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Response to Written Comments




Department of Environmental Quality

811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1390 PHONE (503) 229-5696

October 26, 1990

Gerald Opatz

EIS Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136)
Environmental Protection Agency Region X
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), Neskowin
Regional Sanitary
Authority Wastewater
Collection, Treatment, and
Disposal Facilities

Dear Mr. Opatz:

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality requests that the
public comment record for the above referenced DEIS indicate that
the Department supports the proposed project as essential for
protection of public health and water quality in the Neskowin
area. Our support is reflective of the fact that the project
ranks 16th (among 104) on the Department's current Construction jl
Grants Priority List. The Neskowin project has had a relatively
high priority ranking for several years since a study conducted by
the Department in 1985 concluded that bacterial contamination of
the creeks near the Neskowin core area results from failing on-
site waste disposal systems.

The DEIS and 1988 Facilities Plan Update bring together much
information that makes the need for the proposed project apparent.
Among the salient considerations are these:

- Water quality sampling over the last decade has repeatedly
found evidence of fecal bacterial contamination of area :!
streams. The 1985 DEQ study indicated the contamination

derives from human sources through failing on-site systems.

?he.baCFerial contamination of area surface waters is an
indication of a threat to public health. This is of :&
especially great concern due to the recreational nature of

the Neskowin area and the contact recreation use of area
surface waters in summer.

1. Comment noted.

2. Comment noted. This was supported by the water quality
sampling program completed during preparation of the
EIS.

3. Comment noted.



- The sand dune soils prevalent in the core area are poorly
suited to on-site waste disposal systems. These rapidly
draining soils generally do not allow for adequate removal
of pathogenic or chemical contaminants. In the specific case
of Neskowin, the core area has developed on small lots at
urban densities which would not be acceptable for on-site
systems under DEQ's present rules. The use of seepage pits
and cesspool which are also prevalent in the core area would
likewise not be allowed. The existing on-site systems
constitute a continuing threat to public health and the
quality of surface and groundwater.

It is the policy of the State of Oregon, as stated in ORS 468.710,
to prevent and abate water pollution and to ensure that no waste
be discharged to waters of the state without adequate treatment.

Clearly, improperly treated waste is being discharged into
Neskowin area groundwater and creeks resulting in a threat to
public health and degradation of water quality. The construction
of a properly functioning sewage collection and treatment system
is the most appropriate means of permanently correcting this
situation. The Department supports implementation of the proposed
project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

. L —
:C:: éfa /4!47£3~.
Lydia R. Taylor
Administrator
Water Quality Division
LRT:RJIS:crw
CG\WC7343

5

4, Comment noted.

5. As indicated in the Background of the DEIS, the purpose
of the provision of new sewage treatment facilities is to
eliminate failing septic systems which are contributing to
groundwater and surface water contamination which in
turn increases the risk to public health.



NoV
Department of Environmental Quality

811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1330 PHONE (503) 229-5696

October 29, 1990

Gerald Opatz

Environmental Review Section
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Ave.

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Draft EIS for Neskowin
RSA Wastewater
Collection, Treatment,
and Disposal Facilities

Dear Mr. Opatz:

In my review of the above referenced document, I have noted a
couple of places in the text where additions or clarification
would result in a more comprehensive document.

Direct reference to Oregon's Groundwater Quality Protection
Rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 40 is needed. While these
rules are generally referred to in latter chapters, there is no
mention of them in Chapter 1 under “State Laws, Regulations,
and Policies" as should be.

In addition, the description in Chapter 3 of "Geological Units"
is cursory at best, and does not provide specific information
regarding rock types, geologic structure, or proper names of
geologic formations. For the purpose of evaluating potential
impacts to groundwater, a more detajiled description of the
geology and geohydrology is a must.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

quJLﬂincL leé:&j(nnxx»—__

Lucinda A. Bidleman
Groundwater Section,
Water Quality Division

cc: Wastewater Finance Section, WQ Division, DEQ
Northwest Region, DEQ

Comment noted. Text has been added in Chapter 1 in the
discussion of state laws and regulations.

The project is comprised of three components -- the
collection system, the treatment facility, and the effluent
system. The collection system will extend from the
discharge side of the septic tanks to the treatment p}ant
and will be tightly jointed; no movement of efﬂuent_ into
the groundwater is expected. The treatment plant will be
constructed above ground and the storage lagoons will be
lined; no seepage to groundwater is anticipated. The
effluent disposal system will discharge treated effluent to
surface waters; no impact to groundwater is anticipated.



Executive Department
frorendl 155 COTTAGE STREET NE, SALEM, OREGON 97310

November 3, 1990

Gerald Opatz (M/S WD-136)

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Subject: Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
Wastewater Facilities
Tillamook County
PNRS #OR900917-016~4

Thank you for submitting your draft Environmental Impact Statement for State of
Oregon review and comment.

Your draft was referred to the appropriate state agencies for review, The .
Departments of Parks, Economic Development, Agriculture, Division of State Lands, : e
and the State Historic Preservation Office have oftered'the enclosed comments 8 8. Thank you fOI' fOfwal'dmg the DEIS to the appropnat
which should be addressed in preparation of the final Environmental Impact ncies
Statement. age *

The Department of Environmental Quality has submitted thelr comments directly to
you, and the Department of Land Conservation and Development comments will be
forwarded to you as soon as they are recelved.

We will expect to receive copies of the final statement as required by Council of
Environmental Quality Guidelines. :

Sincerely,

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS DIVISION

Dolores Streeter
Clearinghouse Coordinator

Attachment
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OREGOM INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT ..EVIEW E:gﬁ JE.
=

State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations Division’
155 Cottage Street N. E.

i Salem, Oregon 97310
373-7652

8TATE AGENCY. REVIEW

- . e - Return Date:

Project Number - ‘* - =~
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please call to
arrange an extension at least one week prior to the return date.

| —

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT

[ This project has no significant environmental impact.
[ The environmental impact is adequately described.

;I>{:/ We suggest that the following points be considered in the
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

[ No comment.

REMARKS

This project is beyond our techmical expertise. We suggest you countact S)
Tillamook County SWCD for guidelines on land application of effluent.

Their office {s located at 2204 - 4th Street, Suite B, Tillamook, Oregon
97141, Telephone B42-2848.

N :é ]
i‘fp-f—‘-"' Natural ResourcedBYy ﬁw

! Division Ed Weber, Project Coordinator
IPR #5 Phone Number__ 378-3810

Agency

9. Comment noted.
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State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations Division SEP 19 1599
155 Cottage Street N. E.
Salem, Oregon 97310
3777682 RATURAL RESOURGES
SIvisIoY

! BSTATE AGENCY. REVIEW
Project NumberQR9OO9l7'0 16-4 Return Date: OU% 2141

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please call to
arrange an extension at least one week prior to the return date.

T leowle

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT

[ This project has no significant enyix'onmental impact.
[ The environmental impact is adequately described.

[ We suggest that the following points be considered in the
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

[} No comment.

REMARKS

November 5, 1990 | d

titecaative vill have siguificant adverse fepacis on frowmbvater, surface . The impact of the "no action" alternative is summarize

sitermaciys il e simiticmns svecee epec o frosuncec, stece 10 10. The impact of the 'no action” altermative s suria/iabe
Chapter 4, Environmental Cons_equences, pages 4-1
through 4-4. It is further discussed in the comment let?ers
and testimony given by the Tillamook County Sanitarian,

' Letters No 15 and 16 and Comments 396-399.
IFR 15 7 Phone Number — 39 £.38/0

NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION
OREGON DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
635 CAPITOL ST NE

SALEM, OREGON 97310-0110
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OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW

State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations Division
155 Cottage Street N. E.
Salem, Oregon 97310
373~7652

8 TATE AGENCY REVIEW
[ - : ey

" ~Return Date: _ wu. . .2

Project Number__ - ‘-

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please call to
arrange an extension at least one week prior to the return date.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT

(D] This project has no significant environmental impact.
/p<1 The environmental impact is adequately described.
.

We suggest that the following points be considered in the
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

(@] No comment.

RECD COL. Lo

REMARKS €3I o
& m«,u,cﬁ ﬁv\u,ﬁwp JJ'—}?’;@ ZZ.A_JLLOML&[ ‘ e feci 1
I b2

AhALON T du .u»e,é/wcc*cu’,wy ,/7’(

Av DEIS.

e e

2 —
[ S —

w ) R

Phone Number 373§j’9~0ﬁ _F¥7360

Agency, = n e

IPR #5

11. Comment noted.

Please also refer to Response to
Comment 1, Letter No. 1.
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OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW

State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations Division
155 Cottage Street N. E.
Salem, Oregon 97310
373-7652

AGENCY, REVIEW

O ~ e

STA T T

s
1

S e -

,' . .
Return Date: L

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please call to
arrange an extension at least one week prior to the return date.

e PO 2

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT

L1 This project has no significant environmental impact.
) The environmental impact is adequately described.

We suggest that the following points be considered in the
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

(1] No comment.

Ctrane —u:-‘ m...,w Ja e ,J-Mu&r ,{"‘W
Oabess. Stds Frko wncdec a@tbwt; o7
OR.‘J 35?0 705 : ¢

——7 D
3% .708 _ ( o S
Agency [";T.r(;, By &Iul{ D N)
IPR #5 Phone Number [ -§9/9.

12 15,

Comment noted. Text has been added in Chapter 1,
under the Section entitled State Laws, Ordinances, and
Regulations.
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OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT jﬁ(/ﬂ
Steve 1

State Clearinghouse Bill _=
Intergovernmental Relations Dis
155 Cottage Street N. E.
Salem, Oregon 97310
373-7652

~ - . m A -

BTATE AGENCY- REVIEVW

Project Number ' - - <7 - " 413" < parurn pate:

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please call to
arrange an extension at least one week prior to the return date.

- —{\""*’\;L(\
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT
[ This project has no significant environmental impact.
[ The environmental impact is adequately described.

Qo We suggest that the following points be considered in the
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.

{1 No comment.

REMARKS

The construction of the Butte Creek, South Highway site and
the marine outfall will require a removal-fill permit from
the Division of State Lands. All impacts to wetland and
stream habitat must address the no net loss of functional
value criteria to compensate for loss of wetland habitat.

agency__ Lol By @

IPR #5 Phone Number F “Sy&s

|13 13. Comment noted. The need for a fill-remove permit has

14 been incorporated into the text of the FEIS in Chapter 1,

l in the Section addressing State Laws, Regulations, and
Policies.

14. Comment noted. The proposed action will have no
direct effects on wetlands.
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OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW

(30T
Intergov State tc110u-inghous- M) p CIVED
nte ernmental Relations Division N
155 Cottage Street N. E. %Z"é'p‘,a L
Salem, Oregon 97310 00 5 S 4y,
373-7652 R
r
SBTATE AGENCY ., REVIEW
DG It
Project Number RGO JILM=0) ig-4 Return Date:_ 7 . ;i
h R VIR B

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date leas
arrange an extension at least one week prior to i:.hep x.-eetuernc?'ltte?o

I J[ & ML-‘L
15.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT
[ This project has no significant environmental impact.

[ The environmental impact is adequately described.

(x) We suggest that the following points be considered i
t
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact sut:emel'n:r.l he

{1 No comment.
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The text on page 3-47 has been modified to indicate that
two surveys have been conducted in the Neskowin area.
The village site along Meadow/Butte/Hawk Creek was
generally discounted.

The word "archaeological" has been deleted from the text
on page 4-8.

Appendix F provides documentation which describes the
surveys which have been conducted and the conclusions
that have been reached.

The NRSA has suggested that monitoring for subsurface
resources take place during construction. If cultural
artifacts are encountered during construction, the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) will be notified
immediately and construction will cease at the site.
SHPO recommendations will determine subsequent
mitigation. EPA will provide grant conditions to insure
the above mitigation measures are implemented. Please
refer to Comment Letter No. 12, dated after Comment
15, Letter No. 9.
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Department of Fish and Wildlife
COLUMBIA REGION

TILLAMOCK DISTRICT OFFICE
4909 THIRD STREET, TILLAMOOK, OR 97141

October 17, 1990

Gerald Opatz, Chief
Enviromnental Rev. Section
Envirommental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz:

The Tillamook District Office of the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife conducts very little fish inventory work
on Neskowin Creek. To the best of our present knowledge
there are no threatened or endangered species in Neskowin

We are, bowever, concerned with recent trends of Cobo and
Chum Salmon which we monitor in other basins. Both Coho
and Clam occur in Neskowin Creek, but recent data is
limited. If current trends continue over the next few
years, steps may be taken by this office to list these
species as sensitive.

Please contact me if you have further questions.
Sincerely,
fux u“’f )
RICK KLIMPH
District Fish Biologist

C: HD
Region 7

16 16. Comment noted.

17 17,

Comment noted. One of the purposes of this project is

to improve water quality. The effluent will meet ODEQ

water quality standards for solids, BOD, water chemistry,

and temperature. Because of the sensitivity of the stream

relative to anadromous and resident salmonids and their

food organisms, it was decided that ultraviolet irradiation
would be the preferred method of disinfection. It is also
proposed to only discharge effluent during the winter
months when a dilution ratio of greater than 20:1 can be
attained. =~ This will further preclude any potential
impacts to water quality and the biota. Please also refer
to Response to Comment 95, Letter No. 22.
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Department of Fish and Wildlif
g ialfe T

2501 SW FIRST AVENUE, PO BOX 59, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207 PHONE (503) 229-5400

November 1, 1990

Gerald Opatz

Chief, Environmental Review Section
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority Waste-
water Collection, Tresatment and Disposal Facilities Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. Opatz:

The Oregon Department of Pish and Wildlife (ODFW) has
completed review of your draft EIS. [This letter is to
convey our recommendation for Effluent Storage and Disposal
Development Option five.

We understand this alternative would provide for summer
storage of all effluent between May 15 and October 31 with
discharge of stored and winter effluent into Neskowin Creek
between November 1 and May 14. Storage would be
accomplished at the Simpson Timber site.

ODFW further recommends EPA reguire the Neskowin Sanitary
Authority to discharge effluent at the currently existing
discharge site approximately 0.8 mile from the mouth of
Neskowin Creek.

Also, EPA should require automatic sensors and fail safe
alarm systems to monitor Neskowin Creek flows so that
discharge to Neskowin Creek occurs only when sufficient
creek flows are present to provide required dilution.

To minimize the likelihood of "worst case" treatment plant
system failure and resort to chlorine disinfection, ODFW
recommends:

1. Close EPA scrutiny of the treatment plant preliminary
and final design characteristics to ensure Neskowin
Sanitary Authority installs only state-of-the-art
engineered primary and secondary treatment. Especially
important is the requirement that only the best:
possible ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system
engineering and installation is employed.

Rﬁé’(mnat: g

()

18

19

20

21

18.
19.

20.

21.

Comment noted.

The EPA preferred disposal option includes continued
use of the existing outfall.

EPA, in cooperation with ODEQ and ODFW, .is
completing a study which will estimate daily flows in
Neskowin Creek, and determine periods of stream flow
unsuitable for effluent discharge. Based on the results of
this study, automatic stream flow sensors may be
required. This information would also be used by ODEQ
in establishing NPDES permit conditions. Please also
refer to Chapter 3, Surface Water, Water Quality,
Neskowin Creek Flow Data.

ODEQ will approve the plans and specifications prior to
the initiation of any construction. Because of the
sensitivity of the stream and its importance for
anadromous and resident fish species, no chlorine will be
used for disinfection. Ultraviolet disinfection is the
chosen method; ODEQ will approve the system.
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EPA
November 1, 19%0
Page 2

2, Require facilities for removing the chlorine residual
so that if, in the unlikely event, the UV system fails,
and chlorine disinfection is necessary, all detectable
chlorine is removed from the effluent.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

- //?—f\?/ﬂt
Gregory P. Robart
Staff Biologist

Aquatic Habitats Programs
Habitat Conservation Division

¢ Neskowin Sanitary Authority
DEQ, Water Quality Division - Vigil
EPA - Region 10 Environmental Review Section - Gray

21
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Parks and Recreation Department
STATE HISTORIC PRESERV. LT ION OFFICE

525 TRADE STREET SE, SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-5001 FAX (503) 378-6447

October 17, 1990

' 1GE INC.
H PORTLAND
Kevin France ’
HGE Engineers 0CT 191990

19 N.W,. 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 97209

RE: Neskovin Wastewater Facilit }es Project

=~ T6S,”R10W;” Seci- 6" - BRI 3
Tillamook County I 1

; i

}

Qur f n ] Ao;rt ;:h:eitlles based on the

nformation you have supplie O Ls since we have no r d e . : : 1

of any historic or archaeologica)l sites in or adjacar‘a:o:o 22 22, Appendlx F provxdes documentation which describes

Dear Mr. France:

Our office has revieved

the proposed project area! We feel that th . . .
bl £ Ll S B finding under Sect Lo Prodect can surveys which have been conducted in the Neskowin area
Historic Preservation Act pnd 3§ CFR 800. and the conclusions that have been reached.

é:l you :a\;;a a;\oyz 3question ¢+ YOU can contact Dr. leland
sen a - . : ' . .
The text on page 3-47 has been modified to indicate that

H t
Sineeretys ; o two surveys have been conducted in the Neskowin area.
74,,,‘__, [%»Ww &'L—- The village site along Meadow/Butte/Hawk Creek was
o, generally discounted. Please refer to Response to
James M. Hamrick P Comment No. 15, Letter No. 9.
Deputy SHPO _

B it anclE S % RSN

JMH: 1Y ! il
FRANCE.LTR ‘ i

B T e R




COMMISSIONERS

I.A. Lane Titlamook County
K.M. Burdick Land of Cheese. Trees and Ocean Bresze (503)842-3403
R.B. Miles

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
Tillamook County Courthouse
201 Laurel Avenue, Tillamook, Oregon 97141

October 24, 1990

Mr. Gerald Opatz

EIS Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136)
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

RE: DEIS for NRSA’s Wastewater Collection,
Treatment, and Disposal Facilities

Dear Mr. Opatz:

We appreciate having the opportunity to comment on the Dratft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Neskowin Regional
Sanitary Authority Waste Water Collection, Treatment, and
Disposal Facilities. This document discusses the potential
impacts of construction of wastewater treatment facilities for
the Community of Neskowin in Tillamook county. our primary
concern 1is with the current and future impacts of pnot
constructing much needed sewage collection, treatment, and
disposal facilities for the developed portions of Neskowin while
funding is available for this much needed project.

The core area of Neskowin has been platted and developed at urban
densities (lots averaging about 5,000 sguare feet) which by
current standard’s are not suitable for on-site sewage treatment.
Yet, your DEIS notes correctly that septic tanks with seepage
pits and cesspools are the predominant means of sewage disposal
in the Neskowin core area (Page S§-1). Your report also notes
that all of the soils in the Neskowin project area provide "poor
treatment for septic tank and absorption fields" (Pages 3-2, and
3-3). A logical consequence is that, as noted in your report,
"Neskowin has a history of water quality problems and subsequent
concerns for public health." (Page 3-10). And that "Contam-
ination of the creeks has been attributed in part to inadequate
sewage disposal practices in the community.” (Page 3-11).

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

23. The impact of the "no action" alternative is summarized
in Table S-3. Additional commentary is provided in
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, pages 4-1
through 4-4. It is further discussed in the comment letters
and testimony given by the Tillamook County Sanitarian.
See Letter Nos. 15 and 16 and Comments 396-399.



Mr. Gerald Opatz
Page 2

These problems will become progressively worse if sewer services
are not provided for the developed core area of Neskowin. Most
on-gite systems were installed prior to current regulations.
Virtually everyone of these systems can be expected to fail in a
time frame that will adversely affect people currently living in
Neskowin. Many, if not most, lots in the core area are too small
to accommodate adequate on-site replacement areas. As a result
the County increasingly will be pressured to approve alterations
or repairs that are likely to result in further pollution of area
streams and the aguifer. The alternatives will be to require
very costly on-site disposal when available or to limit the use
of already developed properties. These unfortunate choices can
be avoided by the approval and construction of an adequate sewer
system.

We are not indicating a preference for any of the proposed
alternatives except to state emphatically that the "no action”
alternative would be very detrimental to the future health and
wvell being of Neskowin and a great burden on Tillamook County’s
limited resources. We concur with the conclusion in your DEIS
that selecting the "no action® alternative would result in
"potentially significant adverse impacts ... on groundwater,
surface water quality, land use, socioceconomics, and public
health®. Certainly, putting treated effluent into Neskowin Creek
at a 20 to 1 dilution rate under controlled circumstances during
high water winter months is very much preferable to the current
situation whereby more and more untreated effluent is finding its
way into Neskowin Creek and other streams in the area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
project.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR TILLAMOOK COUNTY, OREGON

N . [
NS LA ANZru
Ida A. Lane, Chairperson

X

Kenneth M. Burdick Vice-Chairperson

“Robert B. Miles, Commissioner

cec: Mark Hatfield, U.S. Senator
Richard Santner, DEQ
Mike Kowalski, Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority

25

24.
25.

Comment noted.

The discussion on pages 4-1 through 4-4 describes the
negative impacts on ground and surface water, land use,
socioeconomic and public health. The need for the
project is well documented.



DEPARTMENT OF
JMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Tillamook, OR
.c Affolter, Director

(503) 842-3408
FAX # 842-2721

Yillamook County
Land of Cheeses, Trees and Ocean Breeze

October 25, 1990

Mr. Gerald Opat:2

EIS Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136)
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

RE: DEIS for NRSA’'s Wastewater Collection,

Treatment, and Disposal Facilities
Dear Mr. Opatz:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Neskowin
Regional Sanitary Authority Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and
Disposal Facilities provides ample and persuasive justification
for authorizing grant and 1loan funds for the design and
construction of a sewver system to serve the developed core area
of Neskowin. Tillamook County government strongly supports this
project as essential to resolving public health concerns
resulting from inadeguate sewage disposal in the Community of
Neskowin. We urge that the EIS process be concluded in a timely
manner to assure much needed public funding for this project.

My department has responsibility for administering planning,
building, and sanitation regulations throughout Tillamook County.
Our experiences in Neskowin cause us to concur with statements in
the DEIS which clearly document the need for a community sewer

system in the Neskowin core area. These statements include the
following:

* That all soils in the Neskowin project area provide "poor
treatment for septic tanks and absorption fields™ (Pages
3-2 and 3-3).

