations 

d. buffer zones 

.2. Inventory and analyze other ordinances and regulations which 

may impact on water quality. Examples include: 

a. housing codes 

b. building·codes 

c. · construction permits. 

d. hillside regulations 
e. grading regulations 
f. taxation policies 

g. public ~orks poli6ies 

3 .. Determine present constraints on Study Area land use: 

a. political 

4. 

b .. physical 

c. socio-economic· 

Inventory and analyze land management practices and regulations. 

Examples include: 

.a. SCS regulations· and recommendations. for land management 
b. · Oregon.State Forest Practices Act 

c. U.S~ Forest Service regulations 

9 . 
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TASK XV - CONDUCT INSTITUTIONAL STUDY 

1. Inventory the Study Area's institutional setting: 

a. ·areawide experience in water quality management 

b •. area·potential for areawide water quality management 

extent .of regional cooperation 

the 

c. emergence of regional agencies, ~.g. MSD's role in solid waste 

management and implementation 

2. Ident~fy· and describe the major management programs and policies 

of existing institutions with regard to·. water qualit,y management. 

3. Desc~ibe and analyze powers and legal authority of-existing· 

. insti t·utions to implement various aspects of the 2 0 8 Water 

Quality Management Plan. . 
4. Assess the extent to which the existing institutional arrange-

ments (contract~al and other intergovernmental arrangements) are 
. . . 

adequate to perform the required 2~8 functions. 

TASK XVI - AREAWIDE FINANCIAL CAPABILITY .. 

1. Inventory and de~cribe financial capabilities of those institutions 

engaged in water quality control. .Data to include·a minimum of 

the following:· 

a. assesse~ valuation 

b. tax rates 

c. bonded indebtedness 

d. financial.commitments to wastewater·controi and other .related 

programs 

~. other indices of financial ~ap~bility 

f. l~gal constraints on financial capability 

·2. · Inventory and describe areawide sources of funding for water 

~uality control: 

a. federal g~ants and loans 

b. state grants arid loans 

c. taxes 

d. user charges 

e. general obligation and revenue bonds ,: ' ' 

3 •. Inventory and .. describe area 1 s current outlays for water quality· 

controi '(mainly to wastewater abatement)~ Data to include at 

least the-following costs: 

a. debt costs 
I 
i 
i 
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b. O&M costs 

c. administrative costs 

d. per capita costs 

e. cost per million g~llons of waste treated 

. . ·. 

II. DEVELOP TECHNICAL WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

TASK XVII - WATER. QUALITY TECHNICAL NEEDS 

This task.ass~sses and specifies the water quality technical n~eds to 

the year 2000 based on the-data developed in Tasks I- XVI. The 

alternative plans will be prepared to meet these needs. Some possible 

water quality needs are as follows: 

1. Expanded service areas·to eliminate individual waste treatment 

systems. 

2. Higher treatment efficiencies beyond those proposed for 1983 in 

the DEQ 303e Basin Plans. 

3. Different c6nfiguration of· bollection systems and treatment 

plants to maintain no discharge to specified stream segments 

~ither to _eliminate discharges or to maintai~ non-degredation. 

4. New methods to control and treat.stormwater runoff and combined 

sewer overfiows. 

5. Methods t~ improve control and management of residual wastes. 

TASK XVIII - DEVELOP" TECHNICAL ALTERNATIVES 

This task involves generating alternative·structural and non--structural. 
. . 

solutions which meet the water quality technical needs and study 

objectives to the year 2000. When practicable, short range and·long 

range solutions will be specified. Following the development of 

several alternative solutions, ~ach alternative ~ill be evaluated for 

its effectiveness in ·solving the wastewater, .stormwater runoff and 

non-point sou~ce problems. Consideration must be given to existing 

systems in~pl~ce, short-term water quality control plans already 

ll. 



. ,. 

;,·, 

'~ ' I 

.'··, . ·'.' 

• • .,,;'·; .•'1'.' 

'1 ·, .. 

· .. ,' 

·,·, ' 

... ;' ... 

• • 
committee and long-te'rm regional and subregional plans. The alternatives 

to be developed include the following: 

1. Individual waste tr~atment systems 

a. exten'siori of sewer service areas 
. . . . . 

b. density zoning 

c. regulations :to control location, placement and operation 
.2. Corribined.and. sanitary·sewer overfl~ws 

a. complete seperation of stormwater 
b. storage an~.treatment 

c. augmenting interceptors 

. 3. · Stormwater runoff ·and treatment 

a. storag~ and treatment 

b. off stream pipelines 

c.· open conduits 

d. separate treatment systems 

.e. modificatibn of natural drainag~. courses 
·f. density zoning and open spaces 

4. R~sidual wastes 

a. land ~pplication 
b. transport out of region 

c. heat treating ~nd incineration 

5. Wastewater treatment 

a. regulation of discharge points 

b. treatment measures·including advanced biological, physical-
chemical land application as treatment 

c. new treatment facilities 

d. upgrading and modifying existing facilities 

e. source controls including pretreatment,,process changes, 
temporary storage, ·flow reduction 

6·.. Sewerage system 

a. new interceptors and·pumping facilities 
b. .expand, . upgrade· exis.ti~g systems 

c. new service areas 

7. Areawide· non-structural controls 
. . . 

a. land use.controls including zoning, control of general urban 

.· 

design, regulations to controf the location, modification .and 
~onstruction of facilities. 

b. septic tank regulations 
I 

• I 
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:. 



r----------;------ ~-------- ---~--

1.. • • 
.1: •. • 
I. 
! 

· .• l; 

>:··:· 

8. 

c. land management practices including control of irrigation 
. . 

return flows,·measures to ·control land runoff and streambank 

. erosion, regulations to control construction activities 

d. alternative taxation· measures and incentives for water quality_ 

control 

Possi6ilities for achieving flow augmenta~ion 

TASK XIX EVALUATE AND COMPARE ALTERNATIVES, SELECT WATER QUALITY 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

1. Evaluation and comparison lS the-process by.which the various 

·alternatives are refined and eliminated until one 'techn{cai water 

quality manage~ent plan·is selected· for implementation. Each 

a~ternative,is. carefully evaluated and compared with other similar 

alternatives until ul~imately the ·optimum technical solution 

for water quatity management is selected. Suggested criteria 

for evaluation and comparison are as follows: 

a. costs - economic, social, environmental 

b. operational-effectiveness 

c. institutional capability 

d. financial capabili~y 
·e. public accountability 

2. Technical water quality management plan.outputs will include the 

:~ following: 

r.:.:.' 
-?· ...... < 

_, ... _ . 
. ·. 

a. A process to control mu~icipal wastewater (sanitary and 

combined sewage) 

1. service area boundaries with population an.d -land use 

distribution over time 

2. interceptor sewers and lift stations 

a.· location 

b ~ capacity· 
c.· land acquisition and construction costs 

. 3. wastewate~ treatment facilities 

a. location, receiving-stream 

b.· type of treatment and required treatment efficiencies

(including load allocations) 
. - . 

. c. design flow (including industrial component) 

d. ·land a6q~isitiori, construction and O&M costs 

4. identification and prioritization of needed 201 facility 
I 
I 

I 
13. 
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. plans over. the .5 year ·period following complet~on of the 

208 :planning. 

·s. pretreatment requirements for all industrial components 

· of municipal. wastewater. 

b. A process to control wastewater from individual industrial.· 

t~eatment.systemi 

1. location, reced ving streams 

2.· ~type of treatment 

3. _required effluents ({ncluding load allocations) 

c. A process to control· urban stormwater runoff 

1. Service area boundaries with popuiation and.land use 

distribution over time 

2. ·Conveyance,_ storage and treatment systems 

a. location 

b. capacity 

c. land acquisition, construction and O&M costs 

d. A process to•control the disposition of all residual wastes. 

1. Disposal facilities 

a .. ·location 

b~ design type and capacity 

c. ·land acquisition, construction and O&M costs 

e. A process to control wastes from individual treatment 

systems (septic ~anks) 

f. A process to control agr.l.culture and silviculture related· 

non-point .. sour~es of pollution. 

g .. A process to control cohstruction activity related sources 

of pollution 

TASK XX- ENVIRONMENTAL-IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

An environmental assessment will ·be prepared to include the following 

considerations: 

1. Probable impact of the plan on the economic and social· environment 

and on the balance of the natural environment. 

2. Any pr?bable. adverse environmentaL effects which cannot be· 

avoided. 

3. Any irreversible-and: irretrievable commitment of resources. 

4. fnciications of public objections to ·plans arising because of

environmental issues. 
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III DEVELOPMENT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS 

· · TASK ·xxi .- IMPLEMENTATION NE'EDS 

This task assesses and specifies implementation. needs to the year 

2000 .. The imple.meiltation needs are primarily based on the technical 

. water quality management ·p.lan, institutional capability, financial 

capability and the adequacy of existing areawide rand use c.ontrols ·and· 

other regulations to:implement both the structural.~nd non-struc~ural 

aspects of the technical plan. Some possible implementation needs are 

as follows: 

1. Increase legal authority to prevent future·water quality deteriora-

~ '. tion. 
i • 

•· .i 
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2. Larid use control~ to facilitate the location and outfall lines, 

treatment facilities, interceptors, and conveyance facilities for 

urban stormwater runoff. 

3. ·specific regulations for implementing non-structural water quality 

control measures. 

4. New legislation and/or improved contractural agreements to develop 

areawide institutional arra~gements capable of implementing the 

technical plan. 

5. Increased funding. c·ap':lbili ties. 

TASK.XXII·- DEVELOP IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVES 

This task develops alternatives for ·implementing the technical plan~ 

These alternatives are grouped into· four broad categories for ease 

,· 

ot analysis: financ~al; institutional; regulatory; and continuous . · ... 

. planning. The financial alternatives are primarily concerned ·with.· 

sources of funds, cost sharing and an implementation schedule. The·· 

institutional alternatives are concerned with the development· of an· 

areawide governmental mechanism for coordination and. implementation of 

the various technical plan components. The regulatory category, 

provides alte~native regulations and land use controls. These 

·regulatory .elements· will be used as a legal basis. for · implementatio.n 

and; in ~artictilar~ will be·used as the non-str~ctural solutiorts for··· 

water quali~y control. The last cate~ory develops alter~atives· for the 

continuous planning p~ocess. 

I 
. ! 

15. 
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1 .. Develop financial alternatives. 

a. Develop alternatives for priorl. tizing .c·ap~ tal improvements 

to year 2000 and for prioritizing needed 201 facility plan~. 