* That septic tanks with seepage pits and cesspools are the

predominant means of sewage disposal in the Neskowin core
area (Page S-1).

AN ENUIAL OPPORTUNITY E4PLOYER

201 Laurel Avenue
57141

26
27

28

26.

27.

28.

A number of comments received indicated support for
the project.

Funding for the project is dependent upon the timing of
the grant application, the priority of this project among
the applications received during a particular funding
period and the availability of funds. EPA Construction
Grants Program as it currently exists will terminate
September 30, 1991. It appears that funding may run out
as soon as March of 1991.

Comments noted.
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* That "Neskowin has a history of water quality problems
and subsequent concerns for public health.® (Page 3-10).

* That "Contamination of the creeks has been attributed in
part to inadequate sewage disposal practices in the
community.® (Page 3-11).

* That the "no actiop" alternative would result in
"potentially significant adverse impacts ... on
groundwater, surface water quality, land use,
socioeconomics, and public health."™ (Page S-3).

The Neskowin core area is platted and built at an urban density
that, coupled with adverse so0il conditions, clearly requires a
community sewer system. The median lot size in the core area is
approximately 5,000 square feet, with 63% of the development lots
5,000 square feet or smaller in size. This is nqt large enough
for an adequate septic tank, drainfield, and repair area, even if
soils were suitable for such systems.

Most existing on-site systems were installed prior to current
regulations. These seepage pits, cesspools, and undersized
drainfields are inadequate by todays standards. There can be no
doubt that many of these are causing effluents to enter into the
aquifer and streams in the Neskowin area. Virtually all of these
systems can be expected to fail in a time frame that will
adversely affect people currently living in Neskowin.

Reliance on seepage pits and cesspools, coupled with porous
soils, makes it very difficult, if not impossible, to pinpoint
polluting systens. Enforcement agencies are usually the last to
know that a system is not working properly as people are
reluctant to report it, especially if they know that adequate
repairs may be impossible. When failures are identified, the
County will increasingly be pressured to approve alterations and
repairs that are likely to result in further pollution of area
aquifers and streams. The alternative will be to require very
costly on-site disposal when available, or to limit the use of
already developed properties.

Clearly, the continued reliance on on-site sewage disposal would
be very detrimental to the public health and well-being of the
Neskowin community. It would present virtually insurmountable
enforcement problems for Tillamook County and DEQ. The logic and
evidence are irrefutable ~- Neskowin needs a sewer system to
serve its developed core area. The "no action" alternative is
not acceptable.

Objectors have launched a broad attack on the adequacy of the
DEIS. Their concerns and recommendations are contained in an
October 21, 1990 letter to EPA. They claim that the DEIS lacks

28

29

30

29. Comments noted.

30. Comments noted.
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vital information on environmental impacts, that it does not
adequately evaluate impacts on growth in the area, and that it
should include a "limited action® alternative that “"narrowly and
directly address sewer problems".

These objections, taken as a whole, make impossible demands upon
an EIS process that is subject to reasonable time and resource
constraints. For example, objectors would have the DEIS address
the impact of the project on numerous federally listed species,
including the bald eagle, Aleutian Canada goose, northern spotted
owl, brown pelican, peregrine falcon, Oregon silverspot
butterfly, snowy plover, and big eared bat". Granting objector’s
requests for more and more information would postpone completion
of the EIS process to a time when public funding is no longer
available. This would result in a defacto implementation of the
"no action” alternative or of eventually imposing the full costs
of a needed sewer system on the Neskowin Community.

Objectors are concerned about waste water disposal alternatives
that include putting treated effluent into Neskowin Creek at a 20
to 1 dilution rate under controlled circumstances during
relatively high water winter months. But that is surely
preferable to the "no action" alternative whereby more and more
untreated effluent is put into the aquifer and streams in the
Neskowin area on a year-round basis.

The proposed "limited action” alternative would require a sgite
specific identification of sewage disposal problems, after which
“failing systems could be upgraded, or properties sewered as
needed™ (Joyce, 10-5-90 letter). This alternative, which is
further described in other correspondence to EPA, appears to be a
sincere effort to identify and remedy failing seystems without
constructing a system large enough to facilitate growth in the
Neskowin area. However, there are several significant problems
with this approach in addition to the fact that a detailed EIS
analysis of it would prevent meeting critical time deadlines.

As already noted, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to
identify the site specific sources of most effluent coming from
inadequate or failed systems in Neskowin. (An exception was the
golf course, for which the County did require a replacement
drainfielq. Fortunately, space was available on that property.)
Even if faillures could be identified, it would be financially
untenable to base a community sewer system on a limited and
undetermined number of hookups. There are significant economies
of scale in the construction of sewage collection, treatment, and
disposal facilities. This is a primary reason why such
facilities are provided on an all or none basis for a given area.
Moreover, there is good reason to believe that sewage disposal
problems are relatively pervasive in the core area (all systems
will eventually fail) which further justifies connecting all
properties to the sewer systen,

31

32

33

31

32.

33.

Please refer to Response to Comment 27, Letter No. 14.
The data that has been collected and the analysis that
has taken place related to the issues which 'could be
anticipated to be impacted by the proposed project. The
data which was not collected was in regard to areas that
will not be impacted by this project.

Comment noted. As noted above, the treated efﬂuc.:nt
will be required to meet water quality standards. which
have been demonstrated to not impact water quality aqd
biota. The existing condition is such that Neskowin
Creek is receiving unmeasured quantities of effluent at
unknown levels of treatment.

Because of the nature of the soils and the close proximity
of many of the drainfields in the core area,.i.t would be
difficult if not impossible to identify each falhn'g system.
Assuming that all the failing systems could be identified
and that they would be solely responsible for hook-up to
a new STE system, the costs to individual homeowners
would be prohibitive. This is due primarily to the need
for a specific size plant (in anticipation of all systems
eventually failing) and the length of collectors and
interceptors, the cost of which would have to be borne by
those limited number of users. Please refer to Comment
332 and Response to Comment 332.
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Opponents of the sewer project are apparently motivated by an
overriding concern that it will fuel unwanted grovth in the
Neskowin area. At the extrems someocns allegedly said that they
would rather see sewage running down the streets of Neskowin than
they would have a sewer system that would facilitate growth in
the area. People should be awars that derailing this sever
project will not prevent growth in the Neskowin area.
Ironically, the absence of an adegquate central sever systea may
encourage growth in larger increments as large-scale develo ts
can afford to put in their own sewver systems (an example is the
RV Campground south of Neskowin). The construction of satelllte
sever systems is less efficient than the development of a single
central system, but it is something that is likely to happen if
an adequate central system is not available.

This department takes no position on the growth issue, except to
say that is our job to anticipate what is likely to occur and
then plan for it. Our support for a sewer system is based solely
on public health concerns. We are convinced that a sever that
serves all of the core area is thes only way to effectively
address these concerns.

We appreclate the opportunity to testify in support of this much
needed project.

Sincerely,

TILLAMOOK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Oic @QQ;QQ“V

Vic Affolter
Director

VA:33
cc: Board of County Commissioners

Richard Santner, DEQ
Marnie Frank, County Planning Commission

34 34.

35 3s.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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NOTE:

78% (224/228) of the lots have residences.
63% (141/224) of the built lots are 5000 square feet or smaller.

Only 23% (52/224) lots are larger than 7500 square feet. This is
important because our sanitarian estimates that a lot would have to
be at least this large to have a reasonable chance of qualifying for
an adequate repair area for a failed system.

There are approximately 51 undeveloped lots in the core area that are
7500 square feet or smaller. These are the lots that are most likely
to be unbuildable without a sewer.

The above figures do not include the Breakers (12 units), Pacific
Sands (24 units), and the Chelan (8 units). These ownerships are all
developed at a density greater than one unit per 5000 square feet. If
these are included, 69% of the residential units are on parcels {or
portions thereof) smaller than 5000 square feet.

This information was prepared by the Tillamook County Department
of Cormunity Development on 10/26/90. While there may be some
minor errors, these should not be of a magnitude that would affect
any conclusions that may be drawn from these numbers,



15

Tillamaok County Courthouse
201 Laurel Avenue
Tillamook, OR 97141

Tele: 303 842 3409

Fax: S03 842 2723

NEMO
Date: 28 Oct 90
To: Jerry Opatz, EIS Project Officer

Doug Narahall, County S.nltnri.nQEVJ///’

Ra: Draft EIS for NRSA

From:

After reviewing the 31 Aug 90 draft of the Neskowin EIS, I wish
to offer some commenta and correctiona. Also, I would lika to
sey that I found it aurprising aeassy to read, compered to moat
governsent docuaanta that cross ay desk.

The lest paragraph on page 2-2, atates that “.,.. Naskowin North
.. raceived County Seniterian approvel for its saeptic systess-
This statement isa corract howavar, I would suggest addi-
tionel information. The aubdivision was approved in 1971, under
Stete Heelth Division reguletiona. Under the rules in effact at
that time, it received a genersl approvel basad on two or three
teat pits on the proparty. Esch lot ves avaluveted when the ownar
was ready to conatruct s dwelling. Problems with many of those
lots resulted in the current DEQ rules, requiring each lot to
hava an sppraoval prior to the final subdivision platting.

The sacond paragreph on page 2-10 ststas '... dischargaa into
many septic asystems occur only during a period of six to eight
months avery yesr.” Thia asy have been trua ten yaara ago, but
it 4s not correct today. Most of tha baasch housas ] viait (le:
Nedonna, Cepa Nesraea, Tierra dal Ner, Neskowin, etc.) while
trying to resclve failing dispossl ayatema, are being rented vhaen
not being use by the owners, their femiliea, snd friends. Nost
property management firms in the state can rent you « beach home,
by the day, veek, etc. A quick_ perussl of the "Vecation Rentala*"
column in the Sunday Oregonian classified ada reveala s number of
Neakowin rentals aveileble.

Renters ore generslly herder on e disposal system than a
homaeownar. In most coses, deily water usae per person is higher.
Sharing a rentel unit is not uncomaon, with the resulting (tespo-
rary) hydraulic overlosd to tha sysates. Also, renters tend to
flush or rinsa more unsuitable itema into the disposal system.

36 36.

37 37.

The text has been modified.

Additional text has been added in the section on Sludge
Disposal in Chapter 2 to clarify this point.



Peaga 2

Thae saecond persgraph on psge 3-11 stetes ... Although population
is low during the wvinter ...™. Uinter usege of beach dwellinga
has risen stesdily over the past several years. This is dua to a
variety of rassons, including ges availability, highway improvae-
mants, and rental uvaage.

The laat paragrsph on page 4-3 atotas ... Under tha No Action
Alternative, the core area would not be abla to grow...". 11 have
issued tuo (2) permita thia yeor for new dvellings in the core
ares. Both permitas involve multiple lota to comply with the
current DEQ rules. In the same timae pariod, I hava received
saven (7)) Auvthorizstion Notice aspplicetions for major resodel
projecta. Five (5) of those applications were aspproved, all
involving diapossl syatems upgrades. Also, four (4) repsir per-
nits were issued, all for undersized repasir aystesma, dua to lack
of available ares. Growth is occurring in the core ares, with or
without & sawver.

Nany of the older houses within thae core area ara served by
gravity beds, seepage pits, or cesspools. Thesa asystema contrib-
ute directly to groundwater pollution every tima they are usad.
Partially treated aeffluent flows out of thesa systess as a satu-
ratead flow (ahort-circuiting), directly into the shallow under-
ground aquifer. Thie flow, maving at the ratae af inches per
miputae, results in partislly treoted effluent hundreda of faet
from the dispossl aystenm.

Noderate technology aystema, auch sa the low-presaure (lp) aya-
tem, allow the effluent to move downward ea s "wetting front®
rather then a satursted flov in course taxtured aandy seoila. A
lp system inatalled in besch esands with 36-48" of separation dia-
tence from the groundwster tsble, will provide little or no
grounduater conteatination. UWinter groundwatar tablaa in much af
the core area, are 30" or leasa, during the winter montha. A
properly aizad lp system, including setbacks, requires 3100
squara feet of uvndeveloped lot araeas to inatell. Thaese two ra-
quirements rule out 1lp raepseir systema on ovaer 70X of the exiating
houvaes In the core ares. Note thet lp beds cen be ipatalled in
2100 aq. ft. of srea hovever, a baed hes a lifeapan that is ap-
proximately 1/2 of the full-amized lp esyetem (je: 10 yaars vrs.
20+ years).

373 37a. Comment noted.

Z7l  37b. Comment noted.

&7c 37¢c. Comment noted.
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The high-tech intermittent sand filter systea requires only two
(2) feet of saparstion diatence fros the groundweter table to
function properly. In beach sanda, no additional disposal
tranches are required for this systes and it is celled a bottoa-
less sand filter (bsf). This syatem can fit in 1700 =sq. ft. of
areaa, so it ia the repair ayatem of choice on amall lots if wve
wiah to protect thae dunal aquifar. BOD and SS are raduced by 97-
99x% snd TN is reduced by spproximately 30x. Tha limiting fector
1a the cost (95500-$12,000). I would eatimate that 10% of the
axisting dwellings, on S000 aq. ft. or smaller lots, contein
sufficiant area for a baf repair systea.

If you have quaestiona or naeed additjional information plesse give

ne a call. I am usually in my office for phone calla from 8:00
to 10:00 AN, Monday thru Friday.

Cec: file

38

38. Comment noted.



16

Tillamook County Courthouse
201 Laurel Avenue
Tillamook, OR 97141

Tele:s 53 842 3409

Faxi 5SQ3 B42 2721

MEMOD
Dates 29 DOct 9@

Tos Jerry Opatz, EIS FProaject Officer

Froms Daug Marshall, County Sanitarian tsv//’

Re: Draft EIS for NRSA

1 wanted an opportunity to respond to a few of the comments made
during last nights hearing.

Ore persorn mentioned innovative technoloagy salutions fram the
Naticnal Small Flcws Clearinphouse, The proposed STEP system is
carsidered innovative technology, and there are several publica-
tions available for this type of system on the clearinghouse
proguct list.

Ancther item meritioned was the possible use of composting toilets
in difficult repair situations. Since » toilet accounts for
approximately 1/3 of the household water use, this could allow
for a smaller repair system. Past experisnce has showrn that
compost toilets do mot work well in occasional use dwellings, for
& nusber of reasons. Once started, the composing cperation reeds
daily "care and fesding.' Someore rnesds to monitor temperature,
pH, ®scisture content, and carbon-nitrogen ratics for proper
operation of the systemn. 1f any of the above elements are out of
praportion, composting stops. I have used incinerator toilets on
difficult repair situaticons however, both the incinerator arnd
compost toilets are expensive.,

Other testimony was directed at the possible effect of the STP
discharge on the riative fish runs in Neskowin Creek. The concern
wam that an increase in plant effluent might change the streams
"flavarY ta the point that fish would nct recognize their stream
for soawning. 1f sanitary sewers are not installed in the core
areas, nps pellutarits in the Creek can be expected to rise. This
increasse will have an adverse effect on all birds, fish, butter-
flies, bats, etc. that presently use or inhabit Neskowin Creek.
The connection of all houses within the core area to sanitary
sewers will, in wy estimation, eliminate B8%-3@X cof the present
pcllutarits 1n Neshkowirs Creek.

40 40. Comment noted.

41 41. Comment noted.

42 42. Comment noted. Please also refer to Response to
Comment 17, Letter No. 10.
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The following comments are directed to the 21 Oct 90 Friends of
Neskowin latter.

Page 3, paragraph #3 concerning “...sources of sanitary probleuss
PR Am I mentiorned during my testimony last night, creek
pollution is classified as point—scurce (piped cutfall) er non-
point source (saturated flow mixed with groundwater). Conven-
tional methods of identifying failling disposal systess, such as
introducing flucrescein dye into the system, work well for an
outfall pipe. However, non—point sources (nps) are harder to
identify. It is not possible to dys test nps in the core area,
as the beach sands filter and hold the dye particles. Other
methods, such as radicactive tagging of selected bacterija, must
be used, and this type of testing is expensive. Current budget
constraints make these types of tests jimpractical.

Pamt bacterial testing of Neskowirn Creek clearly shows evidence
of human pollution. Much of this pollution is from nps seepage
from nearby deellings. My office has corrected all of the known
cutfall pollution sources into the Creek, such as the temporary
repair for the Neshowin Golf Course. The Wayside park, menticoned
under 3s, is connectad to the sewer systes. The large RV park
mentioned in the letter has a rew disposal systes, installed
under the supervision of ar erginesr, and approved by DEQ. The
Horse stables have baen referred to the SCS, and they are trying
to uor-'k out a best managesent plan (EMP) with the cwrner for
proper dimsposal of the horse manure. To the best of my knowl-
edge, there has been no chemical testing of the Creek nor tests
for Tetanus spores. Monies have rot been available for other
than standard bacterial testing.

To date, ultraviclet (UV) treatment of efflusnt has not been
satisfactory. The effluent is normsally passed thru clear glass
or plastic pipes surrocunded by UV lights. The pipes must be
cleaned and checked daily to weekly, due tc slgam growth and
staining on the inside surfaces. SBoratching of the inside sur-
face, during cleaning, further limits UV peretration ang treat-
ment. The UV causes most plastics to darken, and beccwme hard and
brittle. Arnua) replacement cf these tubes is rot uncomacr. Two
complete systems are generally needed, to elimirate bypassing
during cleaning cperations. ERulb replacement costs are also
high.

43 43.

44 44.

45 4s.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

The use of ultraviolet disinfection has some recogni.zable
difficulties. However, in considering the alternative of
chlorination and recognizing the sensitivity of the cr;ek,
UV was selected as the chosen disinfection alternative.
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Item # 6, on page 5, raises concerns with the perijodic pumping of
the septic tanks. Septic tanks in the STEP system will be
checked at regular intervals (usually every € months) and pumped
as needed. The frequency of pumping will depend on usage of the
dwel ling. The NRSA will have to buy a pumper truck, or sigri a
long—-ters contract with a licensed pumper for this service.
State law requires that all septage from the STEP tanks must be
dumped into a DED approved STF. If the dumping is to go to
another STP, a long-term contract will be required. The cities
of Hebo and FC both have licensed pumpers on contract to pump
STEP tanks as reeded. The issue of hclding hcweowners "hostage”
is absurd. This cost is gererally part of the regular mornthly
sewer service fee.

Item number 11, on page £, questions the septic tank probless on
the Pacific City (PC) system, ] examined a number of the fiber-
glas septic tanks in PC, before and after they were replaced.

The company that macde the two part tanks is now cut of business.
These tanks were constructed in two pieces, and then plued to-
gether. Mast of the tanks ] inspected fajiled at this seam. Many
had concrete poursd inside, or on top, for purpcses of anti-
bouyancy. Several of the tarks were not properly installed by
bedding in sand, to prevent stress fractures.

Recause of the above problems, 93X of the rew septic tarks in-
stalled in Neskcwin, under permit from my office, are concrete
dosing septic tanks, These tanks have corcrete risers to ground
surface for sasy access and maintenance. The exceptions have
been steel tanks, installed as part of & tesporary repajir, in the
hope that sanitary sewers will socon be available.

Item # 1.RA (127), the last paragraph or, page 6, Proposes a riew
alternative # 1@, using state of the art techrnology for repair of
failing systemss in the core area. FPrevicus testimcany submitted
by my office, and dated 25 Oct 9@, dis:tslns two such sBystems
(i®) low-pressure trenches and bottomless sand-filters). When
installed under the proper conditicons, these systems will signif-~
icantly reduce groundwater polluticr in the area. Small lot
sizes ard high groaundwater tables ir the core area, limit the
riumber of parcels orn wmhich they can be installed. These two
factors rule out lcw-pressure (1p) repairs on approximately 7%
of the dwellings ir the core area. Te restate my previcus esti-
mates, in a different way, about 5@ Jwellings wculd have to
connect to the sanitary sewers. The bef would need tc be irn-
stalled or arn estimated 120-130 dwellings. The remaining 40-5a
dwellings would likely have 1p repair systems.

46 46. Comment noted.

47 47. Comment noted.

48 48. Comment noted. Please also refer to
Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

Response to
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The praposed alternative #1@ does little for sclving the long-
terms problems within this community, as it makes no monies avajl-
able for STP improvemsents. The problem homes, forced to connect
immadiately to the sewer, would have to pay for a force-main,
Pplus hookup fees, dosing septic tank, pump, etc. I would esti-
mate these costs at $3522-508¢ per lot, depending on location.
The majority of the homes forced to construct a bsf, at $S50Q-
18, A sach, will want to go the chesapest route and conrect to
the sewar, The nusber of sewer hookups could reach 17Q. The
existing STP can not handle this additional load without upgrad-
ing and enlarging.

In cloming, 1 wanted to smphasize that the propcsed alternative ¥
9 does nothing to resclve the existing pollution probless within
the area. Al) new structures in the core area are in compliance
with current DEDQ rules and regulstions. Each year, in this same
area, 1 am forced to approve an increasing ber of tempaorary
repairs on existing dwellings, that are both undersized and
direct pollution sources for the underground freshwater aquifer.
If we wish to preserve this aguifer for future beneficial uses,
the core area must be served by sanitary sawers.

If you have guestions or nesd additional information please give
me a call, 3 am usually in sy office for phone calls from BI0Q
to 1@3;00 AM, Monday thru Friday.

Coas  NRSR
file

48

49 49. Comment noted.
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; National O. Jc end A herle Admini

# NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES mvmw
911 NE 11th Avenye ~ Room 820
PORTLAND, OREGON 97232
S01/230-8400 FAX 503/230-5438

0CT 30 1909 P/NWRS : 281

DEGIEIVE
R 19V 011990 @

Mr. Gerald Opatz Umg""fﬂ% Sﬁ:nuﬂ

EIS5 Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136)
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority Wastewater
Collection, Treatment, and Disposal Facilities
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Opatz:

The National Marine Fisherles Service (NMFS) has completed its

review 0f the subject document and found that resources for which 50 50

NMFS bears responsibility and alternatives to reduce adverse
impacts on these resodfces have been addressed to our
satisfaction. Therefore, we have no comments.

Sincerely,

e

Vs ’ Merritt. E. Tuttle
Division Chief

Comment noted.
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Public Haalth Service

Centers for Disease Control
Atlanta GA 30333

October 25, 1990

Mr. Gerald Opatz (MS WD-136)
Region 10, U.S. EPA

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Newkowin Regional Sanitary Authority
(NRSA) Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal Facilities,
Tillamook County, Oregon. We are responding on behalf of the
U.S. Public Health Service.

We concur that there is a demonstrated need for upgraded waste
water collection, treatment, and disposal systems for the NRSA.
We offer the following comments and suggestions on the DEIS.

1. The reader is left to infer that the preferred
alternatives for collection, treatment and effluent
disposal in the 1990 addendum to the Neskowin Wastewater 1
facilities plan are the preferred alternatives for the EIS 55
process. We suggest that EIS preferred alternatives should
be clearly and prominently presented.

2.Plans for sludge disposal are vague.

A clear preferred
alternative should be presented.

52

3. Plans for effluent disinfection are confusing. The
facilities plan identifies UV disinfection as the preferred
alternative, yet much discussion is presented on the merits
of chlorination as a more proven method (we agree). 1In
fact, in chapter 6, the principal unavoidable adverse
impact of the "preferred" alternative is presented as
chlorinated effluent. The EIS should clearly present a
preferred alternative for effluent disinfection.

53

4. A more detailed description of the existing treatment
plant NPDES permit requirements and compliance problems
would be useful.

54

5. In chapter 3, a rather detailed presentation is made of
chronic surface water quality problems in the Neskowin
area. Figures 3-3 and 3-4 and much of the discussion focus
on sampling stations and results from March to September

55

51. The DEIS was prepared to provide a con.lparison pf the
alternatives evaluated. The DEIS intentionally did not
select a "preferred alternative” but. rather preseqted
comparisons of a number of alternatlves.for col'lectlo'n,
treatment and disposal. The alternative W.hlcl'.l will
create the least environmental impact and which is the
most cost-effective has been selected and denoted as the
"preferred alternative” in the Final EIS.

52. Text has been added to Chapter 2 to clarify this issue.

UV disinfection is the preferred method of disinfection.
Ozone disinfection was not proposed or discussed
because of the higher costs involved and the level of
training required to operate and maintain t.he process.
The discussion relating to chlorination was mtendeq to
explain the pros and cons of this method of disinfection.
As we note in the text, while chlorination is more
universally used, the residual chlorine can be toxi? to
sensitive species. Because Neskowin Creek prov1§les
habitat for salmonids and because neither dechlorination
nor flows of the creek may lower the residual chlorine
concentrations to below the chronic toxicity levels and/or
those levels recommended by ODFW, it was determined
that UV would be the preferred method for disinfection.

53.

Chapter 6 has been revised.

54. It is noted in the DEIS and the 1988 Facilities Plan that
the existing treatment plant has had a history of not
meeting NPDES permit requirements. The purpose of
the proposed project is to ensure that this situation does
not persist.



55. Station 7 on Figures 3-3 and 3-4 was located below the
confluence of Meadow, Butte and Hawk Creeks; it was
assumed that Hawk Creek continued from this
confluence to Neskowin Creek.

The potable water source on Hawk Creek is located
upstream of the golf course at a point well outside the
NRSA and thus beyond the realm of influence of this
proposed project. FC and FS samples in this area while
important relative to drinking water standards will not be
impacted by this project and thus are beyond the purview
of this study. The no action alternative would allow
continued contamination of the lower reaches of the
various creeks in the project area but would not impact
drinking water quality because of the location of the
water supply intake.

Phase 1 of this project will alleviate the existing chronic
contamination situation primarily in the core area of
Neskowin. Completion of Phase 2 will place additional
homes on sewers thereby decreasing even more the
amount of contamination which occurs now or can be
anticipated in the future. All sources of contamination
have not been identified; it is clear, however, that
provision of sewers will not eliminate all these sources.
Refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.



Page 2 - Mr. Opatz

1989. Contrary to the statement made on page 3-~12, these
data do not include sites on Hawk Creek, the source of
potable water for Neskowin. We would like to see an
historical presentation of FC, FS and FC/FS ratio data for
Hawk Creek along with a diagram showing sampling sites
relative to the drinking water intake. A presentation of
violations (if any) of the SDWA by the Neskowin Regional
Water District would also be helpful. The statement in
chapter 4 (No Action Alternative-Public Health) that the no
action alternative would not adversely impact drinking
water quality should be explained more thoroughly. We
assume that the proposed sewage collection system will not
reach contamination scurces above the drinking water
intake. We also note with concern that because of
contanmination sources outside the NRSA, the extent to which
construction of new facilities will alleviate surface water
quality problems is not known.

6. A diagram showing the existing and planned effluent
discharge points’ in relation to the contact recreation
area(s) on Neskowin Creek would be helpful.

7. The statement in chapter 4 (Collection Systenm
Alternatives-Public Health) that the collection system is
not expected to impact public health should be supported.
We would assume that efforts to collect septic tank
effluent (of poor quality and sometimes discharged to
surface water) for further treatment would positively
impact surface water quality (and probably groundwater
quality). While the direct impact of this improvement in
water quality on public health is difficult to quantify we
feel that it could be significant.

8. The term "pathogens and viruses"™ is used on page 4-35
(and possibly elsewhere). Because Pathogens are disease
causing agents and many viruses are pathogens, we suggest
deleting "and viruses."

9. There is an unintended "message™ in the DEIS that spray
irrigation presents no public health risk (e.g. pages 4-19
and 4-41). While we agree that such risk is usually
minimal, we feel that mitigation measures are prudent both
from the standpoint of the minimization of exposure to
pathogen containing aerosols and the control of groundwater
contamination.

S5

56

57

58

59

56. The existing outfall is located 0.8 mile upstream of the

57.

58.
59.

discharge into the ocean. Most of the contact recreation
occurs below the outfall in the vicinity of the ocean
beach. Some recreation also occurs throughout ‘the
watershed. However, discharge will not occur at the time
when contact recreation takes place (May 1 to October

31).

The statement should read "...not expected to directly
negatively impact...". Completion of the ent'ire system
(collection, treatment and disposal) will certainly have a
potential positive impact on public health.

The term "and viruses" has been deleted from page 4-35.

Mitigation would include extensive buffering to preclude
the spread of aerosols beyond the project boupdary. In
addition, the sites selected for the spray irrigation \yould
of necessity have adequately drained soils with a
groundwater level greater than minus 4 feet.' If spray
irrigation were to occur at agronomic rates, the likelihood
of the occurrence of groundwater contamination would
be minimal. In addition, groundwater monitoring wells
would be installed. To further ensure minimal health
risks, the site could be fenced.
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Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
document. Please insure that we are included on your mailing
list to receive a copy of the FPinal EIS, and future EIS's which
may indicate potential public health impact and are developed
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Sincerely yours,
s ‘7//, VL /(

Kenneth W. Holt, M.S.E.H.

Environmental Health Scientist

Center for Environmental Health
and Injury Control
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Portland Field Station
2600 S.E. 98th Avenue, Suite 100
Portland, Oregon 97266

L}
] Septexber 28, 1990

Re: 1-7-90-SP-SR.dh

Gerald Opatz

Environmental Review Section
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 9810t

Dear Mr. Opatz:

This regards the area of the proposed Neskowin wastewater treatment facility.
Our agency has no new information at this time regarding the presence of

threatened and endangered species in the area. However, we also suggest that 60 60 Comment noted.

you contact the National Marine FPisheries Service, Oregon Department of
Agriculture and Oregon Departaent of Fish and Wildlife for information
regarding threatened, endangered, and sensitive species which may be in the

area.
ncerely,
1

MR . Peterson

Tield Supervisor
cce
PFO-ES
NMFS

Dr. Kogterlitz; 3935 S.W. Marins Lane, Portland, Oregon 97201

printed on uableacked recveled paper
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FRIENDS OF NESKOWIN P.O. BOX 796, NESKOWIN, OR 97149

Mr. Gerald Opatz

').8. Environmental Protection Agency
tegion 10

1200 Sixth Avenue N
3eattle, Washington 98101 BE EIS 910/9-90-121, Neskowin ))J

Dear Mr. Opatz,

.4TRODUCTION: We believed that The current Draft EIS is inadequate under NEPA, because:
1.The EIS does not adequately describe the problem. Please note the many EIS
atements quoted below that describe how numerous aspects of yital data and information
wegarding the environment.ara said by EPA to be sither unknown, not tested, studied or are
ntherwise acknowledged to be vague or speculative.
0.g. Stream Flow, limpacts on Fish, etc) -

2. The EIS {ails to consider gther feasonable attermnatives such as "Altemative #10” proposed

R our group asis the stated intent of “The Clean Water Act, discussed and exhibited below.
‘xhibit E)

Furthermore, with the exception of the "No Action * Altemative #9, all of the other alternatives
- onosed in the E1S are essentially the same in regard to the size of the project,

What is missing is an alternative such as “Alternative #10" of a different size. c¢apacilY and
cost, that narrowly and directly addresses the pollution problems. It is critical for the EIS to include
' Remative #10” because the issue capacity on growth is so crucial.

3.The Draft EIS doesnt adequately describe the effects of the listed alternatives on the
envionment. In describing the existing environment the EIS does not make clear that the degision
¢ 13 sewer system in itself will determine what growth can occur in the Neskowin . Any sewer
L. dject decision has the clear patential to permanently changae the character of Neskowin,

The Neskowin environment is at a critical point and the choice of a sewerage system will
¢ cide in which direction the envimeoment will will go. The EIS hasn't fully studied how each of the
anematives will affect such aspects of the environment. It is not possible for the EIS to do so,
because the environment has not been adequately described as discussed below under various
I adings. (See: Sludge Management, Costs, WaterQuality, Sewage , Inspection, Worse case
Scenarios, and The Nature of the NRSA, etc.)

61

62

63

64

For These reasons a new altemative is proposed in this letter.

€ 3CUSSION: The tollowing discussion is submitted for your record with the hope that it may be helptul in further
di ting of the Neskowin EIS, and 1o assist with full compliance of the requirements
ot NEPA,

EIS Statements are in this type. My commants are In this smaller type.

M.. Richard J. Nichols ot ODEQ after reviewing sewer proposals from NRSA on 9/29/88 stated that

' Ve have concluded from our review that the information submitted to date is inconclusive in determining the
%..cntial impact of the proposed discharges to Neskowin Creek on stream water quality, stream biota, and
stream uses such as fishing and contact recreation. Therefore, we cannot recommend to the EPA that a FONSI
% ssued at this time. Also, we cannot move forward with your request for permit rencwal. Specific concerns
elated to stream discharge/impact issue are listed below™ ( Exhibit C)

65
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

Since completion of the DEIS, additional work, pnmarll'y
related to stream flows, has been corqpleted. This
coupled with the work completed prior to issuance of t'he
draft and the best professional judgement of the agencies
provides sufficient information from which to make an
informed decision.

"Alternative 10" has been determined to not be 2
reasonable alternative. Please refer to Response to
Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

The decisions regarding growth and/or devqlopment
should be based on the accepted Comprehensive Lan_d
Use Plans and the Zoning Regulations. As described in
the EIS, there are a number of constraints placed upon
potential developments.

Please refer to Response to Comment 61, Letter No. 19.

This comment predates the EIS process and_in fact is the
basis for the decision for completion of this document.
Please refer to Response to Comment 61, Letter No. 19.



In response, NRSA has chosen to have an EIS prepared and “In August 1990 an addendum to the
facllities plan was prepared (HQE, Inc. 1990)" .Page S-2 —EIS. UNFORTUNATELY, THE EIS AND
THAT ADDEND!IM ARE IS STILL INCONCLUSIVE AND DO NOT ANSWER THE QUESTIONS IN MR. NICHOLS
ODEQ LETTER.

The following are examples of some of the still unanswered questions.

1. Stream Flow and Temperature. "This system must accommodate - large fluctuations
of flow”. Discussions have been vague about area and volume measurements. “Little information regarding
the hydrogeology of the Neskowin area is available.” “Page 3-4 —EIS “Neskowin Creek has
never been gauged. Although sufficlent measurements have been obtained to galn a general
understanding of summer flows. there |s not enough data to generate statistically sound
hydrographs.” —page 3-7 E!S.

“Additional flow estimates are available from an Oregon State University (OSU) report
which estimated that an average annual flow in Neskowin Creek Is 92 cfs, with 95 percent
of the flows greater than 4.8 (Klingerman 1979 )° To record of winter discharge
measurements exist.~ (ODOT) has computed calculated flood flows based on watershed
characteristics. Only eight flow measurements are available for Hawk Creek,”— Page 3-8 EIS
“Butte Creek No discharge measurements are available, * Meadow Creek. The majority of
Meadow creek has been channelized through the wetland and the golif course. [No flow data
are avallable for the creek,. — page3-5 EIS. “Discussions with U.S. Qeological Survey (USQS)
staff .... Indicate the characteristics of the aquifer In the
Neskowin Area should be similar. However no data are avaflable to confirm
this.” "Flooding of the creeks In the study area Is an annual winter occurrence. The degree
paged-Q EIS. -1t Is likely that adequate stream flows would be avallable during the winter
months; however, there Is little direct data to support this (l.e. winter stream flows were
calculated from a model . but rarely or never measured directly,”—page 4-10 EIS

*“The information on the quantity of flow that can be expected in Neskowin Creek during both summer
and winter discharge periods is not conclusive.® {{R.J. Nichols,Exhibit C,page 3 (1)}

“Would the combination of tidal effects that cause stagnation of water in the lower section of the creek
and the increased nutrient load from the proposed discharge lead to nuisance algal growth in the stream?"{(R.J.
Nichols Exhibit C,page 4 (5))

We need current substantiated flow figures. The EIS states they do not exist. They should be taken at: A).
High and low tide, B), In all four seasons, and should include C) respective changes in poliution and {emperature from
effiyent discharge. (OR Trout Exhibit B)
2.Impact of the proposal on the Neskowin environment. This discussion s incomplete,e.g—Lot
size could change, more mobile homes could be allowed , some wetland drainage or {ill could occur, new roads could
be developed, all contributing to density, page 20f8 zoning and conditional use changes. “... lower
population growth rate® would generate fewer Impacts on public services compared to
Impacts under the project alternatives,”— Page 44 EIS. “Impacts resulting from the extension
of collector sewer lines Into floodplains would be significant,’— Page 4-6 EIS. The NRSA does
not have a sludge management plan.” Page 4-9 EIS. The lack of such a plan makes various impacts on
Neskowin sven more Inconclusive.

Note: The Confederated Tribes of The Grand Ronde community have hunting and fishing rights in the
Neskowin area-impact not discussed in the EIS. (Exhibit E).

3.The sources of the sanitary problems. These should be wefl defined. Major sources of
contamination of the creeks have been Inconclusively considered. ~ The source of contamination at these
sites has not been identified. Inadequate or falling septic systems gutside the collection area
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65

66

67

68

66. Gaging information collected during a 10 year period

from Schooner Creek provides insight into the flow
characteristics of Neskowin Creek. The Schooner Creek
watershed has an area of 13.7 square miles; Neskowin
Creek has a 14 square mile watershed. Both watersheds
are similar in that they are relatively undeveloped and
forested. In addition, the elevation ranges of both
watersheds are similar. Data from Schooner Creek
indicate that during the 10 year period of record, the flow
did not fall below 8 cfs between November 1 and April
30.

A nonlinear regression correlating stream flow and
recurrence interval in Schooner Creek indicates that
there is a likelihood that once every 11 years the
average daily streamflow would fall below 8 cfs. To
further ensure that 20:1 dilution is attained, flow
measurements and an alarm system can be in place to
control discharges to the stream. Please also refer to
Comment 20, Letter No. 11. If the dilution ratio would
fall below 20:1, the effluent would be stored in the
holding lagoon until stream flow increased.



67. The issue of development and growth is discussed in

Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19. The type of
development will be controlled by the uses allowed under
existing accepted Land Use Plans and Zoning
Regulations.

The EIS states that extension of collector lines into
floodplains is in opposition to EPA policies. It further
notes that EPA will provide grant condition language
which precludes sewer hookups in the floodplain.

Text has been added to Chapter 2 to clarify the sludge
management issues.

As has been stated above with regard to other issues not
addressed in this document, the data presented in the
DEIS and developed since the issuance of that document
(principally in relation to flows in Neskowin Creek)
address those areas that might be impacted by this
project. Issues beyond the scope of the project were not
included in the DEIS.

68. There are a number of sources of contamination of the

Neskowin area creeks. These include natural sources
such as wildlife, potential contamination from
agricultural/lawn maintenance, non-point discharges of
contaminated stormwater, improper storage/disposal
from livestock rearing activity, and from continued use of
failing and marginal septic systems. EPA’s construction
grant program addresses only the latter source.
Implementation of this proposal will assist the community
in reducing the contamination of the surface waters
within the NRSA. As pointed out in the EIS, it will not
eliminate all sources of contamination of the surface
waters.

Additional programs which address each of the sources
of contamination can be explored to reduce or eliminate
the non-domestic sources of contamination. These
programs are beyond the purview of the proposed project
and the EIS.



boundary have been identified by Tlllamook County health authoritles as potential sources

f contamination There is also a large RV park just above Station 3 which has a new septic
system and drainfield. Specific sites which might be contributing fecal contamination could
10t be identified from the resuits of this study.

not known."—page 3-16 EIS.

The DEQ “no-point discharge program® is omitted from the EIS.
Page 3-12 “Based on the ratlo of fecal coliforms to fecal
treptococcl, it was determined that the high fecal coliform counts at several stations
resulted from non-human sources (wildlife or domestic animals). However, the surveys
‘ndicated that there were at least six sampling statlons in which contamination resulted from
luman sources (discharges from subsurface Systems)"—EIS. Also see (Exhibit Q ). Testing for

bacteria such as Tetanus Spores could indicate the extert of equine contamination. 70
. ’ .;ha impact and sanitary status of the day use Wayside, and the Neskowin Qolf course toilet facliities are not
iscussed.
b.) Evalsalion of those houses in the core area actually producing contamination by use of dye testing has not l 7 1
heen done. '

C.) There has been no mention of chemnical lesting of creek water for fertiizer, pesticides and herbicides,
Neskowin Go¥f course soll beatment, or the farms located on the respective creeks. A federal deadline for toal maximum
daily water loads of ammonia, phosphorus and algae was set in 1985, l 72
*The information on how the discharge would mect the North Coast Basin water quality
standards for dissolved oxygen, temperarure, mrbidity, pH.fecal coliform bacteria,
»esthetics, etc., during both summer and winter discharge periods is not conclusive. Please refer to Oregon
dminiswrative rules (OAR) 340-41-204.)" {R.J. Nichols, Exhibit C.page 3 (2)] “There Is little historical data
regarding BOD loading or DO concentrations In the streams.”— Page 3-17 EIS.
1.) No evidence is presented that the proposed’ iol of sewage would be effective lor specilic
1thogenic infectious contaminants (other than fecal E. Coll) such asGiardiasis, Hepatitls viruses,and Amebiasis. A

~roven effectiveness, the ease of use, and the low assoclated operation and maintenance
osts, chlorination Is the most frequently used method disinfecting wastewaters.”— Page 2-11

EIS.
“Would ultraviolet technology provide reliable disinfection capability under general operating
nditions and following lagoon storage/treatment of effluent, if required, and what method of disinfection
would be provided for backup service if needed? What are the potential water quality effects of the back-up
+ sinfection process?” {R.J. Nichols,0DEQ Exhibit C page 3 (4)}
~.New Environmental Concemns:
i “Information on the fisheries resources in Neskowin
' reek and its tributaries is limited."— Page 3-22 EIS.

“ Chinook and coho salmon enter the system between September and December,
71d chum salmon enter between October and December.Winter-run steelhead trout enter
I :skowin Creek to spawn between November and March.. It has not been established if
Suitable spawning habitat is available or If salmon are spawning In Neskowin Creek below
U e treatment plant discharge,

Both resident and sea-run cutthroat trout are found throughout the Neskowlin Creek
System. ODFW believes that the anadromous run numbers only a few hundred per year,
"he effect of discharge of secondary treated eflluent to streams on the imprinting and
homing abllity of salmonids is unknown —Page 3-22 EIS.
“Winter-run steelhead trout... ODFW estimates that the annual run number between 150

76
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69. This number not used for comment.

. ws in wayside facilities generally are low per capita
" \lel:)en compgred to residential uses. Per capita flow
estimates (per OAR 340-71) range between 10 and 15
gallons per day. Assuming 70 percent of the 10,000
annual wayside visitors arrived between May 1 and
October 31, the impact on flow would average less than

600 gallons per day.

71. Dye testing has not been completed because these tests

would be inconclusive. The diffusion of efﬂugnt from
individual septic tanks is such that it mixes with ofher
tank effluent, travels with the groundwater, enters into
seepage pits and cesspools and generally does not clea.rly
"expose itself' to the surface. Other metho.ds (ie.
radioactive tags) are available; they are expensive and
beyond the budget of the County Sanitarian to undertake.
Further, isolation of individual failing systems does not
solve the long term problem; all systems will eventually
fail. Please also refer to Response to Comment 33,

Letter No. 14.

Chemical testing for these constituents was not
undertaken because this project will not impact nor be
impacted by the presence or absence of these chemicals.
Tests were completed to further demonstrate that human
fecal contamination continues to occur in the surface
waters; these problems will at least in part be resolved
with the completion of the proposed project.

72.



73. Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10.

74.

75.

The OAR provides the mechanism by which the state can
place restrictions on the quantity and quality of the
effluent being discharged. The water quality standards
have been developed through the scientific community to
be at levels not detrimental to the receiving waters and
the resident biota.

Ultraviolet disinfection is the preferred method because
of the sensitivity of the receiving waters.

Chlorination was determined not to be the best method
of disinfection in this case because of the concern for the
anadromous and resident salmonid species and their food
organisms that are present in Neskowin Creek. The
ultraviolet system which will be installed will be reviewed
by ODEQ during their review of the projects plans and
specifications. The most reliable and most effective
system will be utilized. The storage lagoons can be used
as the back-up for the disinfection system. When the
system is off-line for maintenance or repair, effluent can
be bypassed to the lagoons until such time as the system
is once again operational. Refer to Response to
Comment 84, Letter No. 19 and Response to Comment
222, Letter No. 5S6a.



and 400 fish per year"— Page 3-22 EIS. This small rumber is subject to threatened or andangermert proposals.
“Thbe information on the impact of the proposed discharge on recognized beneficial uses of Neskowin
Creek including :water supply, anadromous fish passage, salmonid rearing, salmonid spawning, resident fish
and aquatic life, water contact recreation, aesthetic quality, etc. is not conclusive. Please refer to OAR-340-41-
202.” {R.J. Nichols,ODEQ Exhibk C page 3 (1)}
Neskowin Creek Is an index stream for these wikd fish. Soma of these salmon varieties (chum) are already on the
“watch "list for the Columbia river and have been proposed for fisting as endangered in other Oregon fivers.