For each prioritization alternative, develop 5 year ~nd 20 

year construction schedules for all facilities enumerated· in 

t6e technical water.quality management plan; In addition~· 

develop a 5 .year priori:tization schedule for needed facility 

plans.· 

b. Develop alternative sources of funding of all·water quality 

control costs .. costs to include the land acqtiisition costs, 

capital costs,.O&M·costs and.administrative costs. Alternative 

sources of funds are .to include: 
· ·1. federal grants, loans and revenue sharing . . 

.2. state grants and loans· 
3. areawide revenue sources: taxation, revenue bonds, 

general obligation bonds, .user charges. 
c. Develop alternatives ·for cost sharing of' all water ·quality 

control costs. Cost~sharing must involve a determination 

of benefits receive·d by jurisdiction and ~y cat~gory of 

user (industrial, ~esidential, etc.)~ Cost sharing may 

involve a .complex system of rates,· 'user charges and taxes. 

The industrial control costs for major industrieson municipal 

. systems must be spe.cific. 
·d. Develop alternative areawide accounting. systems for revenue 

raising and disbursement of· funds to water· quality control 

agencies. Accounting systems are restricted to areawide 

aspects of water quality control only. 

2. Develop institutional alternatives 
a. Describe alternative jurisdictional authorities for various 

aspects of the technical plan. Jurisdictional authorities 

to include federal, state,. areawide and local water quality 

agencies. 
b. Develop alternative areawide .institutional arrangements. 

1. single areawide agency 
2. several single~purpose·agencies for various components of 

the plan.· 

3. loc~l ~gencies with contractual agreements 
·4. areawide coord{n~ting agency and contr~ctual .arrangements 

i 
16·. 
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with local agencies 

5. combinations ·of the above. '> 

c. Develop alternative's for .areawide management. Possibilities 

should include a regional accounting system and·computerized 

data processing. 

Develop alternatiye regulatory controls to·enforce structural 

aspects of the plan and,, in particular, the non-structural 

aspects of water quality control. Some of the· alternatives to 

be considered include: 

a. land use controls to spatially distribute population and 

economic activity 

b. regulations to control construction practices 

c. regulations to control farming and. logging practices 

d. regulations to specify 'the location,·modifi~ation and· 

construction of water quality control facilities 

e~ flood plain.zoning and regulations 

·f. subdivision development regulations 

g. regulations to establish industrial pre-treatment requirements.' 

h. regulations to control location and operation of individual 

waste dispersal systems 

i. regulations governing cost sharing formulas 

j. regulations to control· implementation schedules on an 

areawide basis 

4, Continuous plannin~ process 
a. ·alternatives for ongoing review, upgrading and modification 

of the technical water·· quality management plan and the 

implenentation arrangements 
. . . 

b. alternatives f.or moni taring ·the operation of water quality 

control f~cilities an'f programs· 

c. alternative institutional arrangements to carryon the 

continuous planning process 

d. explore the development of computerized data.bank on 

pertinent aspects of water quality management to insure 

plan updating .. 

17. 
. I 
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TASK XXIII. - EVALUATE AND COMPARE ALTERNATIVES, SELECT IMPLEMENTATION 

ARRANGEMENTS 

1. Develop criteria ·for evaluating alternative implementation 

arrangements. Exampl~s include: 

a. operational effectiveness 

b. political fea-sibility 

c. equitabli distributiori o£ capital and other costs 

2. Evaluate a;nd compare alternatives; select·implementation plan . 

Plan outputs will include the following: 

a. Financ{al plan 

1. prioritize capital improvements 

2. funding sources· 

3. cost-sharing on an. areawide basis 

4. areawide accounting ·system 

b. Institutional,pl~n 

1. jurisdictional authorities and service areas 

2. areawide.governmental arrangements 

c. Regulatory program 
·d. Continuous planningprocess 

1. rev.iew, upgrading c3:nd modification of the water quaii ty 

managemerit plan · 

2. program monitoring 

_3~ process for analysis of local planning for conformance with 

· the implementation plan. 

TASK XXIV - DEVELOP PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 
1. Provide· for areawide involvement through two principal outputs to:. ·· 

the.planning process. 

. a. 

b. 

The Environmental Services Citizen Advisory Commi t.tee of· the 

Columbia Region Association of Governments 

Public information exchange conducted by the Citizens 

Communication office of the Columbia Region Association• of 

Governments· •. ·. · : 
2 .. · Prepare a detailed. plan for public participation. Some possible··_".:_ 

information and participation techniques to be considered 
. . 

include the following:· 

·a. info~m~l meetings and workshops 

b. public hearings 



·.' 

,, 

••• • 
c. 

d. 

presentations to civic groups and schools 

tabloids and brochures 

e. slide shows, movies, radio and television programs 

. f. surveys and opinion polls 

g. press conferences 

TASK XXV STUDY MANAGEMENT ,(CRAG) 
1. Study Responsii?i'lity: The Columbia Region Association of 

~6vernments is.responsible for general supervision 6f all 

aspects of the water quality management·program. 

·2. Study Team: Suf"ficient in-house staff will be hired to: 

a. supervise and administer the program 
b. develop sufficient in-house expertise to administer the 

continuous planning process 

3. Study Team Responsibility: 

a. Reports 
1. preparation. of a final report 

· b.· Financial 
1. maintain accounting system for in-house work ·and outside 

contracts 
2. handle all disbursement requests 

c. Contracts 
.1. select consultants for specific i terns of the program . 

· 2. administer consultant contracts 

d. Coordination 
1; coordinate ·with the Environmental Services Citizens 

Advisory.Committee 
· 2. ,.coordinate with those planning activities closely related 

to the .water quality management program 
r 

a. solid waste plannin~ 
b. ·transportation planning 

. c. air. quality planning 
d. administer the public involvement program 
e ~. coordinate with state and federal water quality 

planning agencies 

I. 

. . ~ 

3 .. Work with the Community Deve],opment Technical Advisory 

Committee on ·all aspects of.plan development. 

' '· 
TASK XXVI - STUDY MANAGEMENT .(DEQ) 

I 

., '~ 
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PRELIMINARY TASK/COST BREAKDOWN 

TASK 

·Goals & Obj"ecti ves 

Review 303c Basin Plan 

Inventory P~anning Proposals 

Study Area Physical Character
istics 

Inventory Existing Land Use-

Population & Economic Growth 

Land Use Projection 

Water Use 

·Inventory Existing Facilities 

Existing Waste Sources 

Future Waste ·Loads 

Define Existing Water Quality 

Water Quality & Quantity 
Modeling · 

Non-Struc~ural Controls 

·Conduct Institutional Study 

Areawide ·Financial Capability 

Water Quality Technical Needs 

Develop Technical Alternatives 

Evaluate & Compare Alterna
tives, Select ·water. Quality 
Management Plan 

Environmental _Impact Assess
ment 

Implementation Needs 

· Develop Implementation 
Alternatives 

CRAG(l) 

$ '1, 500 . $ 

1 ,.5~0 

8,250 

20,600 

20,600 

10,300 

36,550 

4,100 

16,500 

20,500 

8, 250 . 

8,250 

8,100 

8,100 

8,100 

1,650 

50,000 

25,000 

2' 500 . 

.'39' 000 

COST ($) 

CONSULTANT 

$ 

50,000 

5,000' 

350,000 

25;000 

30,000 

5,000 

120,000 

TOTAL 

1, 500 . 

1~500 

8,250 

20,600 

20,600 

10,300 

36,550 

4,100 

16,500 

20,500 

8,250 

8,250 

50,000 

·8,100 

8,100 

. 8, 100 

6,650 

400,000 

1 50 J 000 

30,000 

7,500 

159,000 
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XXIII 

XXIV. 

XXV 

XXVI. 

XXVII 

TASK 

Evaluate & Compare Alter
natives, Select Implemen~ 
tation Arrangements 

. Public. Involvement 

Study Management (CRAG) 

Stu·dy Management (DEQ) 

Final Report 

CRAG (1) 

$ 

15,000 

15,650 

80,000 

. . 

$410,000 

(1) Operating Overhead and Administrative 
Costs Included. 

COST ($) 

CONSULTANT TOTAL 

~ $ . 
15,000 30,000 

. 30,000 45,650 

so,ooo· 

.30,000 . 30,000 

30,000 30,000 

$690,000 $1,100,000 
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SUBJ ECT: Comments on CRAG' S Wastewater Management Study Plan 

1. The outline prepared by CRAG is a very ambit ious project for only 
1 . 1 million dollars (This same program cost approximately 3 . 7 mill i on 
for Seattle). 

2. Probably the single most important concept that could come from this 
s tudy would be determination of Water Quality goals that would be applicable 
to t he s tudy area. Once these goals have been set, the plans for Pollution 
Control and Abatement a lternatives would be much easier to define. 

3. The study plan has allocated $500,000 for developing technica l alter
natives for Wa ter Quality Management and only $50,000 for developing 
the data base on whi ch thes e a l ter natives will be developed. Water 
Quality Management Plans are abundant in the literature based on general
ized assumpt ions for a par ticul ar region without specifically defining 
the problems as sociated with the study area. I would like to see more 
of the study spent on defining existing water quality problems, waste 
loads, and the environments capacity to assimulate these pollutants rather 
than s pending most of the money on developing needless al ternatives. 

4 . The combined sewer overf low problem has to be a major factor in defining 
the water quality problems for the Wi llamette River yet it consists of 
only a small portion of the total study. Portland will spend a good deal 
of time and money answering this problem and with assistance from CRAG 
it could be incorporated into the Water Quality Management Plan. This 
should be strongly emphasized at the Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
on January 8, 1975. 

5. As the program is presently set up, most of the study would be done 
by a cons ultant hired by CRAG. This isn't a very attractive situation 
because the consultant could do the study without conferring with Portland 
on our needs and objectives in Pollution Gontrol and Aba tement. This 
wou ld give us very little control over a plan that will be adopted by 
local and state author it i es and commits us to a pl a n we have no s ay in 
its development . 
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CORPORATE OFFICES : 

1601 WEST ORANGEWOOD AVENUE. P.O. BO X 163 1 

ORANGE. CALIFORNIA 926 68 U .S .A . 

PHONE ( 714 ) 633-8334 - CABLE " BOWERINDS " 

Mt. Mel Gordon, County Commissioner 
Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Gordon: 

January 29, 1975 

As a member of the Environmental Advisory Committee, you are no doubt 
interested in the significant scientific developments which are coming 
about in the sewage and industrial wastewater treatment field. 

The availability of DBC Plus Dried Bacteria Cultures and the related 
know how which we have developed in connection with their use now makes 
it possible to biologically remove grease and lodged solids from sewage 
treatment collection systems without mechanical effort. It has been 
demonstrated that the engineered application of DBC Plus Dried Bacteria 
Cultures will typically result in a significant improvement in the re
duction of BOD and suspended solids on a through-the-plant evaluation; 
odors are typically eliminated and the need for chlorine and other expen
sive chemicals is proportionately reduced. 

It is true that at least part of the function of the typical sewage treat
ment plant is to provide a place for bacterial activity to take place. This 
bacterial activity is vital to the utilization of volatile solids in the 
system and in most cases aids in the flocculation of settleable solids. 

It is not always true that scientific breakthroughs in any field of endeavor 
have a cost reduction impact, but when it comes to DBC Plus Dried Bacteria 
Cultures, there are many areas for potential cost reduction which are, I 
am sure, of a vital concern to you, together with the opportunity for improv
ing the quality of our wastewater streams. 

If you have any specific questions about any of the work we are doing or 
the product line itself, I will be pleased to respond to you personally 
about it. 

GCB:saj 
Encs. 

l ETRO SE.RVIGE Dl~l 1Cl 

Yours sincerely, 

President 

FEB :41975 
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COLU.A REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERN.TS 

Merporandum February 19, 19 75 F. LE l 0. Jf) ,J:?..j.Jt"" .......... . 
To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Community Development Technical Advisory Committee 

Staff, Public Facilities Section 

MSD's role in 208 Water Quality Management -Planning 

This memo is in response to the CD-TAC request for an explanation 
of MSD's role in the water quality management program. Several 
reasons for utilizing MSD on a contractual basis are provided 
below. 

The two general requirements of the 208 water quality management 
program inc lud e the development of a technical plan for water 
q lity control on an areawide basis and the development of a 
management program for implementation on an areawide basis. The 
208 guidelines state that the management program may be very 
flexible. The governmental arrangements may include a single 
implementing agency or several implementing agencies for each 
element of the technical water quality control plan. 

With regard to the management program the staff strategy is to 
contract with private consultants. The utili za tion of outside 
consultants with considerable expertise should result in a 
well-conceived and unbiased program. 

To help in the development of areawide management aspects of the 
program, one man will be required to work closely with both the 
consultants and the local governments, and will assist the consul
tants in the d evelopment and evaluation of management alternatives. 
The proposed contract with MSD specifies that MSD perform the 
above services. 

It should be emphasized that the above strategy does not imply 
any special consideration for MSD . as the areawide implementing 
agency. Consultants will have primary responsibility for the 
development of the program and the CRAG staff, working through 
the CD-TAC will have direct· responsibilities for management of 
the entire progra~. 

The primary reason for utilization of MSD's services is its 
recent -experience in implementation planning. MSD, through solid 
waste management, has developed contracts, ordinances and regula
tions on an areawide basis. This expertise should prove useful 
in this program. Although MSD's involvement in the program as 
proposed is modest, it nevertheless allows certain advantages over 
contracting with a private firm for this work or adding another 
person to the CRAG staff. 

The second reason for utilization of MSD's services, rather than 
an additional CRAG staff person, is simply that some aspects of 
the program may be implemented on an areawide basis by a single 
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• CD-TAC 
February 19, 1~75 
Page 2 

., . •• 
agency. This 'pertains to:· .the contl;:ol of. urban stormwater runoff 

. and the control of. other non-point sources of waste. MSD is the 
·only agency whi'ch has the legislative authority to finance ·and. 
implement areawide ·aspects of sewerage, drainage and non-po·int · 
sources of waste. By utilizing MSD's services, the.MSD Board 
can become familiar with both the technical and management aspects 
of the program. The.Mso· Board will then be'in a.position to 
implement such aspects of the program as might.be recommended.in 

· the cons\}! tant reports. · · 
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~ ~-:c.\'. Hall 

Dear "'lr·. r uca-;,: 

1'hi.s iS ·to (Onfi.rm that tllc L.tnd rc,(• 1{;•;,:.:\'orch 
lnst...i tttf' ts intet •e st<.~d i.n ,H.f! t ' Jti'~- i L ·.., s e1 'it e-s to 
('!(;\(. du.t·ing ,\Utu· t wo yc;~r-, S 1.11 mj!Ji<>n rt·~~illna] 

wn tf' r qual i ty marH!.H•menL study. 

we arc p·trtjculctt'L.' int~·r·~"'ste{l jn t ilt. 
di -,po'5al a.spects ut th(' proposed str1d. 

st•v.-agc ~1 udgf 

'll f' Tn.st i_tulc 
i " in a pus.·itlon t<, Wf.)t•k di.tectly with (i{i\G nr·· wit.h 

i. lC' CoqJs of cn~inect'S whu yon · i.ndu:attd may .lSS;st i.r 

thf: wa~tc water res.i d1ta l analysis phasr- o [ the work. 
It. woul. d f>e apprec i a tJ,,d i f you wou 1 d <><:nd '1 s in i r> rma ion 
pertain i nQ. 'Lo the CRAG st.udy . Lha t, would <lSSJ st.. us 1 n the 
preparation of our p!'uposal. 

rnrid~ntlv, LhP CRAG map you gave me was used to 
out 1Lllt'' rl !'<'t;;lunaJ l nJ~t. disp11,s 1/. pLlT• !Jnder· •·onsid··t-
ati..on t)y the Tnstituc_ i·hai, would make it. pl.lS.sib'lc-~ to 
r·c>cycl e , for a:~r· i c u! 'Lural use, the total amount of 
sllldgc produced t hroughout. the en"Lir'e Po1 ·tland Metlo
polj tan arf•d. I· d be glad t.o r·ev jew it w i t.h you or the 
Communit,y levelopm(•nt, Corunittee at any time. 

GDWijh 
CC ••• l .,· lp l. 1\ ,.~cif.:r·:--<:n ( CR\(,l 

T t~ r' r .' W .::t J o c 1 t • ( £' RA G ) 
Un·,; Kt'ill!•···· . lt~(·~ M S D 
1r,<,tittttc 
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METROPOLITAN.. SERI:E msD 527 S. W. HALL, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Terry Waldele 
Tom Lucas 

FROM: Chuck Kemper, MSD 
John Hankee , MSD 

February 22, 1976 

DISTRICT 
222-3671 . 

SUBJECT: PLAN OF STUDY - PORTLAND/VANCOUVER METROPOLITAN 
AREA WATER RESOURCES STUDY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
(FEB., 1976) REVIEW 

Generally, the subject report is not sufficiently 
detailed to determine the benefit of the.~vater Resources Study 
as an input to the MSD Drainage Management Program for.the 
Johnson Creek Basin. The following is a summary of pertinent 
information extracted from the plan of study related to the 
MSD Program. 

1. $500,000 has been budgeted for the Flood Plain 
Management po~tion of the Water Resources Study. A descrip
tion of that portion of the,study is attached. Also included is 
a cost breakdown. · 

2. Inputs for the Johnson Creek study may also come 
from the Wastewater Management, Water Related Recreation or 
Conservation of Fish and Wildlife Resources portions of the 
study. · 

·· 3. The institutional study and public involvement 
program are important aspects of the plan development and it 
appears that a sufficient amount of money has been allocated to 
these tasks ($100,000). In particular the public involvement 
program will be very helpful in developing the kind of people
oriented plan that appears to be required. · · 

4. .The outline of tasks· follows a standard format -
inventory', analysis, alternative formulation·, impact analysis and 
plan selection~ It can only be assumed the Corps will be liberal 
in allowing the public.to actually guide the direction of the 
program. It seems to be the intent. 

5. The plan of study does not describe the inputs or 
outputs of data that will be available. Therefore, comments on . 
. the computer program etc. do not seem appropriate. Maybe personal 
.contact with ·the Corp would be appropriate .. 



••• 
February 22, 1976 
Memorandum 
·page 2 

• 

The concern of MSD is that the Corp will not develop 
the data· base· necessary to assist in the detailed Drainage 
Management Program within the Johnson·Creek Basin and further 
planning would be required by MSD .. 

.• 
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• • 'f· g. Flood plain management. The primary objective of this study 

clement is to provide infot,nation which can be used by local governments 

to ·more effectively incorporate~drainage and flood control considerations 

in.to t11eir. ·decisions on resources management in the. Portland-Vanc~uvcr 

mctropolitnn area.· .To achieve that objective, genernlizcc.l gtiidelincs for 

. drainage management throughout the urban area wilt be prepared. · The guidelines 
. . 

will be based on data gathered from the U.s. Geological Survey 1 s strea.m_;gaging 

of 16 small watersheds, and on detailed studies of specific drainage and 

flood.control management measures in t\vo·or three medium-sized strca.nl 

basins • ·. Johnson Creek basin .in Clackamas and Mul tnomnh Counties, and Salmoti 

··Creek bnsin_in Clark County tentatively have been selected for detailed study. 

~ final ~elt;ction of basins to be studied in detail will be made· on the 

basis of more· detailed problem identification activities to be undertaken. 

early ;Ln the study] 'file detai~ed st~dies of individual basins will result. 

in a range of alternative drainage management plans. The studies will 

consider ·both structural and nonstructural management measures, including 

·storm-~ewering, channel_work, levee~, detention storage, maintenance of · 

. flood plairi land in open...:space· or other uses having low flood damage 

potential, and preservation of natural pending and ground water recharge 

areas. A primary emphasis of the studies will be on finding nonstructural 

solutions which are publicly accepta~lc· and implementable. The follmving 

work tasks will be accomplished: 

(1) Inventqry urban area drainage .and flood probJ!-!.ms .• 

(2) Rcviet·7,__<:md analyze previously conducted flood plain delineation 

'studies, local drainage and storm sewer plans 1 ·p.nd other documents per .... ·--· 
taining to existing drainage facilities. 

(3) ,Anal:z:=:$= dat'a from U. ~. Geological· Survey .rainfall.:..runoff gaging, 

determine watershed :cunoff charact..~List;i_9_~, calculate flmv fr~~~s and 

volumes within ~vatersheds,. .and map areal extent of various frequency flood 

. pvcnts. 

7( (4). Finali~c selection of a limited number of watet'shcds for detailed 

stud~· 

(5) ·Formulate alternative dral.nagc management plans for the >omtersheds -
selected for detailed study. 