Additionally endangerment recommendations are pending from The Amaerican Fisherles Institute for several
species of saimon..(pers. comm. Oregon Trout.)

Considaration is being given 10 a similar proposal for threatened or endangerment recommendations for The
Neskowin Cresk unless the problems presented by the small number of

of fish and the unknown hazasds of additional effluent, etc., discharged into the Creek can be
resolved.

“The USFWS has identified the following federally listed threatened and endangered
species as occurring with the Suislaw National Forest: bald eagle. Aleutian Canada goose,
the northern spotted owl, brown pelican. peregrine falcon, and Oregon siiverspot butterfly.
Sensitive species include the snowy plover and the big eared bat.”— Page 3-30 EIS. There is no
discussion of the impact of the proposed sewer system on these and other spedies. (Exhibits A,B,D,F.G )

5. The Clean Water Act,{ 33 USC Section 1284 (a)(S) 1972).(Exhibit U)

"The treatment plant is designed to have some excess capacity after the Phase 1 sewering
is Iinstalled ,which can serve about 100 EDUs (Monro pers. comm.) or 258 people.” “as the
facilities are expanded to Incorporate additional sewer connections and to include gther
developments in the cost for expanding collection, treatment, and effluent disposal
capacity”— Page 2-2 EIS. ‘Ceartaj ars 2 g prese embers 3

The Committes Report on the Clean Water Act~{Senate Report # 95-370, Exhibits | & U) indicates the stated
congressional intent of that Act. “ The purpose of the funds is not 1o finance the future growth needs,..” and note
“imited provisions for growth®.— page 4. Approximately 100 currently undeveloped hook-ups to serve about 258
additional people are to be allocated to “excess” capacity planned to indirectly receive the benefit of Federal funds (if
granted) for development and future growth. This could trigger undesirable social and environmental efiects such as;
land use changes, population density etfacts increased traffic, and the nature of zoning. The so called "sxcess" capacity
allocation should conform to the governmental rules for reserve capacity. This resarve (not "excess ) capacity needs to
be reserved for the benefit of the Core Area and not elsewhere as now proposed. Furthermors, & is noted that;

*“The Federal action may directly or through induced development have a significant adverse effect
upon surface water quality , and fish and other aquatic species and their natural habitats.Code of Federal
regulations 40 CRF 6.108, 40 CFR 6. 509 " (coresp. Thomas J. Lucas ODEQ1988)

The EIS should include the NRSA “Excess® capacity ordinance plus the names and Neskowin land hoidings ot
NRSA board members “NRSA can also equitably allocate the excess capacity of the Phase 1
plant so that no single subdivision within the district can monopolize the remaining
capacity.® — page 5-3 EIS.

6.Costs:"Phase 1 customers may see perlodic increases In monthly user fees to
-eflect increased operation and maintenance costs resuiting from {ncreased flows, and
ncreased costs for disposal of septage.Phase 1 customers would also likely sustain
ncreases In the user costs as the facllities are gxpanded to
:onnections and_to include other developments in the cost for expanding collection,
reatment, and effluent disposal capacity”— pages 2-27/2-29 EIS, The large (NRSA proposed) systemn

osts too much for our community. .NRSA should provide current estimates of the actual bid costs of the project, and
rojections of future increases. Those lurnished in Table 2-6 ol the EIS by NRSA are incomplete or unrealistic and the

ost of siudge management is not stated. “The sludge produced at the treatment plant and collected

1the septic tanks will require periodic removal and disposal. Presently local contractors

mmmmmmmmmmmnmmmgg oF 7
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76

77

78

79

76.

ix Bi dangered
Please refer to Appendix B in the DEIS.. Np en 1
or threatened species are known to exist in the project
area and thus none will be impacted by this project.

Discharge criteria for treatment plant effluent.have bee:‘l
established by the Oregon Depa{tment of Environment y
Quality. Concentrations of solids, BOD, nutrients an
other constituents are required to be low en'm.lgh $O as to
preclude impacts to the biota and receiving waters.
Disinfection of effluent is requi.red to preclm_ie the
discharge of elevated concentrations of bacteria; for
Neskowin Creek, ultraviolet radiation was selected to
ensure that no toxicity was imparted to the effluent.

of ultraviolet radiation as the disinfef:tion
'rlntih::iesm will preclude the discharge of re51dl.1al
chlorine into Neskowin Creek. The side products, i.e.
organic chlorine compounds which may b.e chro_mcally
toxic, will therefore not be generated. During periods Qf
time when maintenance of the disinfection system. is
required, the effluent can be diverted in?o the holding
lagoon until such time as the UV system is operable.

A number of bioassays was conducted by METRO in
Seattle to determine the potential impact upon salmonid
resources as a result of sewage treatment plant effluent
(STPE) discharge. These bioassays were })oth acute (96
hour) and continuous flow with concentrations of effluent
as high as 40%.

i i i dded to the
rmation on spawning habitat ha§ bee:n a
{g)f(c: of the FEIS in Chapter 3,. Bngloglcal Resources,
Neskowin Planning Area, Aquatic Biota.



Buckley (1983) held coho salmon fingerlings (average
weight 6 grams) for 96 hours in a variety of
concentrations of dechlorinated STPE as high as 40%.
No mortalities were recorded during these tests. In a
follow-up study, Buckley et al (1984) held coho
fingerlings 25 days in continuous flow bioassays with
concentrations of dechlorinated STPE as high as 50%.
As in the first bioassay, no mortalities resulted.

In order to determine the effect of prolonged exposure to
ammonia, Buckley et al (1979) exposed coho fingerlings
for 91 days to either river water, one of three
concentrations of ammonium chloride in river water and
to 30% unchlorinated secondary-treated domestic sewage
all in continuous flow unrecycled bioassays. Blood
ammonia and urea concentrations were not significantly
different after 91 days regardless of concentration of the
ambient ammonia.

Ten static acute (96 hour) bioassays were carried out on
chlorinated secondary effluent from Metro’s Renton
Treatment Plant. Using Duwamish/Green River water
as the diluent, Buckley and Matsuda (1973) found that
50% mortality of the test fish (coho salmon fingerlings)
occurred in 24 and 96 hours with concentrations of
effluent of 33% and 29% effluent, respectively. Residual
chlorine was determined to be the principal toxicant to
fish with an average 24 and 96-hour TL50 concentration
of 0.23 and 0.20 mg/], respectively.

The conclusions of the studies conducted by METRO is
that unchlorinated effluent in concentrations as high as
50% (one part river water to one part effluent or 1:1
dilution) is not toxic to coho fingerlings. The anticipated
concentration of effluent discharged into Neskowin Creek
will be 20:1 or twenty times more dilute than that shown
to have no effect on fingerling survival.

77.

78.

79.

In the early design phases of this project, NRSA
identified those areas which required sewering
immediately in order to alleviate a known existing
situation. The 100 equivalent dwelling units which the
treatment plant has been sized to accommodate were
allocated by NRSA to a variety of locations within the
NRSA service area boundaries. Phase 2 implementation
will be necessary for some of these EDUs to be served.
EPA is not participating in the costs of the excess
capacity of the plant; the growth issue will be controlled
by local land use decisions.

The cost increases which may occur will relate to the
increased costs for operation and maintenance. No costs
remain static; they are influenced by inflation, recession,
salaries, costs of goods and services, etc. The costs in
Table 2-6 were the best estimates available. They have
been revised in the final EIS. Sludge disposal costs were
included in the estimates.

The issue of sludge handling has been clarified in
Chapter 2.



TMWWMWMM&MW 49 EIS.
‘his statement seems speculative since such facilities may be closed or

iastricted as the limits of thelr capacily are reached. Under the NRSA propasal, “This siudge
will be pumped on a biannual basis and can be handled in a manner
similar to septage.” —page 2-10 EIS Thus, the homecowners could be "held hostage” to
1apidly sscalating rates from garbage transport, as has been reported in some Tlamook County areas. The EIS states

that NRSA has not developed any such plans.and no proposed haulage or deposit sites have been designated. There
1ay be none available within a reasonable distance from Neskowin.

Expensive technicians and equipment from Portland could be needed for mechanical and electronic breakdowns,
and might not even be available in a timely manner or affordable. The costs of abandoning the presant plant and the cost
-1 liability insurance are not fully discussed.

The EIS should include the cost and limits of ability or insurance of the NRSAof for the various types of
damages its activities may incur.

) dedm cos! of abandoning any present sewage plant previously acquired or planned to be acquired shouid be
uded.

7.Sewage: Tillamook County Goal 16:= “Controlled release of weated industrial, domestic, and
agricultural wastes into ocean, river or estuarine waters shall be permirnted only if no practicable alternatives

ddst.” “Development of the collection system will not eliminate surface water quality
degradation In the area but will contribute to decreasing the degradation.”— Page 4-5 EIS.

8. Inspection: The EIS should speciy that the plan for operating and inspecting the sewerage system is in

mpliance with clean water laws and standards for daily poliution loads.(v.s ODEQ, R.J. Nichols) Inspections of the
system should be random and unannounced.and not announced and arranged.

9. Worst case sCenarios: The EPA has not dealt with worst case scenarios such as a severe drought {
| adicted for 1991, Exhibt S.), total failure of the sewage plant, discharge of raw sewage into Neskowin Cresk,
destruction of fish runs, back up etfkient flowing into the wetlands during winter flooding in Neskowin , etc.

Will permits be issued for automatic release times for treated effluent even when the fiow rates produce a dilution
t o of less than 20:1, or what will be done with the etfluent , and for how long.? The contingency of the 14 day pond
t..\ding time cited may not be suﬂuerl No data Is presented.

10. Public Opposition:*Based on public opposition to creek discharge, the potential
{ r other treatment /disposal alternatives and on the facllities update plan, EPA determined
tnat additional effluent alternatives should be evaluated and Incorporated into this EIS” page
2-* EIS. (Exhibit L. in 1984 the NRSA conducted a poll which showed: For a project nows71, Opposed=107,

C nditional support=13. a 45% retum of the number sent out. (Exhibit N) In view of such public opposition,_a current poll
is clearly indicated and should be conducted by EPA or NRSA belore proceeding with any particular proposal..
11. The Nature of the NRSA:
a.) NRSA asks —-HOW DIFFERENT IS THF NRSA SYSTEM FROM THE PaCIFIC CITV SYSTEM THAT HaD
S0 MaNv PROBIFMS WITH EL OATING TaNKS 1N THE FLOOD ZONE AND SEEDAGE?" and responded——"There
ar- significant differences between the system proposed in Neskowin and the system in Pacific City .We are not
¢ irely aware of all of the elements of the Pacific City Sysiem..etc.”
(Exhibit P}
As praviously noted, its membership includes developers who have demonstrated self-
interast by allocating the “excess® capacity to a significant degree among themselves.
This may be In conflict with The Clean Water Act of 1972 (Exhibit O,U& I)
Even though EPA notes it will not fund this particular allocation, a favorable
EPA grant recommendation might be controversial for this allocation.appendix E, EIS.
it is telt that such allocations coukd be withdrawn as described under Mitigation. page 5-3,EIS.
1.\ group of Neskowin citizens has proposed a new alternative; Atemative  #10:

"Proper repair and expansion of the existing sewerage plant, plus utilization of the new “state
s the art” soil technology for existing and replacement septic tanks,

o 3ther with proper regulation of Neskowin Lodge, the Horse Stables, The Wayside, and the Gol!
SuJrse sewerage, could solve the pollution problem.”

We have asked that this altemative be added to those previously evaluated.
PAGE S OF 7
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81
82

83

84

85

86

86a

87

80. This number not used for comment.

81.

82.
83.

84.

cost of acquiring and refurbishing the existing plax}t
3;: evaluatedqin thg 1988 Facilities Plan. As noted in
the summary chapter of the. DEIS, the 1?88 Plan
proposed acquisition, modification, and expansion of the
existing plant as the preferred alternative. Furthe:r
analysis in the Plan Addenda conclu.ded that this
alternative was not the most cost-effective. All other
appropriate costs have been considered in the EIS.

Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.

e NPDES permit issued for this new fa?ility will
z;)hecify operatixx)lg standards, discharge limitations, and
monitoring and reporting requirements. Iqspectlons by
ODEQ are beyond the scope of this analysis but can be
completed as desired by ODEQ.

The project has been designed with adequate back-up
systems such that if upset conditions occur, storage
capacity exists to cease discharge to Neskowin Creek
until the problem is remedied. The quality of the
effluent will certainly be better than currently exists such
that danger to the fish populations is reduced rather than
increased (please refer to Response to Comment 76,
Letter No. 19). As noted in Response to Comment 83,
the NPDES permit will place discharge limitations to
ensure that dilution ratios will exceed 20:1 per ODEQ
requirements. The storage lagoons will have a capacity
to store nearly 20 million gallons of effluent so t!lat if
upset conditions occur, ample capacity will be available
to store effluent until any problems can be resolved.
Please refer to Response to Comment 20, Letter No. 11;
and Response to Comment 91, Letter No. 20.
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86.

86a

87.

Additional effluent disposal alternatives have been
studied and analyzed as a result of the EIS process and
the Facilities Plan Updates. Each alternative was
evaluated in terms of environmental impact and cost; the
selection of preferred alternative in the FEIS is the result
of this analysis. It is recognized that there will not be
unanimous support for the project. The decision to
proceed with the project is based on the environmental
need for the project.

The Pacific City system was comprised of fiberglass tanks.
The seams in these tanks failed. The County Sanitarian
has noted that as a result of Pacific City’s experience
tanks installed in Neskowin are required to be concrete.
See Comment 47, Letter No. 16.

Comment noted. The DEIS addresses the issue. EPA
will not fund additional capacity. The decision of
providing additional capacity was made early in the
facilities planning process.

Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14,



This aemative :

A) s outside of the range of the other proposed allernatives considered.

B} Has less enviconmental impact than the other EIS altemnatives discussed.

C) Ris less expensive than the other EIS atematives discussad.

D) R is the atemative most compatible with the mitigation concepts in the EIS espedlally
unknown or inconclusive.

“.... core agrea...the County has required that any development in these areas utllize state-of-
the-art individual wastewater treatment systems. These systems are the most effective in
avoiding aquifer contamination but are expensive.”— page 344 EIS As noted above, we aiso propose
this approach. as part of our alternative.{also note Exhibits G & R)

This would require hook-up of lreparable septic systems in the core area and additional hook-
up of those other core area homeowners who elect to do so, while maintaining raserya capacity for
vacant land owners in the core area.

This reasonable Altemative is already generally described by the EPA in the EIS Mitigation
ZIn order to mitigate these indirect impacts NRSA could scale down the treatment plant
capacities proposed for Phases 1 and 2. or the areas to be sewered In Phase 2.°— Page 53 EIS

“Upgrading the existing plant which ODEQ has indicated is at the end of its service life,
anpeared to be a ylable alternative and was further evaluated.”— Page 2-9 EIS
A great deal of effort has been expended by our group to develop this balanced compromise solution to the
many difficult and controversial Neskowin sewer plan problems.
Therefore itis hoped "ARemnative #10” will be given every consideration as a plan which best addresses the aims of
various resident groups and best complies with the various mandates regarding environmental impact, and cost
conainment.

Sincerely Yours
Margot Thompson Jean Meihott Kacey Joyce ,
Janet McCracKen Richard & Nancy Kosterliz  Alex & Sara Sifford
Address Comespondence to:
3935 SW Martins Lane

Portland, OR, 97201
for Friends of Neskowin

cc:
Richard K.Johnson, Chief,(CENPT-PL-R)
U.S.Army Corps of Engineers CECW-0RU.S.
Mr. Merrit Tuttle, NMFS

Mr. Bruce Andrews , Director 0SDA

OR Water Resources Commision

Ms. Fredianne Gray, EPA
Oregon Operations Office, EPA
Mr. Daniel Fraser, FHA

State Director, FHA

David M. Des Voigne, Ph.D.

Mr. Kenneth M. Vigil Or. DEQ Kacey Joyce
Mr. Thomas J.Lucas OR DEQ Alex & Sara Sifford
Mr. R.J. Nichols, DEQ John Shurts
Northwest Region, DEQ Roger L. Meyer
US Regional OEPR Mr. Jim Martin Director.ODFW
Mr. John Marshall, ODSL USFWS
EXHIBITS

PAGE 6 OF 7

87

88 88. Please refer to Response to Comment 62, Letter No. 19.



"Exhibit A: Small Saimon Run, Oregonian 10/11/90

*ExhibR 8: Lstter OR. Trout, 7/13/90

*Exhiblt C: DEQ Review of Sewerage Plan, Richard J. Nichols 9/29/90

*Exhibi D: Decline of Frogs, Oregonian article.

*Exhidbit E: Hunting & Fishing Rights, Grande Ronde Indlans

“Exhibll F: Marbled murtlet proposed threatened species, Oregonian 1/14/90

*Exhibit G: “Septl-Save” bacterial formula for septic tank performancs.

*Exhibit H: Nature Conservancy, Letter of 7/20/88

‘Exhibit1:  Clean Water Act of 1977, Repon No. 95-370

*Exhibit J: NRSA Bulletin "Dear Neskowin Homeowners ,page 5.

*Exhibit K: Neskowin Community Association Newsletter, 6/1988, Page 8.

*Exhibit L: DEQ Notes on Neskowin = 8/16/90, Section 5 .

*Exhibit M: Human Waste not a significant factor , Article Tulamook Headlight Heraid
‘cxhibit:N: Neskowin Sewer Projuct poll , 1/84
Exhibit O: NRSA paphiet describing sewer project Section £ Contflicts of interest

*Exhibit P. Neskowin Community Assoc. Newsletter, Re.Pacific City Sewer, 6/88
Exhibit Q; Tillamook Headflight Herald “Human Waste not a signifgicant tactor"1988
*Exhibit:R: “Bactera , fungi battleman’s messes biologicaly. Oregonian Article
‘Exhibit S: Newspaper artictes (3 items) -Drought predictions for 19914 river matters.
Zxhibit T: Bacterial cleanup of toxic and biologic wastes.(2 items).

‘Exhibt U: U.S. Clean water Act { 33 USC Section 1284 (a)(5) 1972).

PAGE70OF 7
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OREGON [RON LWORKS, InC. "

9700 S.E. LAWNFELD ROAD ¢ CLACKAMAS, OREGON 97015
TELEPHONE (803) 883-8300 * FAX (803) 683.8870

November 2, 1990

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
1200 6th Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Mail Stop WD 136
Dear Sirs:

Please be advised that this Company is purchasing
property on the oceanfront at Neskowvin, Oregon, northwest of
the intersection of Breakers Blvd. and Corvallis Avenue. It
wvill be legally described as Lot 1, Culp Acres. The sale
vill be closed this year.

We are very much in favor of the installation of
sanitary sewvers in Corvallis and Breakers in order that ve
may have more flexibility in the development of the lot and
the assurance of a reliable and healthful sewage disposal
system not only for this property but also for the entire
Neskowin community. We hope that the system can be
installed soon in order to save us the cost of developing a
septic system and then having to make a connection to the
sever before the septic system is amortized.

Again, please record us as being in favor of the
installation of the sanitary sever system in Neskowin.

Very truly yours,
OREGON IRON WORKS, INC.
eWs Arnold

Project Manager, Coast Properties

cc: Terrance J. Aarnio, President

89

89. Comment noted.
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Proiecting Oregon’s lands,
waters and natural resources

L]
Oclober 9, 1990 -~

Mr. Gerald Opatz

EIS Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 13¢)
Environmental Frotection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz,

The Oregon Natural Resources Council has been made aware of the recent EIS
EFPA 9109-90-021 regarding Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority Wastewatler
Collection Treatment, and Disposal Facilities.

We are concerned aboul the discharge of additional effluent into the Neskowin
creek when it appears that the actual flow rates have not been satisfactorily
measured and may become temporarily or permanently too small to support
such discharge. ’

Furthermore it seemns possible that such discharge could back up into the
adjacent wetlands at the time of regular winter flooding with several
untoward consequences. According to the EIS, there is little information
regarding the thickness of the sands and the hydrology of Neskowin, or even
the minerals, toxic chemicals, or iron content of Neskowin Creek. There also

appears to be significant hazards to wild fish. The following are quotes from
the EIS:

“Neskowin Creek has never been gauged. ..... there is not enough data to
generate statistically sound hydrographs. No record of winter discharge
measurements exist® (as well as for the other tributary creeks-sic). *The
source of contamination at theses sites hasn't been identified. Given this
limitation the extent to which the construction of the propossd treatment
plant weould alleviate the contamination is not known.*

“Anadromous fish enter the system between Septermnber and March each year
to spawn. Chinook and coho salmon enter the systemn belween Seplember and
December, and chum salmon enter between Oclober and December. Winter-
run steelhead trout enter Neskowin Creek to spawn between November and
March.. It has not been established if suitable spawning habitat is available

|90
91

92

93

94

90. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.

91. The treated effluent will be of high enough quality that

with 20:1 dilution no impacts to the receiving waters will
occur. If flooding occurs, the dilution will be much in
excess of this dilution; there will thus be no impacts due
to overspilling into wetlands in such a dilute state.

USGS has estimated flood flows for Neskowin Creek. As
indicated in Appendix D, flows of approximately 1531 cfs
are expected at least every two years; the 100 year flood
(i.e. those flows anticipated only one percent of the time)
flows were estimated to be 3871 cfs. Work to be

completed by EPA will substantiate anticipated winter
flooding flows. Please refer to Response to Comment 20,

Letter No. 11.

Assuming discharge of treated effluent were to be 0.4 cfs
(which would require operation of the treatment plant at
full capacity in the winter months), dilution of effluent
would exceed 6000:1 during the most frequent flooding
conditions. The impacts of effluent in wetlands at this
concentration would not be measurable.



[ 92.

or if salmon are spawning in Neskowin Creek below the treatment plant :
discharge.

Bolh resident and sea-run outthroat troutl are found throughout the 94

Neskowin Creek System. Hatchery cutthroat trout were stocked in Neskowin 94

Creek prior to 1974. No population estimates for cutthroat have been
performed; however ODFW believes that the anadromous run numbers only a
few hundred per year.®

We wanted to let you know that we are concerned about these and other
potential environmental impacts with the hope that such problems can be
resolved before finalizing a sewerage disposal sysiem.