( 6) .Determine and analyze social, economic and environmental ,impacts, 

~nd possible i~stitutiorial arra~g~e~~ 
. . 

(7) ·P·reparc generalized guidelines for use by local. ·governments in 

·I 

( 

urban drainage manag~:~t thrcmghout ~l!e .. R~:t;_~~~nd_~Va!:C:~.':l~~r metr<?p~J~_r::an"""'" __ a_r_e_a_-......:._' . 
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TABLE 8 

P03.TLA~m HE:!RO STl..IDY · 

'I'0T.!.L ST'.:D-~ COSTS BY !-l.!JOR ~JORK ITEcl ;.~'ID EFFORT· COY"?OXE:-..1 

1. ?re~aration of a .Plan of Stu~y 

2. ?lan For:::ulation a:-~d :::-.·a:i.ca:::ion 

a.· Preble~ Ide:-~t1fi~at!on 

b. For::J.ulation of Al:::e:-::at:!.ves 

c .. ~rnpact Ass~ss~znt & E~~!uit~on 

d. .·Public I::vol•.re:::e:::::: '"::,: 
· Institutio::al Stuc!es 

3. Study ·nocu:::e::tation ·an:: =:e;:ort 
Preparatio:-~. 

Study ~!an::ge::1e~t 

TOTAL FOR :.:o:.;~ ITE!·! 

24 

40 

175 

100 

100 

35 

26 

500 

!;on:: All table entries a-a in 7housands of Dollars ($103 ) 

"h"aste\.'ater-
H.anager.-:ent 

23 

190 

90 

60 

52 

. 40 

25 

480 

I 

.~,·ater Na\•igation 
Supply· (Com::erc_ial & 

Nanagenent Recreational). 

17 5 

60 .7 

80 25 

60 15 

105 20 

20 13 

18 5 

360 90 

• .. 

· Co~serv.::. ~ion TOTAL 
~a::er 0~ F!.s:!-: aid FOR 

· Related 1-:!.i.G!!fe EFFORT 
Rec::-eation Reso!.lr~es C0:-!?0!~~! 

4 \ 2 75 

5 -5 307 

25 20 . 415 

10 13 258 

17 5 299 

5 3 116 

4 2 80 

70 50 1,550 

'. 



JUNE 27J 1977 

TO: MSD BoARD oF DIRECTORS 

- . . . . 

FROM: CHARLES C. KEMPERJ DIRECTOR 
SOLID WASTE DIVISION 

SUBJECT: WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT AGENCIES 

THE ATTACHED IS A COPY OF A DRAFT REPORT BY BARTLE-WELLS ON . . . . . . . 

THE SELECTION OF MANAGEMENT AGENCIES FOR WATER QUALITY SERVICES. 
You MAY FIND THIS INTERESTING. 

CCK/Jw 

ENCL. 

cc: MSD STAFF 
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.CU WIll .n--; \Y e-ns--------, 

Preliminary Author's Draft 
June S, 1977 

PR.~CTICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN THE SELECTION OF 

WATER QUALITY HANAGEME.NT AGENCIES 

1. SHORTCOMINGS OF THE TYPICAL APPROACH 

Most reports dealing with the selection of a management agency for water 

quality control usually begin by a studious revie\v of the existing 

statutes and other possible management forms. And, of course, an inven-

tory of existing agencies and their powers, services, and statistics is 

brought together. From this information, the authors usually conclude 

that an appropriate new management agency can be selected to resolve the 

regional water quality problems. Such background information is vital 

but, unfortunately, the subject matter is _ exceedingly complex and the 

. number of acceptable or workable alternatives is too great to enable 

selection of a management agency without other perceptive considerations. 

The Portland area is not unique with its many public agencies and the 

interrelationships of their powers and territories. Proposed manage-

ment alternatives in multiple agency situations are typically explaine-d 

in generalized terms relative to powers of existing agencies. And the 

management alternatives are typically conceptualized in physical terms. 

Thus an agency alternative would have such-and-such representation from 

existing agencies and would cover such-and-such an area depending upon 

the location of treatment plants at point A or point B. But it only 

rarely works out. The selection process rarely produces an acceptable 

solution without looking very carefully at the strategies involved 1n 

changing forms of government. And who really \.;ants change? 

-1-
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. . . • • Edwin A. Wells 
_freliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN THE SELECTION OF 
WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT AGENCIES. 

1. SHORTCOMINGS OF THE TYPICAL APPROACH 

2. AMBIGUITIES AND REDUNDANCIES 
l.-

3. WHO WANTS NEW MANAGEMENT AGENCIES? 

4. WEST COAST METROPOLITAN AREA SOLUTIONS 

5. TERRITORIAL IMPERATIVES OF CITIES AND DISTRICTS 

6. INDIVIDUALS IN THE DECISION PROCESS 

7. MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENT DEPENDENCIES 

8. COST EFFECTIVENESS MYTH 

9. EASE OF IMPLEMENTATION CRITERIA 

. 10. WASHINGTON COUNTI USA 

11. OREGON REACTIONS 

-r~, ~cEIV!.
1

D .,J,;- .,., 

~ \ JU~ 10 i977 

CO~~·M~IA P.EGION ASS'N 
C~ G0VERNMENTS 
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Edwin A. \Yells 
Preliminary Author' s Draft 

June 8, 1977 

The difficulties in selection and implementation of new management forms 

breaks doWn into people problems. What can be "sold" to the current 

leadership is extremely important. Their support, or at least compre-

hension, is necessary. A great deal of consideration needs to be given 

on how to motivate the existing leadership or, in the absence of ability 

to motivate, how to impose solutions. 

2. AMBIGUITIES AND REDUNDANCIES 

There is a certain hopelessness about attempting to restructure the 

existing agencies in the Portland area for the single purpose of water 

quality management. This involves the difficult task of stratifying the 

power structure, planning, rule making, and operation of existing agen-

cies so that they carefully complement one another in only one area of 

their mutual interrelationships . Existing agencies become very spe-

cialized in their own minds. Each agency plans, raises its money, makes 

rules, and operates to achieve its own assumed goals . So each agency 

involved in a discussion of restructuring of governmental organizations 

already has its own conceptualized version of its responsibilities to 

the exclusion of the need for change. Unless there is some imminent 

threat most agencies have heard whatthey want to hear about their own 

functions and have not understood the problem that has generated the 

effort to restructure governmental control for purposes of water quality 

management. And they will want to remain unrestricted in other areas. 

A further element of hopelessness is involved in the 208 planning proc-

ess. PL 92-500 requires that local agencies develop a system of con-

-2-



• • 
Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 ' 

sistent ·coordinated effort for water quality management. This involves· 

the three basic local levels of government: cities, special districts, 

counties, and perhaps a regi.onal agency or two created around local 

government. They in turn are expected to be able to cope \'lith the 

mess of interrelated agencies superimposed upon the local management 

effort by state and federal agencies. The ·bureaucratic pyramid 

involved with the water quality problem at the state and federal levels 

is a\'iesome to the point where local agencies may well wonder if the 

effort is worthwhile. Local agencies \-.rhile being told to put their 

own house in order must be somewhat intimidated by the myriad of 

agencies and requirements at higher levels of government and which 

their new government form, whatever it may be, must cope. 

And finally there is buzzword ambiguity developing in the general terms 

being used: institutional, management, regulatory planning. 

3. WHO WANTS NEW MANAGEMENT AGENCIES? 

PL 92-500 is usually identified as the reason for the necessity of 
. 

development of new local management agencies. Obviously, if Congress, 

with the state's help, provides funding for water quality facilities, 

then any requirement they wish can be imposed as one of the conditions 

for the receipt of funds. The language of the la\'1 is almost simplistic 

in that it admonishes local jurisdictions to establish a system of 

governmental controls to protect water quality. 

-3-



• • Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

Typically, each of the higher levels of government, in turn, wants to 

deal with the agency that can react rapidly to its demands . A county 

government dealing with nine small districts and cities evidences 

frustration because of the fragmentation of operation and responsibility, 

even though each may be doing an adequate job l'lithin its separate 

territory. If the nine agencies in turn rent an office, appoint a mana-

ger, set up a telephone and secretary, send a delegate to regular 

meetings, they have suddenly created a form of regional government that 

can respond to the needs of higher levels of government. \~ile elements 

of responsibility may not have changed, the combined area of the nine 

sewering agencies suddenly has accomplished a regional form of repre-

sentation able to deal with higher levels of government . They're now 

regionalized. 

What is missing within the framework of existing agencies and their 

representatives is any understanding of where they collectively have 

fallen short. ~ile each agency may be doing an excellent job l'iithin 

the framework of its own powers and territory, thereis a clear evidence 

of shortsidedness in terms of their separate ability or even collective 

ability to plan for long range urban growth and improved W!iter quality 

standards within the total area which they influence. Cities and dis.-

tricts are typically disinterested in planning or providing for areas 

outside their boundaries. Their concerns have been reactive to specific 

requests for expansion. Or they have been reactive to typical requests 

for upgrading of water quality control facilities . And they seldom 

generate enlightened leadership . 

-4-
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Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Drci.ft 

· june 8, 1977 ' · 

Very plainly, PL 92-500 evidences the environmental concerns, in the 

face of an expanding population, in virtually every major metropolitan 

area. The management agency has to have more, much more, than any 

coalition of existing agencies to accomplish long range water quality 

needs. A primary requirement for a ne\'l management agency is to be 

able to assume the responsibility for control. of nel'i developing areas 

as they relate to water quality control problems. It must be able to 

anticipate the problems and raise the funds necessary to prevent 

degradation of water quality. And its control must extend beyond-the 

collective boundaries of existing agencies to cover the regional area 

which will be influenced by grol'lth within and from existing development. 

4. WEST COAST METROPOLITAN AREA SOLUTIONS 

Most of the major urban areas. in the western United States have devel-

oped some form of \'later quality management agency over the last 25 

years. New contract agencies operate on·behalf of member agencies in 

the Los Angeles basin and in the Orange County basin. A local agency . 

providing sewage treatment fo~ neighboring agencies ~der contract is 

used by the City of San Diego for its area and by the East Bay Municipal 

Utility District (a water agency) serving the eastern-side of the San 

Francisco Bay. The Seattle Metro, special legislative form, set up an 

agency to operate on behalf of member agencies in the Seattle area. 

In recent years many smaller versions of interagency created management 

forms have been developed for smaller metropolitan areas. Two major 

cities, San Francisco and Portland, already extremely large in area and 

-5-
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Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

complexity of the territory served, have not become involved in creating 

new management agencies. 

Only two major regional areas have. created a ne\'1 governmental form to 

solve water quality management pro'J?lems. They ar'e Ventura County, 

California, and Washington County, Oregon. The Ventura County Sanita-

tion District covers the entire county and has representation by each 

sanitary district and city within its boundaries~ Existing agencies, 

through smaller collective efforts, have generally continued to solve 

their own sewage treatment problems and have not acted to develop a 

countywide operating organization. They have developed a strong 

coalition of governmental levels for long range planning. 

Washington County; on the other hand, presents a unique example of the 

formation of a new government agency form which clearly can and has 

assumed responsibility for l'later quality control facilities to serve 

an area larger than the collective areas of existing cities and dis-

tricts. This agency also obtained authorization of $36 million of bond 

funds to provide local financing for such facilities. Representation 

of existing agencies was accomplished indirectly through an advisory 

commission. Some of the other unique characteristics are discussed 

briefly in the sections which follow. 

Even with the creation and expansion of existing foTJI1S of regional se\'1-

erage agencies, most of these agencies consider their primary respon-

sibility is build~ng and development of water quality control facilities. 

-6-



• 
Edwin A. Wells 

• 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 · · 

Only under the 208 process has the potential of the larger job of 

controlling nonpoint source degradation as well as control of those 

community functions' which are reflected in water quality control begun 

to touch metropolitan sewering agenc~~s. Nowhere has it been suggested 

that existing metropolitan sewering agencies, no matter how extensive, 

take on the long range problems of control of the development which will 

result in future water quality control problems •. The role of the major 

metropolitan sewering agencies still seems to be qne of reactive to 

events tr~ggered by other levels of government \'lithin their area. 

5. TERRITORIAL IMPERATIVES- OF CITIES AND DISTRICTS 

Cities, districts, and.counties that provide services through special 

districts governed by the counties constitute the principal melange of 

existing agencies within urban metropolitan areas. The immediate 

assumption is that their sewerage functions--collection, treatment, and 

disposal--can be rearranged sufficiently to satisfy EPA that,· in fact, 

there is a local ability to assume responsibility for \'later quality 

control standards. Unfortunately, districts largely are created to 

avoid city jurisdiction. Once property has been developed and provided 

sewerage under a district form of government, there is usually no 

· advantage for the property mmer to become incorporated as part of a 

nearby city. Counties that assist in the development of sewerage 

systems to serve unincorporated lands through special districts or 

state agencies that permit septic tank development in the path of 

urban growth, are acting to prevent centralization of water quality 

management in the broad sense. 

-7-
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Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

Concerns expressed by responsible leaders of districts and cities 

engaged in sewerage are that they must have representation on any policy-

making levels in order to protect their agency' s· area and its vested 

rights from unjustly imposed policies and costs in the name of '"ater 

quality control. They express a fear of entrapment, unnecessary taxes, 

and interference with local affairs. 

Fundamental to the operation of cities aretheir rights to determine the 

type of development within its boundaries. The land use planning 

aspects and the creation of noncity vs. city areas within the metro-

politan area, constitute tl"O of the most difficult aspects of providing 

for long range water quality management . 

6. INDIVIDUALS IN THE DECISION PROCESS 

The individuals involved in the decision process are largely unaware 

and unacceptive of the target imposed by the long range planning process . 

r.1embers of governing board, management staff, and the professionals-- . 

engineers, attorneys, and accountants--work for and support the existing 

forms of government. Their frame of reference is the existing level 

of services provided by their particular agency. They have accepted 

the roles of their agency and are typically not alert to the areas of 

responsibility to which their agencies could or should expand. They 

would, mostly, rather accept the status quo than to reorder their agency 

to provide a long range water quality control solution. 

-8-
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• • Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

Each of these individuals also·has in some form a vested interest in 

his current position. The manager of a small sanitary district would 

much rather remain the manager of the sanitary district than to become 

a s:taff member "in charge of training" in a much larger organization. 

Each individual prefers the prerequisites that come with the current 

level of service rather than to face the unlcru)\m :that a change in 

function of the existing agency would engender. 

Fundamental to the position of existing individuals is their pride in 

identification with the progress or services provided by the agency. And 

for which, incidentally, recognition is sadly lacking because usually 

they have done a good job. A proposed change of .function through reor-

ganization· invariably results in retreat to provinci~lism and identifi-

cation of the historical adversary as a reason for not doing something 

differently. Why not recognize the sense of accomplishment with due 

c:redit? 

In Washington County, regardless of the quality of effort provided by · 

cities and sanitary districts, the electorate overwhelmingly supported 

the creation of a new level of government superimposed on existing 

jurisdictions. Under the act in effect at that time, existing sanitary 

district government was merged out of existence in one day and combined 

with the staff of a new agency. Cities, while they remained as a form 

of government, had to change some of their methods of operation and 

take direction from the new agency. But the new agency was carefully 

structured to complement their needs and not to compete with them. 

-9-



• 
7. . MANAGEMENT ARRA~GEMENT DEPENDENCIES 

• Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8~ 1977 

Frequently alternative management arrangements are explained and illus-

trated by the way in which they relate to the physical facilities needed 

most immediately. Thus alternative management arrangements tend to be 

thought as dependent upon the selection of sel.zage treatment plant sites. 

The reverse is probably more pertinent. The most satisfactory manage-

ment arrangement is probably one in which the siting of the sel.zage 

treatment plant can be determined by an agency with no political 

preferences. 

Washington County USA~ for example, has been particularly flexible in 

its ability to select the best solution to treatment plant siting. The 

Seattle Metro has done well in .this function as being able to gradually 

reduce the number of treatment plants over a long span of years. 

Simplification of the physical solutions, such as EVS, lead to the 

apparently logical demand for alternative management arrangements to 

fit each of the solutions. Clearly, the most acceptable management 

arrangement would be one which can implement whichever solution is the 
. 

most feasible from the other aspects of water quality control. If the 

management agency had overall budgetary control, a commonality of 

approach and could command all of the resources l.zithin .the area .related 

to water quality, it loJOuld be in the· best position to determine siting 

of sewage treatment plants. In other words, selection of the management 

agency certainly can come well ahead of selection of the siting of 

sewage treatment plants. 

-10-



• 
8. COST EFFECTiv"E~ESS MYTH 

• 
Edwi.Ii A. Wells 
Preliminary Author'~ Draf~ 
June 8, 1977 

Typically it's presumed that the management agency can be selected on 

the basis of cost effectiveness. l~ile sewage treatment plant alterna-

tives may lend themselves to such analysis, e.g. present l'iorth analysis 

and economies of scale, etc., management agencies don't lend themselves 

to straightforward econ~mic comparisons. If in the end, comparison is 

on the basis of cost to the user, relatively small agencies or groups 

·of relatively small agencies will cost less than a large nel'i management 

agency •. The new mariagement agency will invariably develop additional 

administrative levels not needed in small agencies. l~ile the same 

work force may be operating the system, the smaller agency is benefitted 

by the lack of administrative and management overhead costs. The volun-

teers who run small sewerage agency districts and cities are usually 

reasonably effective but very low cost substitutes for the bureaucratic 

form of organization necessary to run a very large water quality control 

brganization. 

The management agency selection, therefore, has to be directed toward 

selection of the agency which can accomplish the long range goals, not 

just simply to put existing services under central management. 

9. EASE OF IMPLEMENTATION CRITERIA 

Measurement of the acceptability of management agencies by the·ease 

of implementation is counterproductive. The status quo is the easiest 

to implement. The selection depends upon identifying the changes in 

· powers and services available as choices to existing agencies. No 

-11-



• • Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

change is the most acceptable. The choices of management agency should 

involve describing and identifying the changes in jobs, personal 

responsibilities, and training requirements available to the existing 

individuals in the work force and on the board of directors, and in 

providing profe~sional services. 

In the end the adoption of a management agency form clearly able to 

accomplish long range goals of the 208 planning process is . going to 

involve substantial personal ch~ges for the individuals presently in 

the field and will develop a considerable curtailment of pO\'Iers and 

services of existing agencies. The salability of "the nonsolution," 

e.g. the easiest course of action, will not provide the area with an 

effective long range solution to management of water quality. 

10. WASHINGTON COUNTY USA· 

. The use of a county service district to create the Washington County USA 

was carefully planned to minimize some of the objections discussed . 

earlier. Some of the pertinent point? are summarized below: 

a. Based on an adopted general land use plan, USA includes 

·undeveloped land in the urbanizing area lying outside cities. 

Agricultural lands were excluded. 

b. It is governed by county commissioners, who also are able to· 

plan for and control land development in unincorporated areas 

lying outside former sanitary districts. 

c. The commissioners agreed \-rith cities to require annexation of 

lands outside city (and former sanitary districts) if capable 

-12-



• • 
of being served by city. This is referred to as a non

competition agreement. 

d. The formation agreement gives each city some choice in level 

of service it \dll provide in exchange for share of revenues. 

e. Cities and sanitary district areas receive compensation for 

the relative value existing facilities turned over to the USA. 

f. Cities and sanitary district areas share ne\'1 development 

connection charge revenues collected. from their areas with 

the sewerage agency. 

g. Both cities and sanitary districts have some opportunity 

through formation of a·sewer commission to influence policy 

and to protect interests of existing agencies. 

h. Through ~he financial plan the se\'ierage agertcy is able to 

draw upon revenues generated from developed areas to ~lan 

for and control pollution throughout the urbanizing area. 

11. ' OREGON REACTIONS 

Events in Oregon show that neither the legislature nor the voters are 

going to wait for direction fro~ the representatives of local government. 

a. Washington County USA election - while not the main issue~ we 

can dra\'1 from the results : 

o Voters created a sewer agency knowing the sanitary districts 

would be merged out of existence. Voters outside cities 

still approved consolidation of operations. No one shed a 

tear for all the hard work of sanitary district managements 

and boards. 

-13-
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• • Edwin A. Wells 
Preliminary Author's Draft 
June 8, 1977 

o City councils approved USA and inside voters approved USA 

even though cities \-rould lose substantial se\-rering powers. 

b. Elections to disband CRAG and MSD have failed, even though 

heavily supported by vested interests opposed to land develop-

ment restrictions. 

c. Legislature modified the County Service District Act to provide 

for merging small districts out of existence if they have the 

same. purpose. 

d. Legislation has given boundary commissions unique power to 

reorganize special districts. 

e. Legislature has reformed CRAG from a weak council of government 

(COG) to an agency with statutory powers. 

f. Legislation created LCDC to review and to insure there would be 

areawide planning. · 

g. Legislature is considering merger of· CRAG and MSD. 