Sincerely,

Wendell Wood
Conservation Coordinator

cc: Richard H. Kosterlitz, M.D.

Please refer to Comment 31, Letter No. 14.

Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19;
and Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.

Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19.
Information on spawning habitat has been added to the
text of the FEIS in Chapter 3, Biological Resources,
Neskowin Planning Area, Aquatic Biota.
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Oregon Shores
Conservation
Coalition / p.0. Box 575 » Rockaway, Oregon 87136
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October 27, 1990

fir, Gerald Opatz

EIS Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (u/D 136)
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

ResE1S EPA 9109-90-021

Oear Mr, Opatz:

The Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition is a 19-year old
organizatian whose primary interest is the protection of coastal
resources - land, beaches, watar, and air,

We believe that the water quality of the Meskowin Creek will
be greatly endangered if spproval is given to the Neskowin Regional
Sanitary Authority Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Disposal
Facilities, Not only the water in the creek will be heavily pol-
luted by the discherge, bus the surrounding wetlands will be con~
taminated during the high flow during winter flooding,

Mot enough is known about the impact of this discharge on
the anadromous and resident fish which inhebit and spawn in the
Neskowin, With the current stress that our fish population is
experiencing, it is surely not appropriate to put them under
additional stress,

We strongly support the statement made by Or. Richard H.
Kosterlitz in his October 3 letter and we strongly oppose the
issuance of & permit for this discharge until the questions he
raises have been addressed.

Please keep me informed as to the progress of the permit,
especisally if a hearing is held on this matter,

Sincerely,
S i e

: \ )./

{ ., R -/ g A

Rduard ¥ w;tklns, President

270 Johnaon

Coos Bay, OR 97420

Please use the Coos Bay address for any communication,

Dedicated To The Preservation Of Our Shoreline Resources

95
196
97

98

9s.

96.

97.

98.

The existing situation allows for minimglly .tr.eated
effluent to seep from unidentified (and unidentifiable)
sources into Neskowin, Hawk and Meadow Creeks. The
water quality sampling indicates that these streams are
contaminated due to fecal discharges. 'I‘h.e purpose of
this project is to assist in the elimination of these
impacts. Please also refer to Response to Comment 5,
Letter No. 1; Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10;
Response to Comment 23, Letter No. 13; Response to
Comment 32, Letter No. 14; Response to Comment 76,
Letter No. 19; Response to Comment 84, Letter No. 19;
and Response to Comment 91, Letter No. 21.

Please refer to Response to Comment 91, Letter No. 21.

Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10,
and Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19.

Please refer to Response to Comments 61 through 88,
Letter No. 19.



23

Oregon Ti'out L

Speaking out for Oregon’s fish
PO. Box 19540 « Portland, Oregon 97219 + (503) 244-2292

November 1, 1990

Gerald Opatz

EIS Project Officer

Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136)
Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
NESKOWIN REGIONAL SANITARY AUTHORITY
WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES

Dear Mr. Opatz:

Oregon Trout appreciates this opportunity to participate in the public comment
process through sharing our concerns with you in this letter.

Oregon Trout is a statewide, non-profit conservation organization comprised of
over 2200 members. We organized as a formal 501(C)(3) corporation in 1983.
Oregon Trout’s purpose is to work for the protection, preservation, and
restoration of Oregon’s native fish and their habitats. We are not a fishing group
or anglers club. We work as advocates for the fish.

Of 195 salmonid stocks described as of "special concern” or at "high" or
"moderate” risk of extinction in a draft report by the Endangered Species

Committee of the American Fisheries Society, the professional society of fishery 99
biologists, 56 are found along the Oregon Coast and 76 in the Columbia Basin.
Neskowin Creek will be directly affected by the dumping of treated effluent from

the proposed sanitary facility.

The draft environmental impact statement (DEIS hereinafter) lists salmonid fish
species which have been reported as living in or using Neskowin Creek during 100
their life cycles. The following table shows the status currently accorded those

99. This comment only indirectly relates to this project
proposal. Please refer to Response to Comment 76,

Letter, No. 19.

100. Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment
76, Letter No. 19.



OREGON TROUT COMMENTS Page 2

11/1/90 DEIS
specific populations by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife in its "Issues
90 - Sensitive Fish Species Overview and Lists,” September 18, 1990.
Salmonids

Reparted in Neskowin Creek ODFW Fish Species Overview & Lists
Fall Chinook

Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Coho Stocks of Concern List: Very 100

Q. kisutch small populations; documented
Chum Sensitive Species List: Decline

Q. keta in numbers
Steelhead Trout (winter-run) Stocks of Concern List: Suspect

i problem; no data substantiating

Sea-run Cutthroat Trout Stocks of Concern List: Suspect

Salmo ¢larki problem; no data substantiating
Resident Cutthroat Trout

Salmo clarki

According to the DEIS (pg. 3-23), "fisheries management in Neskowin Creek and
its tributaries has focused on wild fish" since 1979. Further "habitat protection and
improvement is emphasized." Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)
no longer stocks fish in the system. Fishing regulations also emphasize native
salmon values. The entire "Neskowin Creek system is closed to the taking of all
salmon species.”

Fishing for cutthroat trout and steelhead is allowed department regulations with

winter steethead fishing subject to catch and release with barbless hooks only. No. 22
Department biologist Klumph is cited in this DEIS as saying current sport fishing omment 95, Letter No. 22.
pressure is not limiting steelhead and cutthroat populations. Yet the department 101 101. Please refer to Response toC ’

includes sea-run cutthroat and winter-run steelhead on the September 1990 Stocks

of Concern List. Current habitat alterations and human influences or impacts



OREGON TROUT COMMENTS Page 3
1/1/90 DEIS

other than fishing pressure must be carefully evaluated in considering any
additional changes in the water system supporting these fish populations. The
DEIS does not adequately do this.

Given this management focus for Neskowin Creek and the level of concern for
several of the salmonid populations reported as using the stream, the proposal to
discharge treated effluent into Neskowin Creek during those periods when
salmonids would normally be using the affected stream area is difficult to
understand.

The DEIS (pg. 3-22, 3-23) gives information on anadromous fish use, noting adults
enter the stream between September and March with chinook and coho salmon
entering between September and December, chum salmon between October and
December, winter steclhead between November and March, and cutthroat trout
spawning between February and March. The DEIS also reports that §, ¢larki and
©. mykiss do not just travel through the lower stream reach to spawn, but that
young fish remain in the system for two to four years depending on the species.
The issue of loading the stream system with sewage effluent is not adequately
addressed in the DEIS with respect to the effects on these salmonids.

In July 1988, Mr. Dale Pearson of Oregon Trout expressed our concerns in a letter
on this project to Mr. Kenneth M. Vigil of the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality. We ask that Mr. Pearson’s letter be considered part of
this comment letter.

Oregon Trout understands that Mr. Pearson’s letter has been read

into the formal record at a recent public meeting on this sewage treatment facility.
Oregon Trout was hopeful that those concerns would be addressed in this
document. Unfortunately this is not the case.

Oregon Trout’s concerns remain regarding effluent effects. These concerns
include the probable effects of effluent, whether ultraviolet treated or chlorinated,
with respect to the food chain organisms upon which the salmonids are dependent.
The effluent discharge effects upon the salmonids’ homing abilities and spawning
and rearing success due to changes in temperature, taste, smell, and chemical or
metal content are also not addressed. Finally, contingency plans in the event of
either high or low flows, particularly flood events and extended low flow periods,
are not adequately presented with respect to the survival of current reported
populations of these valuable fish.

101

102

102

103

102. With regard to disinfection alternatives, please refer to
Response to Comment 45, Letter No. 16; Response to
Comment 53, Letter No. 17; and Response to Comments
74 and 75, Letter No. 19. Please also refer to Response
to Comment 95, Letter No. 22 relative to potential

impacts to fish.

103. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.



OREGON TROUT COMMENTS Page 4
11/1/50 DEIS

Because the DEIS presents only incomplete information concerning effects of the
proposed project on the area’s fish and water quality, Oregon Trout recommends
these deficiencies be corrected prior to permits being issued and prior to any
project work. The neced to achieve clean water in the Neskowin area and to
handle human wastes in a responsible and effective manner such that this valuable
coastal area suffers no irreversible water ecosystem degradation is recognized by
Oregon Trout.

104

Oregon Trout urges the Environmental Protection Agency to reconsider the
alternatives proposed, with the goal of considering at least one alternative which
will achieve clean water standards, safe and effective treatment of human wastes,
and the protection and maintenance of Oregon’s native salmonids by directly
addressing the source of the community’s waste problems and by constructing an
updated facility sized to meet community needs without encouraging coastal
development in excess of that which this coastal area can tolerate. In brief, we
recommend the EPA consider the "Alternative 10" being proposed by the Friends
of Neskowin.

105

106

Thank you for receiving our concerns. We look forward to learning your response.

Sincerely,

: -~ /
RN .\n s S Z\/

Kathleen Simpson Myron

Resource Policy Assistant

pc: Bill Bakke, Executive Director, Oregon Trout

be:

104. As noted in Response to Comment 5, Letter No.1 and
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10, one qf the
primary areas of concern is the protection of fishery
resources of Neskowin Creek. Please also refer to
Response to Comment 23, Letter No. 13; Response to
Comment 32, Letter No. 14; Response to Comment 76,
Letter No. 19; Response to Comment 84, Letter No. 19;
and Response to Comment 91, Letter No. 21.

105. Please refer to Response to Comment 95, Letter No. 22.

106. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No.14.
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Oregon Trout

P.O. Box 19540 * Portland, Oregon ¢ 97219 * (503) 246.7870

July 15, 1988

Mr. Kenneth M, Vigil

Dept. of Environmental Quality
811 S.W., 6th Ave,.

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Vigil:

Thank you for toking the time to (il]l me in on the details
of the proposed sewverage treatment facility for the town of
Neskowin. As I indiceted on the phone, Oregon Trout is most
concerned with the potentisl demage of the discharge of treated
effluent into Neskowin Creek upon the fish and other aquatic life
present., I hope the following observations will 8id you in
adequately addressing our concerns before permits are issuved and
this project sllowved to commence operation.

As you well know, the wvinter steelhead run is of prime
concern on this small and fragile stream, It is one of few
remaining wild runs on the Northern Oregon coast and is now
protected with a catch and release angling regulation. Neskowin
Creek is considered an index stream by the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife for the purposes of evaluating the relative
strength and success of each year's run, This totally wild run
of fish must be considered a treasured asset in this day of
hatchery raised steelhecad. Fach individual wild run of stecelhead
represents 8 unique genetic adaptation to the specific conditions
of the strcam to which they return. The sum total of all such
runs, up and down the Oregon coast, rcpresents a storchousce of
genctic diversity that guarantees the continued health and
persistence of the species. The loss of Juny single run is truly
v catastrophe, materionlly affecting the viabilivy of the entire
populotion. '

The importance of the winter steclhead run, however, by no
mcons relieves us of the responsibility Lo give duc consideration
to other [ish species thaot may be present, permanently or
occasionnlly, in the stream. Such spccies may include silver,
chinook, sockecye or chum salmon as well os the winter steelhead
and cutthrount trout, both resident and sca-run, we know to he
uscers of Lhis stream, In addition we must olso consider ‘any
species of shellfish using the beuch aren over which Neskovin
Crcek drains to the sca and the oceon fish, such as occon perch,
using the oren just off the mouth. This site is, 1 believe, the
best location for the cver growving sport fishery for occan perch
on the northern Oregon coast.

This letter was inadvertently not included in the bound
Volume 2, Response to Comments.

106a

106a. Comment noted.

106b

106b. Comment noted.




As an cxample, il chum salmon are present, they are most
likely to use the tidewater arca for spavning. This is also the
prea most directly alfected by any discharge of effluent. I
would expect that incubating cggs or newly hatched salmon fry to

be far more sensitive to the chemical or temperature changes caused

by operation of a sewerage facility than a run of large, mature
fish passing through on their way to headwater spawning gravel.
If in fact fish are using the tidewster arca for spawning and
resring we may have to adopt more strinpgent restrictions on the
chemical and temperature characteristics of any discharge than 1if
there is no such use.

In order to determine the effects of the proposed treatment
facility on aquatic life you should obtoain the following
information:

A) A complete inventory of sll fish snd other aquatic
species using the creek on @8 permanent or temporary basis,
including shellfish, invertebrate insects, and ocean species just
off the mouth,

B) The life histories of these species, especially the run
times and sizes and the location and timing of spawning and
rearing for all anadromous species,

C) The effects of the various levels of chemistry and
temperature likely to be cncountered @s a result of operation of
the proposed facility on the species identified by the inventory
described above. Special attention should be paid to effects on
fish during incubation of eggs and rearing of juveniles.

D) The potential effects of possible chemical and
temperature changes on the homing ability of the anadromous fish
runs involved. If returning fish beccome confused as to location
of their birth stream-duc to changes in taste, smell or
tempersture of its water flow from effluent discharge the entire
run could be extinguished even though the effluent has no toxic
characteristics whotsoever.

E) Special attention must be given to contingency procedures
if streamflows drop below minimum levels for proper dilution of
effluent or if temperaturcs risc to harmful levels. ‘
Consideration must also be given to the situation where local
heavy r8ins causc flooding of injection fields or holding popds,
or if chemical or mechanicul breakdovns occur during day to day
operetion,

I cannot overcmphasize the importance of a thorough and
diligent analysis of these factors. The small size and
streamf{lows of Ncskowin Creek drastically Jimit its nbhility to
absorb, even for short periods of time, the cffects of discharyges
that are chemically domuging Lo aquatic life or that coausce water
tempecratures Lo rise to intvleroble Jevels.,

I also suggest that your analysis address the effect of
discharges on the lood chain available to support the fish
populations of the creek., leolthy invertebrate and forage fish
populations arc os nccesssry to the health and survival of the
fish of Neskowin as clcan, cool water.

106¢

106¢. Please refer to Response to Comment 20, Letter No. 11;
Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19; Response to
Comment 84, Letter No. 19; Response to Comment 185,
Letter No. 49; Response to Comment 406; and ChaPter
3 of the Final EIS, Biological Resources, Aquatic Biota

section.




g

I hope these observations will contribute to the
thoroughness of your analysis. We stand ready to assist you in
any way we can to assure the continued health and persistence of
the aquatic life of Neskowin Creek.

I look forward to receiving a copy of your final report.

LY e

‘Dale C. Pearson

cc:Gregory P. Robart
Clair Kunkel
Skip Patten
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QUOTES FROM THE EPA EIS FOR NESKOWIN

1. COSTS :“Phase 1 customers may see periodic increases in monthly user fees to reflect increased

operation and maintenance costs resulting from increased flows, and increased costs for disposal of

scplagc Phase 1 customers would also likely sustain mcreascs in Lhc user costs as the facilites are gxpanded 10
incorporate additional sewer connections and {9 incl in the cost for expanding

collection, reatment, and effluent disposal capacity”— pagcs 2-27/2-29 EIS.

2.STREAM FLOW: “Little information regarding the hydrogeology of the Neskowin area is available,” “Page

3-4—EIS “Neskowin Creek has never been gauged. Although sufficient measurements have been

obtained to gain a general understanding of summer flows, there is not enough data to generite statistically

sound hydrographs.” —page 3-7 EIS.

“Additional flow estimates are available from an Oregon State University (OSU) report which
estimated that an average annual flow in Neskowin Creek is 92 cfs, with 95 percent of the flows greater than
4.8." “Norecord of winter discharge measurements exist.” * (ODOT) has Q_Q_rnp_m_c_dga_lgu_m flood flows
based on watershed characteristics. Qnly eight flow measuremen vailabl k,”— Page 3-8
EIS “Butte Creek ischarge measuremen vail “ Meadow Creek. Thc ma;onty of Meadow creek

has been channelized through the wetland and the golf course. No flow data are available for the creek,”—
page3-5 EIS. “Discussions with U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) staff... indicate the characteristics of the

aquifer in the Neskowin Area should be similar. However no data are available to confinm this,” “Flooding of

the creeks in the study area is an annual winter occurrence. It w

The degree of salt water encroachment into the
lower portions of Neskowin Creek is not known,” — page3-9 EIS. “It is likely that adequate stream flows

would be available during the winter months; however, there is little direct data to support this (i.e. winter
steam flows were calculated fre model, bu r never i "—pg 4-10 EIS

2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS “... lower population growth rates would generate fewer i impacts on public
services compared to impacts under thc project alternatives,”— Page 4-4 EIS. *

extension of collector sewer lines into floodplains would be significant”— Page 4-6 EIS. “The siudge
mmmwmmwmmnmsmmgmnmmmm

*This sludge will be pumped on a biannual basis and can be handled in a manner similar to septage.”—page 2~
10EIS The NRSA does not have a sludge management plan.” Page 4-9 EIS.

3.SANITARY PROBLEMS “ The source of contamination at these sites has not been identified. Inadequate or
failing septic systems outside the collection area boundary have been identified by Tillamook County healtii
authorities as potential sources of contamination. ..... Specific sites which might be contributing fecal
contamination could not be identified from the results of this study. Given this limitation, the extent to
which construction of the proposed treatment plant would alleviate the contamination is
not known."—page 3-16 EIS.

“Based on the ratio of fecal coliforms to fecal streptococci, it was determined that the high fecal coliform
counts at several stations resulted from non-human sources (wildlife or domestic animals). However, the
surveys indicated that there were at least six sampling stations in which contamination resulted from human
sources (discharges from subsurface systems)"— page 3-12 EIS. “There is little historical data regarding BOD
loading or DO concentrations in the steams.”"— Page 3-17 EIS.

4, DISINFECTION:“It was the recommendation of the facilities planners (HGE Inc. 1988) that UV be the
preferred disinfection mode with chiorination to be used only during periods of maintenance and down-time for
the UV units,"Page 2-10 EIS “Chlorination provides a much more proven and reliable system for
disinfection.Due to its proven effectiveness, the ease of use,

and the low associated operation and maintenance costs, chlorination is the most frequently used method

107

108

109

110

111

disinfecting wastewaters.”— Page 2-11 EIS.

107. Please refer to Response to Comment 78, Letter No. 19.

108. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.

109. Please refer to Response to Comment 67, Letter No. 19.

110. Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.

111. Please refer to Response to Comment 75 and 76, Letter
No. 19.



5. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: “Information on the fisheries resources in Neskowin Creek and its
tributaries is limited."— Page 3-22 EIS.

* Chinook and coho salmon enter the system between September and December, and churn salmon
enter between October and December. Winter-run steelhead trout enter Neskowin Creek to spawn between
November and March.. It has not been established if suitable spawning habitat is available or if salmon are
spawning in Neskowin Creek below the treatment plant discharge.Both resident and sea-run cutthroat trout are
found throughout the Neskowin Creek System. ODFW belicves that the anadromous run numbers only a few
hundred per year. The effect of discharge of secondary treated effluent to streams on the imprinting and homing
ability of salmonids is unknown — Page 3-22 EIS. “Winter-run steelhead trout... ODFW estimates that the
annual run number between 150 and 400 fish per year™— Page 3-22 EIS. “The USFWS has identified the
following federally listed threatened and endangered species as occurring with the Suislaw National Forest:
bald eagle, Aleutian Canada goose, the northern spotied owl, brown pelican, peregrine falcon, and Oregon
silverspot bunterfly. Sensitive species include the snowy plover and the big eared bat.”— Page 3-30 EIS.

6. EXCESS CAPACITY: “In addition the cost of providing capacity for future needs (the 100 connections or
258 people authorized by NRSA Ordinance 2-88) is not EPA grant cligible” page 2-26 EIS “The treatment
plant is designed to have some excess capacity after the Phase 1 sewering is installed ,which can serve about
100 EDUs (Monro pers. comm.) or 258 people.” “as the facilities are gxpanded to incorporate gdditional sewer
connections and to include other developments in the cost for expanding collection, treatment, and effluent
disposal capacity™— Page 2-2 EIS. “NRSA can also equitably allocate the excess capacity of the Phase 1 plant
so that no single subdivision within the district can monopolize the remaining capacity.” — page 5-3 EIS.

“Development of the collection system will not eliminate surface water quality degradation in the area
but will contribute to decreasing the degradation,"— Page 4-5 EIS.

7. PUBLIC OPPOSITION: “Based on public opposition to creck discharge, the potential for other treatment
/disposal alternatives and on the facilities update plan, EPA determined that additional effluent altermatives
should be evaluated and incorporated into this EIS™

8. SEPTIC TANKS: “..., core area...the County has required that any development in these areas utilize state-
of-the-art individual wastewater treatment systems. These systems are the most effective in avoiding aquifer
contamination but are expensive.”"— page 3-44 EIS

proposed for Phascs 1 and 2, or the areas to be sewered in Phase 2,"— Page 5-3 EIS “Upgrading the existing
plant which ODEQ has indicated is at the end of its service life, appeared to be a viable aliernative and was
further evaluated.”— Page 2-9 EIS

FRIENDS OF NESKOWIN P.0. BOX 796, NESKOWIN, OR 97149

109a

110a

111a

112a

109a, Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19.

110a, Please refer to Response to Comments 62 and 77, Letter
No. 19.

111a.It is acknowledged that there is public opposition to
creek discharge.  Wintertime creek discharge as
proposed in the EPA preferred alternative is not
expected to have any adverse effects on Neskowin Creek
or its resources.

112a. These are quotes from the DEIS.
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: DA XRIEK
{503) 392.3822
JOHN W. ANDERSON, P.E., Ph.D. G
Charical & Enpiasering Co NOV 6 Hi
7.0, BOX 387 i
NESKOWIN, OREGON 97149 q.‘j
Oct..31,199
EPA
Region 10

1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Comments on the Neskowin, OR DEI
Statement of 9/5/90.
Comments made at Public Meeting on
the DEI Statement on Oct, 27,1990
at the Neskowin Fire Hall,Neskowin,OR..

Dear Sirs:

First, I want to thank you for the sending of the DEI
statement to me. The report was well done and covered in a proper
manner many items of interest to the town.

My comments are:

l. Your report in some places indicates that the
Neskowin Crest subdgvision is a part of Phase 2. At about the time
that Neskowin North subdivision was excluded from the sanita
district, Neskowin Crest subdivision was also excluded. In other
words Neskowin Crest is not a part of the Neskowin Regional Sanit-
ary Authorit{ District. Therefor, future reports on this sanitary
project should not include Neskowin Crest subdivision in any

Phage of the projected sewage treatment facilities.