. . 
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When the 
formula for 

of the a marvelous 

was the process of 
went in motion. Included in this master 
which grasses, herbs and other 

are able to the energy of the sun to a which we call 

This substance is vital to the existence of all not 
but to the birds and men who 

process for food. 

In nature's wise a was also set in order for the renewal of the 
and the perpetuation of this life process, what we call the Carbon 

of Life. When matter "dies" bacterial waste reduction 

The modern wastewater treatment is intended to maximum 
bacterial waste reduction in the smaliest amount of space and time. 

of ly selected dried bacteria cultures 
and nutrients. This forms a not 

the action of the naturally bacteria in sewage, but also goes far 
the capabi of these to grease, and 
which are otherwise difficult to break down. 

nrt..,nlmrr"'~ and are 

This is a because there are so many bacteria in sewage that one 
think it foolish to add any more. the facts indicate that this is not 

the case. 

Our modern life style often 
With the advent of the unit, amounts of kitchen 

to enter the seweri and along with it came trouble. This ""'""'""' 
have the benefit of through the human system to 
necessary bacteria to carry it along h the way. 

which are new in tt.le 
and reduce the effectiveness of natural bacteria. valuable in 
human il these antibiotics also destroy beneficial bacteria in the human 

This reduces the effectiveness of the total sewage more than 
realize. 

consider the millions of pounds of hair 
trial wastes and other lutants which are common to 20th 

face creams, indus
life. You can 
handling the see is that the natural bacteria alone are often 

vast amount of waste that flows today's sewers. 

Dried Bacteria Cultures have the to 
and fats both in sewer lines 

needs. 

This is why we consider the successful 
Cultures to be the most 
wastewater treatment since Imhoff! 

Please see pages JOURNAL 

of pro
in accord-

Dried Bacteria 
in sewage and 

December 967 
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t"tiESE PHOTOGRAPHS CLEARLY DEMONSTRATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF USING DBC PLUS 
DRIED BACTERIA CULTURES IN THE TREATMENT OF SEWERAGE LAGOONS. 

Lagoon shown is at Top-0-Topanga, California. A heavy 

growth of algae and floating sewage have made aeration 

impossible. Odors coming from this lagoon were very 

offensive. 

After 3 ·months treatment with DBC Plus dried bacteria 

cultures, the lake was clear, attractive and free of odors. 

Aeration equipment now works perfectly. 

DRIED BACTERIA CULTURES 
SPEED CARBON AND NITROGEN CYCLES! 

THE NITROGEN CYCLE THE CARBON CYCLE 
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City Testing 'Germ Warfare' on Smelly Dump 
By .ALAN . DJRKIN 
et ' lht Dilly PilOt Stall 

. Bil1ions of bug~ may solve HUntington Beach·;s problem mud dump· by eating 
it. .. 

.A t~>st teazn from ·an Orange-based 
toJQIJB{IY: b11s been· spraying a pond in 
the. 39-acre , Steversof brothers dump . in 
an: att~pt' ·to. prove that crude .oil, 
blamed· for ·Offensive odors. by hom!l()Wn· · 
ers m. so11theast Huntington · Beaeh,. can oe removed. . · 

11te prlk:~s involves mixing dried 
baeterla cultures in a nutrient and 
stt"aying t!ie rriixt\U'e. The trained 
bacteria . become active and then eat 
all dead organiC matter, including oil, 
which was 'formed froin de'comp<ised 
plants and animals·. 

"We know . we can solve the problem 
-we've tackled tougher jobs than this," 
Marden. Chlar$0n, a sales representative 
fc>r .Gerald .. c: Bower Inc., said this morn
ing . . "All we have to do is to convince 

the Stever"""'~ that this is . the way 
to go." 

The firm nas completed one six-day 
test at the dump - located behind 
the Southern. California Edison plant and 
used for the deposit of rotary mud 
from oil well dr.illing - and believes 
.it . has stopped the odors in . the test 
area. 
· "If you could isolate the pond we have 

tested you would find no odor comitlg 
from it;" Chlarson said. 

DAILY PI LOT $1111 PhOto 

Joseph and Carl Stevt::r-son uwn the 
dump and allowed the company to con
duct experiments on restoring an 
estimated one million cubic yards of 
mud and oil waste - · 80 feet deep 
in parts .;... to usable materiaL 

Hauling· the pre$ent oozing mass for 
disposal in thin. layers .at other . refuse 
sites· has been deemed too expensive 
by : city officials and the . Steversoris in 
considering alternate solutions. 

Ailothei: averiue that has been explored 

is .. svreading the mas& over • . ll'pge 
area and mixing it with sand to compact 
il, . .· 

Assistant City Administrator Brander 
Castle· p(>inted out that the difficulty 
with ·this approach is that the only 
available land is . owned by the Southern 
California Edison Company. "It · a lso 
would be an expensive procedure," Castle 
added. 

Another idea suggested . is to put :a 
concrete slab over .. the · 39-acre lot and 

DA Levels Complaint 
Over Mud Dump Odors 
The district attorney's office has flied 

a complaint against operators of the 
controversial rotary mud dump in 
Huntington Beach. 

The complaint charges that state 
health and safety code provisions on 
noxious odors were violated Jan. 12 when 
refinery wastes were dumped at the 
site. 

Homeowners near the dump at 
Hamilton Avenue and Magnolia Street 
have complained to city and county Ai'r 
Pollution Control District officials about 
offensive smells comln~ from the dump. 

The complaint was filed in Central 
Orange County Superior Court against 
three brothers, Joseph, Ben and Carl 
Steverson, who own the 39-acre dump. 

Although the county has taken the 
first legal action against the Steversons, 
the City of Huntington Beach has served 
notice it is planning similar proceedings. 

The city council has scheduled a public 
hearing for 7:30 p.m. March 22 in Edison 
High School to hear evidence from 
homeowners on whether a public 
nuisance exists at the dump, used for 
the deposit of rotary mud from oil 
well drilling. 

Meanwhile, Joseph Steverson said 
today that an Orange company, Gerald 
C. Bower lnc., was making progress 
in treating the oil wastes with dried 
bacteria cultures that devour organic 
matter, including oil. " It will cost several 
thousand dollars, but we are going to 
use their spray to clean the dump up 
and sell it for residential uses,'• 
Steverson said. 

build an . elevated · · shoppmg center on 
pilings over ·the area:· '.'It . woUld· ba:ve 
a nice. ocean view bu,t would be ·awfullY 
ex}>ertsi~; too," Castle :said~ · 

The m a t e r i a 1 u s e d by B o w·e'-r 
company is ·called DBCpfus. Chlarson 
explained .that there . are .: '21 . ciiltureti 
in the strain that ·.· fiave been tra~ 
and· refined to form· a greater worJclm: 
force than nature pr<ivid~d. . . 

"If you put .. 50.09.~ ~f ,theQl ;l)ll,. ..• .. Pi~ 
of papet· they would look like a white 
fleck of dust," he said. 

He said that there must be a head 
of :water over the area for the bacteria. 
to grow iri. The bacteria Mt all dead 
organic matter and are harmless; 

"We even mix the bacteria and the 
nutrient in barrels by hand," Chlarson 
said. 

Once the oil has been eaten, there 
is no problem with the bugs. "They 
die," Chlarson said. 

What would be left would be soi. 
plus water which . could be drained ·off. 
'i But the soil would be very valuable 
because it would contain all the dead 
bugs and would be ·a highly organic 
fertilizer ,'' Chlarson claimed. 

He pointed out that his company had 
dcne much similar work in waste 
disposal for oil companies in Santa 
Barbara County. 

Chlarson declined to give an estimate 
of the cost of the treatment but claimed 
that although it would be initially ex
pensive it would be the most profitable 
course to the Steversons in the long 
run. The fertilizer could be sold and 
the dump zoned for the building of 
homes and thus sold at a high vah1"' 
per acre. 

THIS rS THE. S.TEVER$0N BROTHERS D.UMP FROM THI;: MAGNOLIA STREIT SIDE 
Can Bugs Bug the Oily Plot Th1t'J Bugging Homeowners In liuntington Ieith? 

Filing of the complaint follows a recent 
hearing conducted by the APCD in 
Edison High School in which the district 
took signed statements from homeowners 
about the odors. 

He declined to estimate how IonS! the 
cleanup would take. 

Oil Pit 
Hearing 
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HB Product Eats Waste· Materials 
By PAUL CHAPPLE I officials said the water could bel "We can do the whole job, \until water is introduced: When Register Staff Writer I dumped into Long Beach Har- covering the 40 acres, for well that happens, the bacterta feed ORANGE-A company here is bor . .1\nd the St.at~ Fish & G~me under $100,000," said Bower. "It on the nutri~nt and then upo~ marketing a cleansing agent' Department said It was all nght would take less than a year to ·the surroundmg waste matenyou won't find on the grocery with them, too. finish the job." als, be it oil, human wastes, shelf. Nor would you expect to More recently, the Bower This is the acreage which a garbage or algae. see it at all unless through a company has been conducting a month ago City Parks Director Bower explains that the ~ac· microscope. test at an oil wastes dump in Nonn Worthy said, "the city ·\ teria must be agitated occasiOn-Gerald C. Bower and M.B. Huntington Beach where oil- wouldn't take as a gift," be- ally to keep them busy. Othe:Chlarson sell dried bacteria d r i 11 in g residue has been cause of the slimy, oozy condi- ,wise, they ·would cea~e .their which, the men report, can eat dumped sine 1938. tion. City Administrator Doyle work. So worlonen periodi~~lly waste material including oil de· Persons living near the 40· Miller s.aid the same. ,\ must stir the water contammg posits. acre Steverson Brothers dump But Bower's bacteria might the bacteria and their nutrient Actually, bacteria have been at Magnolia Street and Ha~il· change things. Property valua-

1
juntil the job is done. · eating waste materials from the ton Avenue had been complam· tions in the general area oL "Public acceptance of bacter

year One, but it is only in fairly ing of odors, and the Steve~sons Steverson's dump· run from jia as a means of combatting recent times that man has de· in January were served w~th a $35 000 to $50 000 per acre, real odor and waste problems has cided to package them and send "notice to desist." est~te broker~ say. been slow in coming," admits them around to do specific jobs. "We are confining our testing S the Bower cleanup price Bower. "But bacteria action is A recent job for Bow~r and to ,a ,sma~l patch a~, Stever~ con~ertin valueless property as old as time. It is nat~e's Chlarson has been c!eanmg up son s, srud Bower. . But the into wo~hwhile land could way of disposing of matenals 800,000 gallons of bilge . water results are encouragmg. We rove a bonanza. ' and is beginning to make mfrom the Queen Mary which one dumped several pounds of bac· P B er and Chlarson aren't roads into industry. It has al· ' day will drop its gangplanks in teria into a certain area, added 1 dOV: . t But they point 1·eady been a success in sewage open invita~ion as a l!'ajor Long wate_r, and the od?r is dis~p- ~~hg~~Td=I~0°~hat happened on ~trealment p 1 ants, cesspools, Beach tourist attraction. , pearm~, and so 1s the Oily the Queen Mary. Also to the septic tanks. We'll hear more Several pounds of Bower s sludge. . nee f the Gdt Oil Co about it as more tests are 

!Resister Pholol 
HUNTINGTON BEACH OIL DUMP WASTES PURIFIED BY 'BUGS' 

M. B. Chlarson, Left, Gerald Bower Say Bacteria 'Did It' 

bacteria were dropped into the Whether the bacteria will be ~xpesnet Mo . h Y Bower'~ ~ made. 
smelly bilge tanks. In six eventually ','employed'' to clean !?b a~~ a lea~: :;p :;~ barrels I s I e 

0 
.1 B 1. h ? weeks, the bilge water became up the entr.re Steverson dump ugs c . ' . ' ' t t t 10 pure that harbor department area awaits fnrther testing. :o~~~;'· tar-like crud. e 

01110 15 o u IOD 0 I · tg . Bower's bugs also cleaned up 
• a lagoon at Topanga which 

150,000 BACTERIA ON TIP OF PENCIL 
May Solve Ecological Problems, Say Exoerts 

"was giving off off ens i v e 
odors." ln three months, the 5 O COUNCIL VOTE water in the lagoon was clear, Instead of remaining a sticky local mess, the Hunt· _. _ _..:;...;:....;;_ _____ _ 
attractive and clean of odors. ington Beach mud dump near the Edison steain plant 

The Bower company purchas· may become a testing ground for future solutions to oil 
es dried bacteria or several ; blight. 
types from specialty firms which! This is the hope that is emerging from the contro· 
grow them in cultures~ The\ versy over the 39-acre Steverson brothers' dump at Magdried bacteria, packe~ in n~- nolia Street and Adams Avenue. 
trient powder, are ship ed m After homeowners complained about foul odors 
barrels , to the Bower firm I emanating from the site where oil drilling wastes are 
where "rtiixing" is done. j deposited, the city and the owners were presented with 

The b.acteria, however, do not i a seemingly impossible problem: how to clean up the 
harm plants or animals, eveni mess. The estimated one million cubic yards of oil and 
humans, its sponsors say. 1 mud, 80 feet deep in parts, defied all normal approach· 

After consumin~ t~e wa~te :l es. There was nowhere else to take it and no easy way matter, the bactena s!Jl1ply dte, to compact it. 
leaving no foreign matter be-~ But a private company. Gerald C. Bowers Inc. of 
. hind. . . Orange, is spraying a bacteria solution on the dump that ...J The bacten a remam dormant literally eats organic matter, including oil. The owners 

Oily Mud 
Solution 

Considered 
A new way to solve the problem of get· 

ting rid of oily mud from drillinl! opera· 
tiDns is being considered as a result of 
the controversy over the Steverson 
Brothers mud dump in Huntington Beach. 

City Attorney Don Bonfa said the city's 
oil committee have been directed to 
study the feasibility of an ordinance that 
would require all wastes from wells to be 
cleared of oil before being removed from 
the site. 

The city council asked for a report on 
such an ordinance within 60 days. 

The suggestion was made by Coun· 
cilman Al Coen who said he got the idea 

are buying the spray and it is reported that the mess 
could be cleaned in a year , particularly since the city 
and county are forcing the issue by taking legal action 
over the noxious odors. 

A welcome side benefit is that in the bacteria spray 
the city may find a useful weapon in the cleanup of oil 
spills from the many wells in Huntington Beach. 

Charge Filed Against 
Refinery Waste Dump 

HUNTINGTON BEACH 
-A complaint charging 
violation of the Sta t e 
Health and Safety Code 
has been filed against 
three owners of a crude oil 
waste dump site. 

The complaint , filed in 
Central 0 rang e County 
Municipal Comt, alleges 
three brothers-Ben, Carl 
and Joe Steverson-violat
ed provisions of ihe code 
governing noxious odors 
when they a llowed dump
ing of refinery wastes Jan. 
12. 

Neighbors n e a r t h e 

be subprnmaed to testify. 
Authodties estimate a 

million cubic yards of oil 
drilling wastes have accu
mulated in the dump over 
the last 30 years. The 
Huntington Beach dump 
is the only one of its kind 
in Orange County and is a 
convenient disposal point 
for firms in Long Beach 
and Los Angeles. 

The Air Pollution Con
trol District last month 
s e r v e d the Steversons 
with a notice that they 
were in violation of the 
code. The complaint filed 
~ •• !..::J ___ - - - - £ ! ....... 1 .... ..... ':::1 1 

Oil Dump Declared 
a Public Nuisance 

H UNTINGTON BEACH 
-A dump t hat has been 
accumulating oil drilling 
wastes for :10 years has 
been declared a public 
n u i s a n c e by the City 
Council, the first step to
ward possible court action 
against its owners. 

But cou ncilmen, voting 
u n a n i m o usly Monday 
night, instructed city offi
cals to negotia te first with 
the owners, then report 
back to the council in 
June. No court action will 
be taken until the council 
orders it, councilmen said. 

Since housing t r a c t. s 
have sprung up near the 
du mp in the city's south
east co rn e r , neighbors 
have complain ed that it i~ 
a health hazard and dan
g e rousl y nl.lractive to 
children and pets. 

Caused Stir 
The dump, up to 80 feel 

deep, covers most of 40 
acres and contains most ly 
drilling mud, a substanct 
used to cool, clean and lu
bricate oil drills. It is very 
difficult to dry out once it 
becomes saturated with 
oil. It is, instead. dumped. 

Dump owner Joseph L. 
Steverson caused a Rt.ir 
last F'ebru;ny by announc
ing he w ould deposit a 
unique type of bacteria in 
the dump. The laboratory 
.,1..1. - ,1,. -- - · - _, . - ''1. ' ' - .. ! -

representative for Gerald 
C. Bower Inc., said the 
first patch of bacteria de
posited in one of the oil 
pools has worked well. 

He said that if the bac
teria, termed DBC Plus, 
were spread throughout 
the dump, all oil would be 
consumed w ithin 12 to 1.5 
months. 

Protests from neighbors, 
however, forced the i~sue 
before the City Council. A 
public h earing was held in 
nearby Ed is o n H i g h 
School last month and 
cont inued last Monday. 

Difficult to Prove 
An attorney for Steven

oon argued that public nui
£ance is difficult to prove 
in court and that. no 
evidence h ad been offered 
to prove the dump was a 
nuisance. 

The council, h owever, 
voted 5 to 0 to declare i t. a 
nuisance. Councilman Do
nald Shipley was absent., 
and Councilman Norma 
Gibbs absta ined because 
she had not attended the 
original hearing. 

The · controv~rsy seems 
fa r from r e s o 1 u t i o 1, 
however. Steverson said 
Tuesday that he wou 'd 
contimte his plan to cle·an 
up the dump regardless of 
city demands. He said .he 
wants to reclaim the land 
for development. 

Monday 
HUNTINGTON BEACH -

City councilmen !have sched 
uled a public hearing at 7:3( 
p.m. Monday at Edison Higl 
School to listen to residents 
complaints about odors ·fror 
an oil dump at Brookhurc 
Street and Magnolia Avenue 

"The hearing is intended (! 

give city councilmen d.irecti01 
as to which course to take ir 
dealing with the dump,"· sair' 
City Administrator Do y 1 c 
Miller. 

City Alty. Don P. Bonf< 
said he would act as coordina
tor for the hearing, and will 
call on representatives of 
steverson Brothers, operators 
of the 4~acre dumping 
ground for oil drilling wastes 
which they've operated since 
1938. 

Bonfa said he also will call 
on representative residents 
whose homes are near the 
dumping ground so that they 
can voice their complaints. 

Also expected to be present 
at the meeting Monday are 
representatives of the Gerald 
Bower C'..o. of Orange, a firm 
which has been conducting 
tests to destroy the dump 
odors by introducing certain 
types ol bacteria into the oil 
wastes. 

Spokesmen for both Stever
son and the Bower finn say 
they are encouraged by the 
result. The bacteria apparent· 
Iy "eat" the oily wastes, leav
ing behind fertile soil Patch 
tests at the Steverson site 
'have shown good results, 
Bower Co. spokesmen said. 

Samples of "before" and 
''after" materials are sched
uled for display at Monday's 
hearing. 

Steverson Brothers already 
have been cited by the County 
Air Pollution Control District. 
The firm is scheduled for trial 
May 4 in Westminster munici
pal court on charges of violat
ing APCD regulations dealing 
with foul odor;, 

Estimates as to the cost of 
eliminating the Cldors through 
the bacterial approach have. 
been ranging from $80,000 to 
$100,000. 

The city has eyed the Stev
erson property for some time 
as a potential park site to be 
joined with another municipal 
park nearby, but the current 
condition of the land has pre
vented serious consideration. 

Officials have commented 
publicly that the property 
would be difficult to arf'ept 
even as a gift because H'e r il 
Tlr<':lcta~ utn11lrl h ".:: u o fn 
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FORMIDABLE QUESTION-Aerial photo shows oil drilling waste dump at intersection of Magnolia St. and Hamilton Ave. in Huntington 

Beach. Nearby residents and Edison High School, top left, complain of odors from dump, which covers 40 acres at depths up to 80 feet. 
'fimcs photo by Vince Streauo 
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I City Has a Sticky Mess on Its Hands 
I
~' BY LARRY PRYOit Hani.ilton Ave. and the south on Magnolia 

Times STaH writer St. Edison High School opened a year and a 

. HUNTINGTON BEAC.I.f-City officials half ago several hundred yards· away. 

have a sticky problem on their hands: what Now thou~ands of noses are wrinkling. 
~ to do with a million cubic yards of oil drill- ''It reminds me of natural gas," said a sr-

~ ing wastes. eretary at Edison Higl1. "We keep getting 

~ The wastes have been accum~lating in a calls from classes saying the pilot light went 
~ dump for about 30 years._ During that time out and they're gojng to asphyxiate." 