2, Many of the maps/drawinfs, such as Fig. 2-1, do not
list out where the various subdivisions are in the Neskowin
area. For example, on Fig, 2-1, Neskowin Crest, Pacific Sands
Heights( immediately North of neskowin Crest and adjoining it),
Ocean Creek subdivision are not noted or pointed out.

3. User fees.

The estémated costs for Phase 1 users involves the
value of a $40,000 house. This latter cost is way too low.
A more practical house value to use would be one valued at about
$80,000.For a house valued at $80,000, the monthly user cost
would be about EXX $30.95.

If at all possible, the user monthly cost for Phase
2 users should be estimated and submitted with a future report.

4. The cost for Phase 2 is quite high and it appears
to me to be impractical. Therefor, I would recommend that Phase
2 be removed from consideration by all parties.

112

113

114

115

Firs/Explosion Investigstions — Product Lisbility ~ Industrial Health/Toxicology
Investigations — Air/Water Waste Pollution — Energy/Hest Studies/Untilization
Process/Chemical Plant/Equipment Design — Water Recovery
Heating/Cooling Systems — Materials of Construction — Microscopy

112. Comment noted. Reference to Neskowin Crest as part
of the NRSA has been eliminated from the FEIS.

We did not attempt to indicate all subdivisions on the
maps. Thank you for pointing out these subdivisions.

113.

114. The purpose of the economic analysis was to evaluat

the environmentally acceptable alternative which is th

most cost-effective. The dollar amounts derived for th
present worth analysis and the user costs ar
approximations which can best be refine.d durin
engineering of the selected system. The portion of th
user costs based on property valuation comprises only

small portion of the total user charges; therefore, w
have not recalculated user charges based on highe
property values. Since Phase 2 is just in the conceptu:

stage and sources of funding are unknown, Phase 2 user
costs cannot be determined.



era/Jonn w. Anderson,?P.k.,Ph.Page 2. Oct. 31,1990

5.At the Saturday night meeting, it was stated that
coples of all testimon{/SCAtements made at the two public
weetings would be available at no cost. Therfor, would you
please send to me copies of these statements for both meetings.

Thank you.
very truly yours,
) Yttt
- ohn W. Anderson,P.E.,Fh.D.

P.0. Box 387
Neskowin, OR 97149

Phone: (503) 392-3622

115.

The facilities plan and therefore the DEIS discuss
implementation of Phase 1 to alleviate on-going
pollution problems and to remedy those problems for
some time into the future. Population forecasts which
are provided may or may not be realized because of a
number of factors other than the availability of sewers.
If growth does not occur as rapidly as predicted in the
facilities plan, implementation of Phase 2 will be delayed
or may not be necessary. Discussion of Phase 2 does not
presuppose that it will be constructed; rather this

discussion provides a description of how it could be
implemented if and when the need arises. EPA would

not participate in funding of Phase 2.
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Gerald Opatz

EIS Project Offaicer

Mai1l Stop WD-12&
1200 &th Ave.

Seattle WA 98101

November 1, 1990

Dear Sir,

As concerned residents of Neskowin, we are most anxious

to have a sewage system installed. The problem of failing
or inadequate sewage disposal has been present in this 116 116. A number of comments.were received which supported
village for years. It 1s time to begin to correct this ' completion Of the prOjeCt.

[

situation with the positive action o*fbeginningipﬁése‘l:o¥;

this projsect.

Yours trulv,
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My name is John F. Corliss. 1 wish to provide written comment upon the DE the
NRSA Wastewater collaction, Treatment, and Disposal Facilities. I live alttthately
at 2998 Washington St. , Eugene, OR 97405 and at 4445 Yamhill (PO, Box 380), 97148
Neskowin, OR. I .attended the public hearing on Oct. 27, 1990 and gave verbal
testimony, T wish to elaborate on that testimony in this letter to you.

1. Ireruest that phase II.of this project be deleted from .. ... further consideration

in this EIS, As long as it 13 Included, it keeps a devisive element befocre the
community and {s only marginally {mportant as far as the principal problem

facing the community and the ERA is concerned. It is causing difficulty finding a
workable solution for the priority problem. That problem is to solve the dilemma of
those In the core area who have faulty systems--the oldest part: b town nearest the
surface water showing the highest bacterial counts. The surrounding phase II lots
are generally larger and have newer systems. This permits some time before they

too may have to face this defsm:za. Also, $0il lypes on many of the iots on non-dunal
topography. are more sultable for leach field filtration.

If the problem of disposal of wastewater from the central core fase I properties

is considered first and solely, It simplifies the solution. This is due to {a) smaller
volume generated, and (b) less area needed for all elements of the disposal system,
including area needed for leaching or spray irrigation effluent disposal. It also
gives the county time and responsibility to work on the solution of the long term
problem of expansion In the Neskowin area. If the county acts responsibly, it will
cease giving build.ing permits and encouraging resort development in the area unt{l
such time as (a)support facilitles can feasibly and aconomically be developed. and
{b) the community supports such expansion.

Washington 9810)

2, Because of ‘the many unknowns relating to the organic and tnorganic contents of
the effluent and impacts of these alone or in.combination upon the stream biota of
Neskowin Cr. and Flat C., I urge no effluent releases to either of these streams or
to offshore ocean outfall. I recommend another serious effort be made to facilitate
effluent spray frrigation. I recommend (a)spray as much as reasonably possible
during the summer months when most effluent is generated and evaporation/
transpiration rates are at their peak (this reduces effluent storage capacity needed),
and (b) spray Irrigate on a number of small dispersed sites in and around Neskowin,
The Simpson Timber site should defimitely be considered all or in part for this use.
Several other dispersed sites come to mind: the entire grounds of the fire station and
public building along Hawk Cr., high ground and slopes adjacent to Highway 10] and
land for subsurface and/or spray irrigation which may be leased from the 2 golf
courses, especially the roughs. Also, do not overlook s ra‘r frrigating soils on
steep slopes. Rercolation from spray irrigation far upslopego%r the tight sandstone
rock through the sotl column roughly paralle] to the surface slope, sc the effluent is in
contact with soi]l material, much of it containing shrub and tree Toots, over a long

118

distance i{n its downslope travel.

117 117. Please refer to Response to Comment 115, Letter No.

25.

118. Spray irrigation was discussed in the Effluent Disppsal
Options section of Chapter 2. Each of the options
incorporating spray irrigation require adequately drained
soils in sufficient quantities to ensure percolation and
removal of nutrients. The soils of the Neskowin Area,
specifically those sites investigated as potential disposal
sites are poorly drained with evidence of high water
tables. The amount of land available would be
insufficient for spray irrigation.



3. 1 strongly urge the NRSA and County approach the State Highway and Parks
Department to reduce their impact upon the core area wastewater loading problem.
This could be done by storing , pumping and removing all wastewater from the public
restroom at the Neskowin Wayside. The State is a part of the problem and {s acting
trrespongibly by attracting tourists to stop by providing factlities which Neskowin has
no means to support--namsely wastewater disposal, I would also urge closing over
half the parking spaces and using the space to dispose of effluent by spray irrigation.
Spray irrigation could be done on this site if soll material having good flltration
propertles were imported to the site and mounded up in the present, parking spaces
and landscaped areas. This artiftcial filter field could then become one of the
dispersed spray {rrigation sites mentioned above. Tourists wastewater would be hauled
to other state facility locat!sns having a batter waste dicpese! cpportunitly,

4. 1 urge you to continue use of the present treatment site, expand it for temporary
pond space and working space. The present pond stte and adjacent road sides

could be covered with soll material having favorabl e percolation characteristics

and serve as additional dispersed spray irrigation sites. I believe there are soil
materials having such favorable characteristics nearby in the Salmon River watershed
and also north of Oretown in the Nestucca watershed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, I offer my services as a soll scientist

119a 119a. Please refert
and Respons

and watershed speclalist to discuss these proposals at length with you.
iy y,// - 7:’f'tmn~w-\. // /?‘7('
LN A

John F, Corliss

119 119 Please refer to Response to C

o Response t0 Comment 8

e to Com

ment 279, Letter

omment 70, Letter No. 19.

1, Letter No. 19
No. 74.

’
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120. A number of comments were received which supported
completion of the project.
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122

123

121. Comment noted.

122. Comment noted.

123. It is anticipated that a decision will be made.on this

project during March, 1991. Design and construction
would follow in the next 2-3 years.
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27 October, 1990 o

Mr, Gerald Opatz

U.S. Enviranmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz,

I am concerned about the recent proposal to place a sewage reservoir on

Slab Creek Road in Neskowin. As a Neskowin resident and business-owner, I am
to the currently-proposed sewage project and feel strongly that it should
not be allowed in its present form. for many reasans.

Most of us who actually live here (rather than merely having financial interests
contingent on s sewer-system'’s development) are appalled at the lack of thought
that is going into this project. Although it is logical to expect a sanitation system to
actually be sanitary - ie. free of negative impact on the health of the humnan
residents of the area, as well as that of wildlife and the natural envirohment — we
are given no convincing evidence that this method of treating and disposing of

will truly be healthy ar safe.

Should a sewage lagoan be instated on ane of our local meadows, the odor alone
would be nauseating and disconcerting to residents, and to parents and children
involved in nearby Neskowin Valley School. Dogs, ducks and geese, and other
animals, however, may be attracted by material in such a lake and act as vectars
of disease (or be injured trying to reach the lake through barriers); and unless the
lake is very well-protected, the violent storms experienced in this area may even
serve to spread disease-laden water. As we all know, human fecal bacteria can
cause serious iliness; bacterial and viral substances from diseased persans, oral
vaccines, etc., may also be present in waste fram toilets and drains. ing this
material into a lake in our lovely valley will not change that fact: it will merely
take this disgusting material sway from the people who made it and ruin our
neighbarhood into the bargain. Those of us living an Slab Creek Road would not be
“served” by the system at all, having septic systems of our own, yet we would be
the ones quality of life would be sullied by this project.

Besides the fact that the presence of such a lake will deprive us (and visitars to
our valley, creek, and forest) of a peaceful pure-smelling atmosphere for watks
and bike-rides, and alter the physical beauty of our valley — there is also a strong
possibility of bad environmental effect from improper design and improper
protection from leakage. By now, no matter what “spokespersans” say to further
political and business purposes, it is clear to most Americans that waste-disposal
(including disposal of toxic and nuclear wastes) is too often carried out
inadequately. Deficiencies in providing safeguards from contamination are too
often glossed over, not corrected. Residents of threatened areas who object to such
treatment are too often worn down or browbeaten by political or commercial forces
into accepting “solutions” that damage the quality of their lives.

125

126

127

125.

126.

The systems which have been analyzed, evaluated and
are recommended in the EIS and the Facilities Plan are
all systems which have been proven throgghout the
United States as being sanitary systems which protect
public health and improve conditions in the environment

to minimize and/or eliminate impacts of sewage.

See Response to Comment 422 regarding odor potential.
The lagoon will be fenced and should present no
significant health problems.

127. Please refer to Response to Comment 7, Letter No. 2;

Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10 and Response
to Comment 21, Letter No. 11,



Apparently the present plan is for the sewage in the reservoir to be “treated®
then released into Neskowin Creek. It is well-known that chemical treatment of
sewnge and contaminated water may “kill germs®, but often also produces
toxic. In these | of increased tive disease, immune disorders, and
cancer, it is naive and to make light of the dangers of taxic exposare:
effects are not always instant and chvious; damage occurs over time, but is no less
deadly for that. If “processed” sewage is to be dumped into Neskowin Creek, what
guarantee do we have that our children who swim, raft, and play in that water
mﬂmtwmnnnybgmdiseasedm'poismedbytheemmt? There isno
reason for us to sacrifice their safety and the purity of our environment for
sake of developers’ .

And - as far as "development” goes, what respect do these developers show for
the customers they mean to attract? What of the summer homeowners, motel,
condominjum, and restaurant patrons re! their dinners while sewage-filled
Neskowin creek flows past them . . . what of the tourists picnicking, sunbathing,
wading and splashing in Neskowin creek as it carries processed fecal matter
acyoss the beach, past Rock, and into the waves?

Neskowin Creek and the Slab Creek Road area are much less spoiled than
Hawk Creek and the core area of Neskowin - yet the presence of bacteria in Hawk
creek has been one of the reasons cited in support of the “need” for a sewage
system! Neskowin Creek is a beantiful stream that provides a place for trout,
sea-nun cutthroat, salmon, steelhead, otters, deer, kingfishers, great blue herons,
mmhammmhinibwatusmdal its banks. It runs through

past homes and recreation sites. ing its contamination for any

reaif:m would be hglﬂmmnelandrﬂensive.

seems to me that the people most in support of this project who are now in
ﬁn;m:mlpanicbeumetheymmabletodmlopandpmﬁ{hmpmbofhnd
which tl?eyme_dinlhepastwit}mut employing foresight should now beginto
employ it. Rushing into this project before it is well-thought-out and satisfactary to
all affected residents will only bring disaster. The Neskowin area is known for its
beauty and mnspoiledness: if it is ruined, it will no longer be appealing to the
buyers and tourists these people intend to attract. There are plenty of ruined
place;inthi_scounﬂyalready,btﬂvrtyfewasmspoﬂedandmtectedu our is.
Now is the time to think ahead and plan intelligently: if a sewage system is truly
needed. a safe one that doesn't offend or sicken the area’s residents should be
devised. If this takes time, let it take time. Nothing potentially ruinous or

128
J
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131

dangerous should ever be rushed into for the sake of finding: good sense tells us
this, though greed does not always agree.

Sincerely,

Alice Duncan, D.C.
Upstairs Clinic
Neskowin Marketplace
Neskowin, Oregon 97149

1 of 3 copies/ copy to F, Gray, Oregon DEQ
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133

128. There will be no chemical treatment involved in this

129.

130.

131.

132.

process.

The proposed treatment is
mechanical/biological followed by phys:ical filtermg of
the effluent; the proposed disinfection 1s th'rough
ultraviolet irradiation. No chlorine will !)e used in the
system and thus the concern of carcinogenic hydrocarbon
chemicals is unfounded. Please refer to Response to

Comment 53, Letter No. 17.

10
Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No.
and Response to Comment 76, Letter Np. 19. Please
also note that no effluent discharge will take place
during the times of high usage of the creek for

swimming and wading.

Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10.
The situation as describe here is more likely to occur
given the mno-action alternative ~ rather that
implementation of any of the proposed alternatives.

The project is not proposing to contaminate Neskowin
Creek. The project recognizes the ecological sensitivity
of the creek; the purpose of the project is to protect
both public and natural system health. Please refer to
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10.

Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10;
Response to Comment 23, Letter No. 13; Response to
Comment 32, Letter No 14; and Response to Comment
63, Letter No. 19.
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Re EIS 910-5-90-121, Neskowin / o

/ .
October28,1990 v
Dear Gerald Opatz,

I am a Slab Creek Road property owner and a life-long friend of Neskowin Creek.
During the five years | lived on the creek (from 1982 to 1987) I walked it almost
daily, year round, often in waders. | have caught and released large nmmbers of
Neskowin Creek’s trout and winter steelhead and a few of its coho (hooked on flies
while fishing for searun cutthroat); I've seen many deer and elk, countless herons
and kingfishers, two black bears, several bobcat, otters and mink, Northern
Phaloropes, Sharp-shinned and Cooper’s hawks, and comntless more comman
- species on and near the creek. | have twice, right outside my study at 7995 Slab
Creek Road, "conversed® with a Northern Spotted Owl, drawn to humt by the lights
I kept burning when I worked late hours in my study.

As a lifelang fishermen and fishing author (my 1983 novel, The River W2y,
published by Sierra Club and Bantam Books, is still in most Narthwest bookstares),
as a father of two, and as a persan who, from ‘82 to ‘87, probably spent mare hours
in and by Neskowin Creek than any ten other people put together, it is my opinion
that the carrent draft of the EIS supplies lamentably inadequate information on
swamer stream flows and temperatures, particularly in regard to their effects on
juvenile coho and steelhead and aquatic biota, Even with no further environmental
degradation whatever, the futare of Neskowin Creek salmon and steelhead—the
coho in particular—is extremely tenuous. And—with all due respect to ODFW
studies—in my five years of close company with the creek, | have never hooked,
seen, or even heard rumors of a gingle Neskowin Creek chinook or chum salmon,
and would suggest that these strains, if they exist at all, are endangered.

On the other hand, | have seen bright coho spawning in the creek as late as
Fe and bright “winter® steelhead spawning as late as May. This is the
beam);\ is little index stream with its little native runs of fish: the extremely
diverse genetic “opinion® of these salman and steelhead about what time to enter
the stream and spawn makes them almost impossible to wipe out with a single
flood ar outhreak of disease—as so often occurs to our hathery runs. Just last week
the disastrous decline of West Coast salmon runs (the coho in particular) was a

134

133. The process which is now nearing completion has been

134

on-going for nearly three years. The facilities planning
process has evaluated numerous collection, treatment
and disposal options; those which are the most adaptable
to the Neskowin situation have been further evaluated
through the production of this EIS. The outcome has
been the development of the least environmentallv
perturbing alternative which addresses the current public
health problems associated with inadequate septic
systems.

Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10
and Responses to Comments 66 and 76, Letter No. 19.



front page story in 75¢ Qreyanvian. At a time when the drastic vainerability of the
hatchery programs has caused almost all fisheries experts to reemphasize the
restoration of native runs and of native habitat, we can hardly afford to lose this
gem of a stream to an inappropriate sewage treatment proposal.

The town of Neskowin has a small sewage problem, and needs a small,
inexpensive solution. 1t does not need to have its small problem used as an excuse
to install a large treatment system to open the area up to developers. This issue is

extremely important, and, as I'm sure you understand, it is not just about sewage.

Your recommendations on this issue may be the single most important decision
ever made for this area: if you support a large treatment system, there will be an
enormous population increase in this delicate little area-—and the inevitable loss or
degradation of wildlife habjtat, the depletion or extinction of the native salmon and
steelbead runs, and the loss of the small-scale, friendly rural life-style that most of
the peeple who live bere cherish.

1 sincerely bope, Mr. Opatz, that you will do everything you can to see that
Neskowin's sewage problem is solved on an appropriately small scale.

Thank yon ) :

) 7

Gl G vt —

David J ./Dunﬂn
POBox523
Neskowin, OR 97149

2220 NW Aspen,
Portland, OR 97210

134

135

135. Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1;
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10; and Response
to Comment 63, Letter No. 19.
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136. A number of comments were received which supported
completion of the project.
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October 26, 1990

Mr. Edd French
P. 0. Box 564
Jasper, AR 72641

Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
P. O. Box 383
Neskowin, OR 97149

Dear Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority,

I am the owner of Lot 5§, Block 2, in Neskowin Heights. Because
I live out of state, I will not be able to attend the public
hearings on the Community Sewer Plan for Neskowin Heights.
However, I do wish to have my input. Let it be known, that I
fully support the sewer facility for the Neskowin Community. I
cannot understand why anyone would be opposed so such a plan, as
long as all EPA guidelines are adhered to.

Many of us property owners would build on our lots if we could
get our septic permits. This would allow for us to move to
Neskowin Heights and this would bring much needed tax revenue
and other sources of revenue to the community.

Sincerely,

s (9

Edd Frenc

Concerned property owner in Neshowin Heights and an avid
supporter for developing a sewer system for the community of
Neskowin Heights.

142 142. A number of comments were received which. supported
completion of the proposed project.
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State of Oregon
Department of Enviornmental Quality
811 SW 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon

10/2/90

97204

Attn: Richard Santner
Re: Neskowin Project

Richarad,

Please put us down in favor of the Neskowin Sewer
Project and record our opinion at the upcomming public
hearing in Neskowin. We, like many others, have been waiting
to build in Neskowin. A quick walk through the community
shows signs of septic systems failing, improper drainage
areas for the septic systems, and pollution in Neskowin
creek. It would be in the best interest of the community
to have a public sewer disposal system, both from a health
standpoint and an increase in market value. Historically,
dwellings on public sewer bring a higher market price than
homes on private septic systems. From an enviornmental
standpoint, homes on public sewer would be the best solution
to the problems present in the Neskowin community. Again,
we, like many other members of the community, are in favor of
the project.

Sincerely,

(JEttrey len Fuhrmeister
‘Xppraiser

~—

143. A number of comments were received which supported
completion of the proposed project.
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LESTER E FULTZ PE, PLS. ’

P. 0. Box 818 J
Neskowin, Oregon 97149

503 « 392-3072

// 31 October 1990

Gerald Opatz

Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Mail Stop WD 136

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
Wastewater Collection, Treatment & Disposal Facilities
Draft Environmental Statement

Dear Mr. Opatz:

These written comments are submitted in addition to my oral pres-
entation at the Neskowin Fire Hall on 27 October 1990.

I believe it pertinent to provide a bit of background to these com-
ments. I have been a property owner in the Neskowin Community for
29+ years. I am not one of the "inner circle™ for I am a “develo-
per” and as such apparently a8 person to be shunned by the "right
thinking group”. This group, some of which were represented by
some of the speakers at the meeting, seem to find it very conveni-
ent to overlook the large number of property owners in the Commun-
ity that have not been able to construct living quarters because

of the lack of sewvage disposal facilities. These property owners
have lots in legally platted subdivisions to higher standards than
ver: in effect in 1910 when a large portion of the “core" area of
Neskowin was platted. As I tried to express in my oral presentat-
ion, these non-present property owners purchased their lots because
they like a "non-commercial” community. They did not purchase to 4‘4‘

create 8 highly commercialized area like Lincoln City, an area that 1 144. Comments noted.
I I a m most familiar with because I first moved to the Central Ore-
gon Coast in 1949. I have seen many, many changes in Lincoln City.

l I mentioned the other subdivisions in my presentation. From north
to south, Viking Estates, Neff Addition, Oceancreek, Neskowin Woods,
. Pacific Sands Heights, (Neskowin Crest is out), Hawk Creek Hills,
Proposal Rock & Neskowin Heights. There are only a fev residences
| in these subdivisionsbecause, even though they met Tillamook County

platting standards, the change in the Department of Environmental

Quality Rules of Subsurface sewage disposal Systems were changed

| to the extent there is not sufficient land area for residence,
septic tank and drain fields. There is no commercially zoned areas

in these subdivisions. The lots in these subdivisions are not

| cheapies. A lot in Neskowin Heights recently sold for $59,000.00,
vith the purchaser being fully aware that sewage disposal was not

yet available. That purchase price exceeds the present market val-

I ue of most of the residences in the "core area” of Neskowin.