~ they have smelled, but uritil recently there "It's like being attacked by poisonous gas," 

Through her effmts, the Air Pollution 
Control District lastmonth issued a notice of 
,·iolation to the dump (Jwners, Steverson 
Bros .. and· the case is now before the district 
attorney. But a citation is not expected to 
cure the problel'n. 

"These criminal cases aren't very satisfac• 
tory," ·said City Atty. Donald Bonfa. "A 
judge will give the operator a $25, $50 or 
$100 fine .. He'll pay it and then where are 
you'?" 

Continaed from First Page 

,;,;; The dimensions of the 

"_~.!;.,'.t:., ~~ebl::st:s~e m~~~d;~;~~ 
; , ing muds that are used to 
:~~: cool, clean and lubricate 

~~ ~~1e ~~-1~~rec~r;: t~~~t~! 
,.,. of 80 feet. They are in li
~~ quid state and are held in I e:oris5 - foot high earth-

[~ The mud, mined mostly 
@ from special deposits in 
[~ Wyoming, has a particular 
~ density that keeps deep 
~~ wells from having their 

~ ~~i•5t!"f~~,~~:~I:~~ 
~ dry. 

f,f_··.,r .•.. ~.'~·,'·_::. sa~~~~dth~v~~d ~~co~~J 
. , sand , some oil companies 

spread it on the ground in 
long strips of less than an 
inch thick and plow it un
der. 

The Huntington Beach 
dump is the only one of its 
kind in Orange County. It 
is a convenient disposal 
point for firms in Los An
geles and Long Beach, as 
well as county .itself. 

To truck wastes from the 
dump to inland are as 
where it could be spread 
would be a mammoth task. 
Trucks that carry dirt at 
construction sites hold 
about ~5 cubic yards, com
pared with the dump's 
million cubic yards. 

Nearby residents claim 
some of the mud is getting 
out of the dump bit by bit 
and ends up in their drive
ways an4 Jiving rooms. 

The mud flows onto the 
streets when it rains, they 
way, and cars track it to 
their homes. the area is 
also popular with pets, 
who track the stuff back. 
(There are also reports o·f 
pets falling in and drown-

ing or being killed by the 
chemicals.) 

A 5-foot fence encircles 
the dump but it is not 
strong. Residents f-ear that 
children will get into the 
area. 
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cil, favors the city's buy
ing the dump and resort
ing to some stopgap mea-' 
sure, s.uch as cov-ering it 
with polyethelene to con
tain the odor, until a more 
permanent so 1 uti on is 
reached. 

"We don't see a solution 
yet," .said Doyle Miller, 
city administrator. "We've 
got to know what the costs 
are and 'vhat the alterna
tives are." 

Miiler has been charged 
by the City Council to 
come up with some solu
tions by Feb. 16. "We're 
hoping we will have some
thing," he ·said. 

One of the dump owners, 

Joe Steve .r son, said, 
"\Ve're willing to work 
with anyone. The only 
thing we don't want is to 
get into an argument with 
the neighbors. T hey' v e 
asked us to meet with 
them but I don't see the 
point. They've already 
made up .their minds that 
the place smells." 

The dump was once· by 
itself. When it · was an
nexed to the citv. it be
came part of a residentiai
agricultural zoning cate
gory. 

Development became a 
fact and the compla·ints 
began. 

like a weed abatement 
case," he said, "and have 
the ownet· either remove 
the nuisance .or have the 
city do it for him and as
sess him for the cost. But 
in this case the cost of re
moval wouLd exceed the 
fair market value of the 
property." 

Mrs. Sword argues that 
the city is in a pickle be
cause it hasn't charged a 
barrel tax on oil extracted 
within. the -city limits. 

"There are 27 major oil 
producing cities along the 
coast,"· she said, "and Hun
tington Beach is the only 
one without a barrel tax. 
Other cities have used it to 
control the nuisance of the 
oil companies." 

She also maintains that 
Steverson Bros. has con
sistently violated its per
mit with the County Wa
ter Pollution Control Dis
trict by allowing wastes 
other than drilling muds 
to be put into the dump. 

The charge is backed up 
by the Air Pollution Con~ 
trol District. On Jan. 12 a 
district inspector said he 
saw materials being put in 
late at night that were not 
allowed by tbe permit. 

A hearing on Jan.. 19 
brought out more than 150 
residents and resulted in 
about 20 formal com
plaints being filed, an unu
sually high number in a 
noxiou·s odor case. 

$.!._,~;~., .. ··.:.'::.:: hasn't been anyone to smell them. said lVIrs. Peggy Sword, 9092 Bobbie Circle. a 
::: Urban growth has changed that. There are leading force in getting the city to have the 

f~ noY; homes in the $30,000 class to the east on dump closed down. Please Turn to Page 8, Col. 3 ;(< 
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Dr. James W. Mason, a 
chemist who Jives about a 
half mile from the dump, 
and is a member.of the ci
ty's Environmental Coul'l-

"The question is how to 
remedy it," said Ralph 
Hansen, a deputy district 
attorney handling the case 
for the county. "The prop
erty could be condemned 
and taken over but the 
city is not interested be
cause of the costs." 

City .(\tty. Bonfa points 
out the case is unique . . 

As of now, the dump has 
been alleged to be in viola
tion of a nuisance regula
tion. But nuisances are 
subjective. "It may be of
fensive to them," said Joe 
Stever·son, "but it isn't to 
me." ~~~i.:~IS~;1~~;;~~~~~~:~:r:.~:~~~:t~~;~~:~~::~;::;1ffi:t~~m~J::i;~:f~~~~f.i~:~~:~m::~f:m~;:;r:t:~~::~Wli~:;;:Js~~;:;;~:::li~~:ii¥;~~re.;~~1::;f.;¥;~~:;Mk*-T~:~~::f~~~;~~§:~w.wr::~T.f:t1Jm~1~~~ill~~~;~~!~~:;;~rnt'1.im~~f:~~!r:::?:iB;}5'~:.~1:~7f:.i'5'&~:J&N~F'~~1'(£:~~ffi::~;~;~:l1:;;:;;;~:r~1&ii=:!:!~:r':l~Y!:¥:::ffi'f::®:iW "We could approach this 

LITTLE ACHIEVERS- Gerold Bower, president of firm that created oil-eating micro-organisms, holds beaker with water taken from a 

Huntington Beach pond and another beaker of same type ot water in final decomposition stage after the bacteria were exposed. 
Times photos by Derls Jeannette 

Bugs May Devour Smelly Oil Wastes 

ConHnutt.d from First Page 

Type L also may soon 
see service on a new fron
tier, thP ocean oil spill. 
lJsF: of the bug f0r seago
ing spills has been ham
pered by ils tendendy to 
disperse from the floating 

~ oil,;We are working on a 

[~~ sort of flcrt.af.inn raft t.o 
@j' keep them from dispers
, .... ing," said Bower. 

~~ te;;1fsew~/i~-~~~~rv~~~~ft~ 
l\ the city ·of Long Beach. 

: .. ,·_;_·.:_._~,: :I~;~~;~t;~~~ 
, slowed in 1968 by noxious 

l~f i~:e~r ;r~;~va~~~~~~t.e~ai~ 
::; the ~hip's b i l g e s . The 
1.1 fumes presented a fi re ha
J zard t.o welding torche~. 

.. 

: 

.. ~.:::·;,·.,~,1:1: ~vaE;:~~ t~=~t~i~~~le?~!~~ 
-~ (. h at ofricials approved 
~~~ pumping the material into 
" the. harbor. 
i)!l Bow-er says it has not al· 

Ill ;~~= ~k;h~~l:~,'~;~ 
·.,r,;.:_r.;_· totally harmless to hu

-- mans and plant life. 

I ~i~!;f~~;~~~~ 
··I" The discoverer of Type 
l:i L, a chemist named Ed e Noeker, went bankrupt 
· trying to sell h is bugs. He 

.;.,:.:_.'~.'~.;.~ died shortly after selling 
, the company to Bow-er in 

!:' 1965. 
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But Bower's bugs have 
come into their own, and 
now his pusiness is snow
balling. 

"We've beet! given a 
chance to make a presen
tational a Heminar on sew
age treatment at Texas 
A&M in -early March. This 
is the first time we've had 
the chance to present our 
program to a group like 
this." 

Convlndng clients they 
need bugs to clean up .al
ready smelly wastes is not 
easy. 

"When you go to some
body and tell him you 
want to put bugs in his 
wast-e products, he'll pro
bably say, 'Hell, I've gol 
bugs enough,'" said Mar
der'l Chlarson, the man 
who brought Type L bugs 
to Huntington Beach. 

"I read about the prob
lem the city was having 
with. that dump and just 
dropped in on the owner 
one day." 

.J o e Steverson, p a r t 
owner of the dump, agreed 
to try the Type L treat· 
ment. A portion of one 2.5~ 
million-gallon p o o I has 

been treated with the bug 
compound for a , peroid of 
four weeks. 

"The results have been 
very favorable so far," said 
Steverson in an interview. 
"I feel personally the hugs 
haven't been there long 
enough to give us real 
nope, but they have im
proved the area whrere 
they are." 

Chlarson and Bower feel 
Steverson's is million gal
lons of liquid oil wastes 
could be reduced to harm· 
less waste water in less 
than a year. 

"When they pump out 
the waste water, there 
would be nothiri.g but dry 
fertile soil left, • said Bow
er. 

Director of Harbors and 
Beaches Vince Moorhouse, 
who has been named to 
head the city's search for a 
way t.o clean up Stever
son's dump,' is intrigued 
by possibilities of TJPe L 
bug treatment. 

"If this is the solution, 
it's really a big break
through. It could be th~ 
answer for all types of 
blight in our city," he said. 

I Reprinted from articles in the following Southern .California 

newspapers: 

Los Angeles Times, Daily Pilot (Huntington Beach edition) 

and the Santa Ana Register. 

All articles appeared between February 5, 1971 and April 20, 

1971. 

Reprinting of these articles in no way implies endorsment of 

the product by the newspapers represented. 

For additional information contact: 

CULTURED CHEMICALS DIVISION, Gerald C. Bower, Inc., 

1139 West Struck Ave., Orar:1ge, CA 92667. 