1.




Page 2 - L.E. Fultz to Gerald Opatz:

I mentioned the NIMBY syndrome in my oral presentation. I am sure
the wvord vas nev to most of the audience. The letters stand for,
"Not In My BackYard” and is the reaction of many persons who are
faced with a sharp change in their life styles. I have been in
private engineering practice for a good share of my life and have
attended many Public Hearings on a wide range of subjects and am
very familiar with the syndrome. It seems that it is very easy to
focus on our own life style and ignore the fact that there are a
large number of persons who share the same objectives and who need
the same advantages as those within a community who are trying to
keep them away by finding very minute "straws"” to clutch on to
justify their NIMBY position. The situation in which a clique of
persons in a8 community like Neskowin where the population from a
low of about 250 persons in the winter season to about 3,000 in
the summer season can have alarge negative impact by virtue of be-
ing residents when & Public Hearing is held at a time of the year
vhen the persons who need the improvements, in this case sewage
facilities, are not either informed of the Public Hearing or are
so far away they cannot attend. In the usual case of a Public
Hearing in an urban srea or in area where the population does not
fluctuate, I am sure the NIMBY syndrome is not so pronounced.

With respect to specific comments on the subject statement:

1. The Draft Environmental Statement is very thorough. This
is understandable in these days when persons are review-
all governmental and private actions with fine tooth combs
in sincere attempts to guarantee proper return on funds
spent. An inspection of the Table of Contents shows the
excellent inclusion of every possible item that some per-
son or group could use to create questions.

2. The Draft Environmental Statement illustrates very well
the increased cost incurred by delay. I recognize that
this fact is easily overlooked by the NIMBY crowd but it is
a real life fact in which the persons least able to pay the
increased costs are usually stuck with the bills.

3. I believe the Draft Environmental Statement gives suffic-
ient information on the various treatment alternatives and
the reasons for choosing the best alternative. But here
again, logic seems to have no effect upon the thinking of
the NIMBY group. Then too, these persons have no technical
experience and cannot follow the reasoning. For example,

I clearly remember the man who spoke at the Public Meeting

on 27 October 1990 pitching for improving the present treat-
ment plant and forgetting all the fancy new plans. Obvious-

ly this person does not understand the Septic Tank Effluent
system and the economic benefits of that system for the
Neskowin Community.

4. The same kind of statements made above can be applied to

Chapter 4, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES. The majority of the
speakers on 27 October 1990 showed great concern about the

2.

144




Page 3 - L.E. Fultz to Gerald Opatz:

local environment and particularly Neskowin Creek. As I
stated in my oral testimony, I live on Neskowin Creek. I

am one of three parties who live on the Creek. My property
is directly downstream from the discharge point for the pre-
sent treatment plant into Neskowin Creek. I have never not-
iced any negative effects of the discharge. I doubt that
any of the speakers on the 27th of October have ever been

in Neskowin Creek. They know nothing about it but seem to
have seized upon an issue that can inflame passions.

5. I was interested in the statements relative to the fish pop-

ulation of Neskowin Creek. As I stated above I live on
Neskowin Creek by the bridge across the stream on South
Beach Road. I have had occasion to observe anglers in act-
ion. Some years ago there was a lot of activity by anglers
in the summer time as well as the fall and winter. The rea-
son for the activity was that there were plenty of fish in
the stream. The last two years the fishing activity has
been very slow. The reason is obvious- there are very few
fish in the stream. There was mention of chinook, silver
and steelhead being in the stream. I admit that in the
past there were runs of such fish but I have not known of
a chinook or silver salmon run in the stream for at least
five years. There is very little steelhead action on the
stream. This is interesting when one considers that the
Indian name for the stream meant "many fish”. I believe
the reduced number of fish in the stream is due to the
human actvity on the beach where Neskowin Creek enters the
Pacific Ocean, not such activities as discharge of sewage
effluent into the stream.

In summary, I wvant to be on record as supporting the Neskowin Reg-
ional -Sanitary Authority's activities in promoting a community sew-
age disposal system. The Draft Environmental Statement clearly
illustrates the environmental need for a public sewvage disposal sys-
tem, most particularly in the “core" area of the Neskowin Community
in wvhich almost all of the speakers on the 27th of October live.

;/?

ely,

Lester E. Fultz

cc:

Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
Jann Steelhammer
File

144

145 145. A number of comments were received which supported
completion of the proposed project.
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147 147,

A number of comments were received which supported
completion of the proposed project.

The facility planning process has determined the area to
be served by Phase 1. The EIS process has not changed
these decisions. Further, local decisions will need to be
made regarding implementation or modification of Phase
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148.

The facilities planning process identified two pasture
sites along Slab Creek Road as potential treatment plant
sites. For reasons described in the Facilities Plan and
the DEIS, these sites were eliminated from
consideration. As the planning process progressed and
it became obvious that effluent disposal alternatives
were extremely limited, it became necessary to identify
sites that were large enough to store all effluent *
generated during the summer months for disposal when
Neskowin Creek flows are high enough to ensure
dilution ratios of 20:1. The siting of these storage
lagoons at the Simpson Timber Site is the result of
investigations of potential sites throughout the area.
None of the other sites examined could accommodate
the lagoons necessary for summertime storage. The
alternatives available are extremely limited. Please refer
to Response to Comments 147, Letter No. 38.

149. The potential for impact to fisheries resources is
considerably greater with the no-action alternative than
with implementation of the preferred alternative. Please
refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19.
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150. Projections for the area’s growth were based on existing
adopted land use plans. Projections of the need for
particular utilities are based on anticipated population
within the service area. These projections form the basis
for utility planning.

Actual development will depend upon the adopted
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Zoning Regulations and
demand.

151. EPA’s planning horizon is 20 years. The facilities plan
and therefore the DEIS discuss implementation of Phase
1 to alleviate on-going pollution problems and to remedy
those problems for some time into the future.
Population forecasts which are provided may or may not
be realized because of a number of factors other than
the availability of sewers. If growth does not occur as
rapidly as predicted in the facilities plan, implementation
of Phase 2 will be delayed or will not be necessary.
Discussion of Phase 2 does not presuppose that it will be
constructed; rather this discussion provides a description
of how it could be implemented if and when the need
arises.

Please refer to Response to Comment 148, Letter No.
39.

Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10;
Response to Comment 27, Letter No. 14; Response to
Comment 61, Letter No. 19 and Response to Comment,
133, Letter No. 31.
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November4,1990
To: Neskowin Regions] Sanitary Authority
4360 Salem Ave,
Netkowin, OR 97149
We are residents, homeowners and landowners orpropa'tyalongSlab Creek Road,
Neskowin, OR. who may experience spenou.l oeconomic impact as a
result of the siting of a sewage treatment planfn Slab kRoad.

does not have minutes from NRSA meetings.

Wehsvemuontobehevet.hatthepmposedm  of the plant may have been arrived st
the NRSA.

without due process its impact on oar lives and environment. In order to 155 155. EPA
determine if proper and legal procedwres have been followed with respect to Jocsl, state and These may be available from
federn] statutes and with respect to the codes of any bodies emposvered to make decisions on

the siting we are requesting the following:

1) Copies of the official minutes of the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Autharity in which
any mention, action or decision which might reasonably pertain to the siting of the
treatment planfBn Slab Creek Road appeared.

2) Any formal or informal contacts, including letters and telephane calls, with dates,
that may have been made between members of the ty and any persan or 156 156. EPA does not have any records of this type.
persans with respect to the location of the treatment sitZ'an Slab Creek Road, .
imludmbutmtmmctedmanymhctmademthmwwmd:heme
where the plant coald be Jocated.

3) Any preparatory steps, with dates, that were taken to determine the suitability of the
site fon treatment planfincluding bat not restricted to soil sampling, water flow,
e&.thstmsymthsveotherwlseappemedhd:eoﬂidalmcmhmdmyhmbeen
made without doe process.

We appreciate recejving the information as quickly as possible. Time is of the essence.

e S% (e

cc  EPA attn: Gerald Opatz Sirpecn Timber Co,
MailStopWD-136 Ops
1200 6th Ave.
Seattle, WA 88101

¥ or eflluent pond 2
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157. Several comments were received which support the
project.



42

kG4
Mr. Gerald Opatz Otfdb{’l’w 1990
US Environmental Protection Agency /
Mail Stop WD 136
Region 10
1200 -6th Ave
Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Sir,

We are writing this letter in concern with
the proposed dumping of effluent on SlabfreelRd.We are very
much opposed to any effluent being dumped in our beautiful
creek, and ve also oppose the construction of any storage
lagoons along Slab Creek Rd. for many reasons. We take pride
in our creek's clean, clear water,and we and our children
enjoy wading, swimming, and even rafting along this river.wWe
are careful not to contaminate nor "fish out” Neskowin Creek,and
it has been a joy to see the fish return to our creek. This
creek also borders one of the loveliest scenic routes on
the coast and it would be a shame to ruin it in any way.
Regarding the proposed lagoon at Simpson Timber farm,this
also would be an eyesore as well as a health hazard vho
use this road as scenic and bike route, not to mention hikers
who like to explore the lovely surrounding terrain. As homeowners
here for the last twelve years along the creek, we do not
vish to live near a waste disposal of any kind. Oftentimes
the smell of the ocean is carried up the valley, which would
include the odors of the lagoon. Our dogs Ike to roam the
area and might get sick or bring back diseases from the
effluent. We think also that the location of such a lagoon

anyvhere in the vicinity of lots of children is very inappropriate.

In this case the daily population of children at Neskovwin
Valley School one mile away might be affected. We families
out here on Slab Creek Road have never felt connected to
Neskowin's sever woes in any way, and we will resist any
effort to change our peaceful,uncrowded bucolic life style.
Most of us are zoned Small Farm 10, and this acreage gives
plenty of room for our efficient septic tanks to operate
smoothly. We do not wish to be included on any future sewver
system, and we do not want any part of Slab Creek Road to
be included in the Community (Urban)Growth Boundary either,
simply because the residents of Neskowin wish to dump their
waste in our backyards.We work hard to preserve the pretty
pastoral quality of our scenic route neighborhood, and we
will fight against any attempt to alter our environment.

Yours truly, M
Douglas ang Lee Haga /Z W
3 copies- Opatz

Gray
Haga

|158
|159

160

161

162
163

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

A number of comments were received which. opposed
the storage of effluent at the Slab Creek site. .'I.'he
current proposal is to discharge effluent at the existing
outfall site at approximately 0.8 miles from the ocean.

Comment noted.

Please refer to Response to Comment 428 and 422.

The storage facilities will be fenced to preclude
schoolchildren, pets, etc. from inadvertently getting near
the lagoons.

The residences along Slab Creek Road will not be
served by these facilities.

The Slab Creek Road area is not included within the
Urban Growth Area.
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Mr. Gerald Opatz, EIS Project Officer
Environmental Evaluation Branch
Environmental Protection Agency

1206 6th Ave.
Seattle, Washington 98101
Dear Mr. Opatz,

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the proposed
location for the NRSA's waste treatment holding ponds in the
Neskowin Creek Valley. While my wife and I have been year-round
residents of the Neskowin area for 18 years, we live 3 miles north
of Neskowin, well outside the sewer district. Our overriding
concern is to preserve the integrity not only of the pristine
class-1 Neskowin Creek, but also of the rural character of the
resource lands which largely comprise it. Neskowin, in the last
half of the ninth inning (The prospect has been announced for only
a couple of months, I gather; I learned of it only last week! No
effort, that I can discern, has been made to notify area
residents. I suspect the converse is likely), has no just cause to
point the proverbjal shotgun toward the valley in hopes of
usurping land merely because the time limit for federal aid has
forced an expedient, ill-conceived, and somewhat desperate
resolution.

Without rejterating the details, I want to stress that I
appreciate fully the need to resolve the unhealthy and
unacceptable sewage systems currently "serving" Neskowin's
residents. The gite of any new treatment facility, however, must
be found within Neskowin's existing Urban Growth Boundary. The
fact that much of this land may have a high price tag is no excuse
for compromising so obviously the use of resource lands,
especially Neskowin Creek. An additional $100-300,000 acguisition
cost is negligible as a percentage of total cost, and a tiny tithe
to pay for the purported growth in the immediate area, upon which
such a large plant has been predicated. (Over the years the NRSA
Board has neglected to act upon several suitable sites, one of
which, 3 or 4 years ago, made invitation for such use, and which
had to resort to constructing its own system!)

I spent 3 years as a member of the local Citizens Advisory
Committea in the late 70's as we made determinations regarding
land use classification for adoption at the County level, under
the statewide Planning Goals of the State of Oregor. Throughout
the process, those in Neskowin who were staunchly (and, one mus%
conclude, self-servingly) advocating a vast urban growth boundary
were told time and time again by the County Planning Commission
staff that not even the most optimistic population, or "growth,"

COONNIN MNARDIFPIG $ €405 ABOLIAN WAY, riCORtrmiIN ZAR4L0N 9714 9 HIAIS05' 398 202}

164 164. A number of comments were received which opposed

165

the location of the storage lagoons at the Simpson
Timber Site. Please refer to Response to Comment 148,
Letter No. 39; and Response to Comment 427.

165. Please refer to Response to Comment 150, Letter No.
39.
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projection then available could possibly justify such a large UGB.
Staff was hard-pressed to support the zone in the final plan; they
expected rejection by LCDC. Since that growth has yet to
materialize: 1) There must be alternative sites within the UGB,

and 2) the proposed system, in all its 3 phases, is designed for a 166. No extension of the Urban Growth Boundary will be
much larger population than is currently needed. . . f
oeced the location of the holding pools in made as a result of this proposal. Future extensions of
My greatest objection to e location o e ho ng pools
the Neskowin Valley centers on the probability that the mere the boundary must conform to adopted land use plans
existence of such a facility would encourage, even "3ustify," an and zoning regulationS' input tO thOSC pI'OCCSSCS Wlll
’

expansion of the existing UGB up into the Valley. Thus my anger :1‘;(;
over what I increasingly believe amounts to a "railroad job"

invoives not just the imposition of a wholly inappropriate, albeit
feasible, land use (READ: river use), but a surreptitious
preemption of the Valley's existing zoning classification.

direct the expansion or reduction of those boundaries.

Finally, I am greatly troubled that the EIS apparently makes
no provision for the eventuality where there is not adeqguate water 167 167' Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter NO. 19
flow--at any time of year--to dilute the treated effluent. and Response to Comment 84, LCttCl' NO 19
I am grateful for your consideration,
Respectfully,

MW
Goodwin Harding

44405 Aeolian Way
Neskowin, OR 97149

CONPA i, ARD I $ 0 40% AECLIAN rimyY roFSECriin DABLON 9T 14 9 L SA (303 362 %028
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168. Comment noted.
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September 11, 1990

ERRATA
PUBLIC REARING DATES AND COMMENT PERIOD

NEBKOWIN REGIONAL BANITARY AUTHORITY
WABTEWATER COLLECTION, TREATHMENT, AND DISBPOBAL FACILITIES
DRAYT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

To ensure ample time for public review and comment prior to
the hearing on the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal Facilities Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, EPA has rescheduled the public
hearings. The public hearings will now be held on Saturday,
October 27, 1990 at 7:00 pm, and on Sunday, October 28, 1990 at
2:00 p in the Neskowin Fire Hall. The close of the public
commef’(’ period will be extended to Monday, November 5, 1990.

Please note that information contained in this notice
supersedes information contained on the cover page of the
Heskowin Regional Sanitary Authority Wastewater Collection,
Treatment, and Disposal Facilities Draft Environmental Impact
%, Statement.
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169.

Comment noted.
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|
September 5th/1990

Fredianne Gray,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Seattle, Washington

Dear Ms. Gray,

Perhaps you remember that ve spoke at some length on the phone
shortly after Neskowin Fact Sheet #5 was sent out to homeowners.
I told you then that many of us suspect that the people vho are the
most ardent supporters of a large-scale sever system in Neskowin
are the same people vho stand to make financial gains if this area
is heavily developed.

By way of supporting this notion, I am sending along a copy of a
recent front page article in the Tillamook Headlight Herald. The
source of the information seems to be Vic Affolter, the Director of
the Community Development Department for the county. Last year, when
he tried to get our support for the county's Resort Development Plan,
Mr. Affolter assured us all that he really wanted to keep Neskowin
small and beautiful and that the proposed plan would make it very
difficult for developers to move into the Neskowvin area. Nov here he
is in the nevspaper actively promoting the inevitability of develop-
ment and the need for an enabling sever under the guise of concern
for. public health. I am also including a Letter To The Editor in the
same paper a wveek later in which an irate citizen seems to be accusing
Mr. Affolter of the same type of duplicity.

Ms. Gray, I knov you don't have any involvement in the politics of
all this but I simply wvanted to shov you vhat we're up against in the
fight for a sever that's scaled to the needs of the community without
opening the door to the type of 'progress' which will surely destroy
our precious small-town quality of life. By the way, both Ted Corbett
and Mike Kowalski, who are quoted in the first article, are land-
owners in this area with conflicts of interest in the whole debate.

Many thanks for your interest and hard work in the rescluticn
of this matter.

Eugene, Oregon 97402

170 170. This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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October 10th, 1990

Gerald Opatz, EIS Project Director,
Environmental Evaluation Branch,
Environmental Protection Agency,
Seattle, Washington

Dear Mr. Opatz,

Having just completed a thorough reading of the draft EIS
on wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal for Neskowin,
Oregon, several concerns come to mind and I would like to note
them for you.

First of all, there seems to be a conclusion formed that
dumping treated wastewater into Neskowvin Creek during winter
months is somehow inevitable if the contamination problem in
Hawk Creek 1is to be solved. From vhat we know about the
importance of Neskowin Creek to the spawning patterns of five
different species of fish (some of which may soon be listed as
endangered in the northwest) it seems extremely unvise to assume
that this path is the only viable alternative available. Further,
since Neskowin Creek ultimately flows into the ocean at Proposal
Rock, a popular tourist area designated as a state park wvith its
own parking wvayside and access path, it would seem that the EPA
is leaving itself vulnerable to possible future complications and
protests by pursuing this option.

Secondly, an obvious alternative to the nine listed in the
DEIS, namely, limited action to identify and clean up existing
inadequate septic systems along Hawk Creek, is not even mentioned.
In addition, the actual source of the contamination in Hawk Creek
has not been identified nor has the scope of the problem been
clearly outlined. In other words, rather drastic measures are
being proposed to solve a condition which is ill-defined and not
clearly understood.

A third concern of mine is that the DEIS frequently states
that certain sewvage treatment and disposal alternatives would
have a negative impact on the growth of the local economy and
the potential for real estate development in the Neskowin area.
This negative impact is listed as a disadvantage and is used as
evidence to discredit certain disposal alternatives. Mr. Opatz,
the only economy in Neskowin which is wanted is a village store
and a small restaurant. A recent survey of homeowner opinions
indicate that the vast majority of Neskowin residents like it
that way. Future "development" is emphatically not an attractive
prospect for most people in this community and, indeed, the EPA
analysds of the Neskowin area seem to indicate that it is a
region vhich is uniquely unsuited to handling the sewage needs
of large numbers of people. Add to this the fact that the EPA is

171  171. Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19;
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10; Response to
Comment 95, Letter No.22 and Response to Comment
129, Letter No. 31.

172 172. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

173  173. Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19.
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proscribed from advocating sevage disposal plans vhich are
designed to enable development and I believe there is evidence
to suggest that there is an implicit bias in the DEIS towvards
advocating sewvage treatment solutions which are pro-growth anad
not in the best interests of this community.

It is clear that a great deal of work has gone into the
preparation of the DEIS for Neskowvin but I feel that certain
assumptions have been made in this process which are simply
not appropriate to the circumstances. The greatest of these
is the assumption that growth (and lots of it) is inevitable
for the Neskowin area and that a sewage disposal system which
vould facilitate this growvth is logical and desirable. The fact
is that the fewv people vho vant growth in Neskowin are the ones
vho stand to make the most money from it and are some of the same
people vho have persisted in promoting an enabling sewver system
for this tiny community no matter what the social or economic
costs might be. The fact that the sever system we almost ended
up vith a couple of years ago was profoundly flaved in its design
concept and its negative environmental impact shows hovw high the
stakes are in this issue. 1 believe your ovn studies lead to the
obvious conclusion that Neskowin cannot accomodate large numbers
of people (and their resulting sewvage) and that wve should accept
this as a fact and work to find solutions which are in keeping
vith this finding.

I thank you for your attention and consideration of this
matter and vould welcome any comments you or your staff might
care to make about it.

Slfcere1<:\

he, Oregol 97402

~
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November 1, 1990
Gerald Opatz, EIS Project Director,
Environmental Protection Branch,
Environmental Protection Agency,.
Seattle, Washington

Dear Mr. Opatz,

Having attended the two DEIS public hearings in Neskowin
last weekend, I thought I would take this opportunity to get
some ideas to you in writing so that they mav become part of
the public record.

Let me begin by acknowledging all of the hard work that
your office has put into the DEIS and the patient and fair
manner in which the public hearings wvere conducted in Neskovin.

I had hoped for a chance to ask guestions about specific issues
but I also understand that:this may have made the whole process
2 lot more unwieldy and time-consuming. I'm still confused,
however, by your announcement that none of the alternatives
outlined in the DEIS are acceptable to your office. Does this
mean that:-they have all been automatically rejected and that:
the NRSA must come uo with an entirelv new plan? 1If so, will
there be another public hearing after a full evaluation of anv
nev plan by your office? If this is the case, it seems that

a lot of time may pass before there is anything of substance
to propose to the community.

I do hope that those of us who oppose the plans which have
so far been outlined do not seem like a group of obstructionists.
We all vant to solve the pollution problem in Neskowin but wve
are deeply concerned about approaches which seem to virtually
guarantee substantial grovth in an area which is already having
difficulty accommodating the sewvage treatment needs of the
present residents. To simply assume that the population in the
Neskowin area will continue to grow unabated.(as the county's
growth projections in the DEIS suggest) is to allow a bad sit-
uation to get a lot vorse. Inevitably, if this is allowed to
occur, an even larger, more costly, more environmentally-hostile
sewage treatment system will have to be devised. This system,
currently dubbed "Phase II", is totally out of scale with what

_1 believe the future size of Neskowin should be. It would attract
even more people to the area and make the problem. even worse.
All vestiges of the quiet.village atmosphere which we so cherish
vould be gone forever,

How do we find ourselves in a situation where, in trying to
solve a relatively minor pollution problem in the core area of
the town, a two-stage plan costing millions of dollars is devised
with the potential for causing signifigant environmental
degradation and inducing a spiral of grovwth which could only
aggravate future pollution problems? I believe there are several

174

175

174. Please refer to Response to Comment 51, Letter No. 17.

175. Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19
and Response to Comment 150, Letter No. 39.



reasons for this predicament and that, in carefully examining
them, ve may be able to find a way out of this quandry.

First of all, I believe the area vhich is defined as "Neskowin”

in the DEIS is much too large. If the designers of the sewvage

disposal system feel obligated to include the needs of commun-
ities as far avay as Viking Estates (several miles up the high-
way) then ve are truly doomed to proposing a system vhich is
dramatically out of scale with the needs of the Neskovin core
area. Further, any system which would include such a large area
would. enable the population infill of all the area in between.
The result would be a dramatic increase in population with
runavay sevage treatment problems and costs. In some respects
it is understandable that the county should wish to include
such a large area in its "Neskowin" designation - it is probably
expedient to do so from a bureaucratic and administrative stand-
point. Expedience, however, is counterproductive when dealing
with the pollution problem in the core of the town. The plain
fact is that the treatment and disposal of sewage in Neskowin
has been, and will continue to be, a difficult problem and it
makes no sense to make the problem worse by adding more people
wvho don't really need to be on the system in the first place.

Secondly, there is one likely reason wvhy the addition of
other population groups to the Neskowin sevage disposal system
is being proposed. It is that there exists, on the part of a
few individuals, a strong economic incentive to promote growth
in the area. Who would benefit from such growth? Why the people
vho own undeveloped land along the proposed sewer route, of course.
Some of these people currently sit on the NRSA and are the most
active proponents of a larger system {under the constant guise
of concern for the health of the community). The county would
benefit tooc in the form of increased tax revenues and tourist
traffic streaming up the highway. Vic Affolter, the Director
of Tillamook County's Department of Community Development,
states plainly in Appendix C of the DEIS that “A further benefit
of such a system is its ability to facilitate further development
within the Neskowin Community Growth Boundary”. The majority of
the citizens of Neskowin, however, do not seek and do not want
increased tourism or development in our area. Add to this the
clear fact that Neskowin cannot accomodate the sewage implications
of such growth and I believe the conclusion is inescapable. The
interests of the developers and the county growth boosters are
not in the best interests of our community, nor are they in
harmony wvith the ecological constraints of this region. Perhaps
this is why the frequent statements in the DEIS which demonstrate
a bias towards accepting growth in Neskowin are so profoundly
galling to those of us who truly care about the future of this
community with no ulterior motives for financial gain.

A third reason for the present predicament is, I believe,
the result of poor communication on the part of the NRSA. Their
history in this issue seems to be that of a group vhich is intent
on keeping local residents in the dark about decisions vhich
have enormous potential impact for the whole area. NRSA meetings

176 176. This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.

177 177. This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.



are public, of course, but in a small village where the majority
of the homeowners are not full-time residents it is easy to
allow substantive issues recede into the background without
thorough public discourse. Hov else can one explain the fact
that this community came dangerously close to getting a sewvage
disposal system two years ago vhich was clearly unacceptable
from an environmental standpoint and which has subsequently

been rejected as unsuitable by the DEIS? It took a small group
of concerned citizens several months and over $5000 of their

own money to prove the failings of this proposed system. As

another example of poor communication, can you imagine the 178 178. Please refer to Response to Comment 148, Letter No.
sense of panic and anger that the residents of the Slab Creek °

area must have experienced last weekend when, at the eleventh 39.

hour, they discovered that in one fell swoop they could simul-
taneously be included in the Neskowvin Community Growth Bound-
ary, come under the jurisdiction of the NRSA, find that a large
sewage holding pond was being proposed to be situated virtually
in their backyards, ané that hundreds of thousands of gallons

of treated effluent might be pumped into the 'Class A' stream

vhich runs through their property? One may argue that the Idetter PJO.
citizen bears the responsibility for uncovering such matters 179 179. Please refer to RCSPOUSC to Comment 166,

but it is certainly true that there has been too much misinfor-

mation and too many rumors in this entire process and that the 43.

NRSA has not taken the lead in informing the community on these
issues. Their vested interest in getting a sewer system - any
sewer system - has repeatedly led them to choose the easy way
out. I believe that much of the anger and distrust which now
surrounds this problem can be laid at their feet.

Finally, I believe there has been a clear failure on the
part of the county, the NRSA, and the DEQ to honestly evaluate
the pollution problem in Neskowin. We know that there is coli-
form bacteria in Hawk Creek and that all septic systems event-
ually fail and need to be replaced. We also know that some
lots may not be large enough to allow for adequate upgrading

of some of these failing systems. Where is the plan which seeks 180 180. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Lﬁttef NO. 14

to solve these problems without creating nev ones? Where are
the innovative solutions which show a genuine caring for health

issues and the quality of life in a quiet community instead of and ReSponse to Comment No. 412.
a barrage of mega-systems which all lead down the same road to
runaway growth and environmental degradation? I believe that a
careful analysis of the ideas and testimony presented over the

two-year course of this debate contain the necessary solutions 11 t
to the problem. There are a lot of empty lots in Neskowin which 181. This comment assumes that the owner of the vacan
could be used to expand the total drainfield capacity in the . . .1 bl fOI' drainﬁeld
community. Residents could share drainfield capacity for their property would make this land available di
mutual benefit. E the wayside which was recently dropped into .

the heartnoflthe cZ::\uni:y by the state should be questioned. use. By SO dOlng these, landowners would b&prec‘l} iﬁg
Why should a co it ith the sewage problems of Neskowin be N . 1 . any o
required to accreng:n::h)e/ ‘s’;vage needs of thousands of tourists 181 their opportumty to develop their lots y

each year when the very land the wayside sits upon may prove rs in the core area that have not developed have
useful in the final solution to the problem? The county sani- owne . s . f ro-ect aINj
tarian testified last week that demands are increasing on the done so an“c[patlng completlon ot a sewer proj

not in anticipation of giving up their property for use by
others as drainfields. Please refer to Response to
Comment 70, Letter No. 19; and Response to Comment

200, Letter No. S1.



current drainfield capacity because people are adding garbage

disposal systems, dishwashers, hot tubs and other problem-

inducing appliances in remodelling projects and in nev buildings. 182
Why should such luxuries be allowed in the face of a sevage |

182. The septic systems and drainfields currently in place are
disposal problem vhich threatens to bring about negative change

i i liances.
to our Community forever? potentially adversely impacted 'by these app
R ‘ . Sewage treatment plants are designed to handle these
Thi 1 d tant too. I
vant you to know that my wife and I and a mumber of other type of effluents.

concerned Neskowin residents are ready and willing to assist
in any way which might be useful and we thank you for your
interest and consideration in this matter.

Street,
Eugene; Uregon 97402
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183.
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185.

Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10
and Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19.

Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.

There is no change in water temperature anticipated as a
result of the proposed discharge. The treatment and
holding of effluent will render the effluent close to
ambient air temperature. During the winter months, the
air temperature will be close to stream temperature. In
addition, the dilution ratio will exceed 20:1 so that the
effluent would have to be in excess of 20 degrees warmer
than the creek to raise the creek temperature 1 degree.

Treated effluent will not impact the fish nor will it impact
their spawning habits. It is generally accepted that the
addition of dilute non-toxic chemicals, such as secondary
sewage treatment plant effluent, will not impact a
salmonids ability to imprint and home on its rearing
stream. Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter
No. 19.
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189. Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.

190

190. Please refer to Response to Comment 51, Letter No. 17;

Response to Comment 85, Letter No. 19; and Response
to Comment 133, Letter No.31.

I 191
.191. Please refer to Response to Comment 62, Letter No. 19,
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192. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.
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exists.
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194. Please refer to Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10;
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195. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.
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196. Please refer to Response to Comment 862, Letter No.
19,
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197. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.
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198. Please refer to Response to Comment 70, Letter No. 19.
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The data that has been collected and the analysis that
has taken place related to the sewage collection,
treatment and disposal proposals, addressed issues which
could be anticipated to be impacted by the proposed
project. The data which has not been collected was in
areas not expected to be impacted by this project.
Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1;
and Response to Comment 133, Letter No. 31.



52 ‘
10130 Slab Creek Rd.
Neskowin

Oregon 97149.
October 30, 1990.

Environmental Protection Agency
Mall Stop WD-136

1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

To whom it may concern:

I would like to place on record the following remarks
about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
relating to the proposed expansion of sewage treatment
facilities at Neskowin, Oregon:

1. It is my understanding of the law relating to
Environmental Impact Statements that such statements are
required to analyze thoroughly and rigorously all of the
risks which, within reason, are attendant on the project
under consideration. In my opinion the above mentioned DEIS
does not fulfill the legal obligations of such a statement
due to acknowledged uncertainties and lack of study in the
following areas of concern--

a. Stream Flow: "Neskowin Creek has never been gauged.
Although sufficient measurements have been obtained to
gain a general understanding of summer flows, there is
not enough data to generate statistically sound
hydrographs.” DEIS pageld-7
"No record of winter discharge measurements exist

{sic)." DEIS page 3-8
"Flooding of the creeks in the study area is an annual
winter occurrence. The degree of salt water encroachment
into the lower portions of Neskowin Creek is not known."
DEIS page 3-9
"It is likely that adequate stream flows would be
available during the winter months; however there is

204 204. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.



little direct data to support this (i.e. winter stream
flows were calculated from a2 model, but rarely or never
measured directly.” DEIS paged4-10

Ecological Profile: Neskowin Creek has one of the last
wild runs of Winter Steelhead on the Oregon Coast and
its unigue nature is recognized officially by the Orego
Department of Fish and Wildlife which protects the cree
through a "Catch-and-Release” regulation and considers
it an "Index Stream" in gauging the strength of the

annual steelhead run. Several other salmon and trout
species are also known to enter the creek in late Fall
and Winter.

The DEIS provides little or no data on the following
topics which it seems prudent to believe would need to
be studied in order to produce an accurate ecological
profile of the Neskowin Creek system, and thus a
realistic éssessment of environmental impacts: 1. An
inventory and population measurement of all
significant animal and plant species in the creek.

2. Food chains. 3.Biochemical effects on creek species
of both treated and untreated effluent.

Sanitation: One of the main purposes of the proposed
project is, supposedly, to prevent present and future
groundwater and other contamination from occurring

in the Neskowin area due to the claimed failure of
septic systems. It would, therefore, be reasonable to
suppose that the DEIS would address the issues of the
sources of contamination and the degree of improvement
the project's implementation could be expected to
bring. However, the DEIS acknowledges that it has not
traced all sources of contamination, that it suspects
that some contamination originates outside the project’'s
catchment area, and given this possibility "the extent
to which construction of the proposed treatment plant
would alleviate the contamination is not known." DEIS
page 3-16 (emphasis mine). My conclusion is that the
DEIS does not fulfill its legal responsibility to
provide as full and accurate information as possible

205 205. Please refer to Response to Corﬁment 76, Letter No. 19.

206 206. Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.

while such basic issues remain in the realm of the



unknown.

2. With a realistic assessment of Neskowin's sanitation
problems( a thorough analysis of contaminant sources, and an
accurate projection of the degree of improvement to be
expected from an expanded collection system, I am prepared
to see some virtue in Phase I of the project. I am, however,
totally opposed to Phase II for the following reasons:
a. The assumption of a doubling of the population in the
Neskowin area by 2010 is ludicrous and cannot possibly
have been derived by valid projections from existing
demographic data. Neskowin's attractiveness as a
community is in large part due to the fact that it is
small and has almost reached the limit of expansion in
area and population before "diminishing returns” set in,
i.e. its present size and nature are the reasons why
most current residents choose to live here. Anecdotal
evidence which I have collected suggests that a large
majority of Neskowin area residents neither desire nor
see as beneficial any large population growth or much
additional commercial development in the area. As a
community we have the right to choose to be small.
Therefore Phase II of the project is not in keeping with
the nature and character of our area.
b. As I mentioned in a different context in Section 1lb
above, the DEIS provides little data on important
ecological concerns about the effects of a treatment
plant on, and effluent in, Neskowin Creek. Even if such
data were available and could prove minimal disruption
of the creek's ecosystem I think that any disruption of
such a unique biological resource is unjustified, given
the precariousness of the very existence of wild fish
runs in Oregon due to similar human disruption of
spawning grounds and food sources.
c. Pumping sewage from the Neskowin core area to holding
tanks on Slab Creek Road would create contamination
where none now exists due to leakage from the transfer
lines. Up to 1% of raw sewage entering sewage lines
leaks through cracks and gaps in the lines (cf.Carol

208

208a

207 207. Please refer to Response to Comment 417 and Response
to Comment 115, Letter No. 25.

208. Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19;
Response to Comment 131, Letter No. 31; Response to
Comment 214, Letter 53, and Response to Comment

238, Letter No. 61.

208a The proposal is to pump treated sewage treatment plant

effluent from the existing treatment plant site to the
Simpson Timber Site for storage only during the summer
months. The lines will be tight to ensure that pumping
can be accomplished efficiently. No seepage from th.e
pipes into the surrounding soils/groundwater 1s

anticipated.



Hupping Stoner "How We're Handling Our Wastewater Now,
And Alternatives for the Future®”, 1977; p 23). The
possibility of accidental, untreated discharges gives
even greater cause for concern.

d. Slab Creek Road is a small, scenic highway. As part
of the Oregon Coast Bike Route it is used a great deal
in summer by visitors from all over the Northwest and
beyond. It winds through part of the Sjiuslaw National
Forest and is home to a popular National Forest Camp-

209 209. The berms for the storage lagoons will be visible from
to live on Slab Creek because its scenic beauty adds a Sla.b Creek Road;. the lagOOHS t'hemselves W1H .IlOt be
great deal to my quality of life. I can think of few visible. Landscaping and screening can be provided to

places more aesthetically inappropriate for the location minimize the visual impact of the proposal.
of sludge tanks.

ground much used by cyclists and backpackers. I choose

I hope you will give serious consideration to my concerns.

Sincerely, ,
L] l,’
.G(;J PR

Gerard D. Killeen
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A lengthy screening process to locate suitable sites for
treatment plants, subsurface disposal and storage lagoons
was undertaken by both the engineer and the
environmental consultants, Most of the sites were
eliminated because of inadequate size, poor soils, steep
slopes or sensitive habitats. There quite simply is not an
adequate site location nearer Neskowin which meets the
size and engineering criteria for storage lagoons other
than the Simpson Timber site. The lagoons will be
located uphill from Slab Creek Road. The berms
creating the lagoons will be visible from the road; the
lagoons themselves will not. Landscaping will create
visual barriers to further reduce the impact.

211, Please refer to Response to Comment No. 422,
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The existing situation allows for minimally treated
effluent to seep from unidentified (and unidentifiable)
sources into Neskowin, Hawk and Meadow Creeks. The
water quality sampling indicates that these streams are
contaminated due to fecal discharges. The purpose of
this project is to assist in the elimination of these
impacts. Please also refer to Response to Comment 95,
Letter No. 22.
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217

217.

Please refer to Response to Comment 210, Letter No.
53.

Please refer to the discussion on the Butte Creek site in
Chapter 2 under the site options section. Please also
refer to Response to Comment 210, Letter No. 53.

The facilities planning process has assessed numerous
collection, treatment and effluent disposal alternatives.
The preferred alternative is the result of that assessment,
The alternatives available to the Neskowin are relatively
limited due to the topography, hydrology, and soils.
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Richerd H. Kosterlitz M.0.

3935 5.0. Martins Lone ¢
Portland, Oregon 97201
(503)246-2432
Mr. Qerald Opatz
& Ms.Fredianne Qray
Environmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136)
Environmenta! Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue October 4, 1990
Seattle. WA 5801
Dear Genry and Fredlanne.

It was a pleasure to meet you both personally. Thank you for the time
and attention you devoted to my visit and the sincerity with which you dealt
with my concems about the Neskowin EIS. 1 was also very impressed with
Dr. Des Voligne.

| want to respond to two major points that you brought up at our meeting:

1. Provision of documentation and data to suppoit my Altemative
#10, Our group Is sincerely attempting to contact and retain engineers from
two sources for assistance. However our funds are limited and the ime
frame may be too short 1o provide this materia) by November Sth, 1980. This
problem may however become moot, since the flow data of Neskowin Creek
and the effectiveness of any of the NRSA sewer plans are not known.

2. There was concem at our meeting that Alternative #10 would place
an unfalr financial burden on those in the core area who didn’t want or need
to be connected to the sewer, but would still have to pay for it.

There are a number of houses (Including mine) in The Sewer District
that cannot have sewers until Phase 2 of the plan is accomplished. Phase 2

is theoretical, and no definite plans , costs, or Impacts have been developed.

it Is projected for lmp'ementagon In 5-10 years. Meanwhile | and other 218 218. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14
homeowners sltuated so that they cannot participate In Phase 1. will stili Le No. 38

have to pay the Phase 1 monthly assessments. Therefore the financtal and Response to Comment 147, Letter No. 38.

Inequality burden already exists in the cumrent NRSA plan and wouid not
necessarily be significantly different in Altemative # 10 .
[ plan to submit a more detalled discusslon of the EiS shortly. Once
agaln many thanks for your ime and attention.
erglyygurs,

Ri¢Ha . teriitz M.D.
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RICHARD H. KOSTERLITZ, M.D.
?y
//,- 74
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Mr. Qerald Opatz
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattie, Washington 88101

Dear Mr. Opatz,

it was nice to see you again recently and | think you deserve a lot of
credit for amanging two excelient public hearings on the Neskowin EIS.

| would like to add three comments to the BIS draft record, although |
realize that the record Is already voluminous.

First, Mr. Doug Marshal (who gave an excellent presentation of the
sewage problems) stated that a limited altemative such as “Altemative # 10,
would not be economical, indicating that it would only be econmical to hook
up all the core area properties. However, under our proposal for a scaled
down project (such as Is mentioned In the mitigation section of the EIS)
costs would decrease considerably over the cumrent altematives and would
thereby aliow such selective hook-ups Just as economically, as full hookups
under the larger altematives # 1-8.

Second, I'm enlosing a copy of an article from The Oregonlan
emphasizing the continuing decrease In some river salmon runs. You
already know how concemed our group Is about this aspect of the danger of
effluent discharge Into Neskowin Creek.

Third, | am enclosing an article from The Oregonian indicating that the
water reservolrs In Oregon are currently only half full. This article increases
our concems regarding a worst case scenario whereby cfMuent discharge
could become impossible periodically, even when deemed necessary by the
kind of new systems proposed In the Altematives.

With the hope that you may find these comments useful for the final

els,

Oclober 30, 1990

PORTLAND. OREGON 97201

3935 S W MARTINS LANE

PHONE (503) 246-2432

219

220 220.

221

219,

221.

It is unclear how costs would be reduced.
Implementation of Alternative #10 would still require
the construction of all of the collectors and interceptors
anticipated in Phase 1. Also, as indicated by the County
Sanitarian, it would be difficult to identify failing systems
even if testing were completed. Please also refer to
Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

This article is generic and not specific to Neskowin
Creek. Please refer to Response to Comment 95, Letter
No. 22.

This article is generic and not specific to the Neskowin
Area. Please refer to Response to Comment 84, Letter
No. 19.
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RICHARD H. KOSTERLITZ. M.D.

Mr. Gerald Opatz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz

Since time is short before dosure of public comment on the Neskowin EIS, | ask
your indulgence on behalf of my continued carespondence on this subject, with the
hope that it will be mutually beneficial. The purpose of this letter is to briefly call your
attention 1o some public health aspects of ultraviolet sewage disinfection.

“The advantages of using UV are primarily related to the effiuent
constttuents“—page 2-11, EIS

“QGround water quallty in the Neskowin area Is generally good, but is
charactenzed by an elevated mineral content, particularly jron. A limited
number of wells In the Clatsop Plains contain jron concentrations In the

October 30, 1990
BE_EIS 910/9-90-121. Neskowin

water which exceed the Federal Drinking Water Standards......Reportedly,
elevated lron concentrations are common In Oregon’s coastal dune aqulfer.-
-page 3-8 EIS

The following is quoted from Maxcy-Rosenau PREVENTIVE MEDIQNE and
PUBLIC HEALTH Tenth Edition, CH: 34, page 1108 (copy enciosed)

* Direct exposure to ultraviolet light of wave-lengths below 2800 Angstrom units (A) kills
vegetative bacteriain & few seconds, end evea spores are eliminated by slightly longer exposure.
Light of suitable wavelength may readily be produced by mercury arc lamps with tubes of quartz
or special glasses with high transmissionin the ultraviolet. The principal wavelength of the light
emirted by the mercury arc is 2538 A. There have been a few anempcs to sterilize watee by passing
it uader or around banks of such lamps in shallow flumes. The depth of water must be 5 inches or
less because of rapid absorption of the nitraviolet rays by water. iled i ice

? b ! ‘8- S k5

Surely the EPA will not want to subject Neskowin to this kind of sewage
treatment without further careful consideration. A

JZZZ// % Ao

Richard H. Kdsterlitz M.D.

PORTLAND. OREGON 97201 PHONE (503) 246-2432

3935 S W MARTINS LANE

222

1223

224

222,

223,

224,

Please refer to Response to Comment 21, Letter No.11.
Ultraviolet disinfection is effective on sewage treatment
effluent. The review of the plans and specifications for
the system and the NPDES permit will require
compliance with discharge standards which will include
adequate disinfection.

The UV disinfection will be treating sewage treatment
effluent, not groundwater. The iron levels in the
effluent will be low because domestic water supplies are
required to have low concentrations of iron and other
metal constituents (per the requirements of the Safe
Drinking Water Act). Also, surface waters such as
Neskowin’s drinking water supply have naturally low
levels of iron.

Please refer to Response to Comment 223, Letter No.
55, and Response to Comment 84, Letter No. 19.
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226
1227

228

229

225.

226

Phase 1 is being proposed to respond to current
pollution problems. Future expansion i. e. Phase 2 may
be necessary to respond to future growth. Land Use
Plans and Zoning Ordinances will dictate the direction
of future growth; developer charges, while a possibility
are beyond the scope of this EIS.

The second paragraph on page 2-10 states "...discharges
into many septic systems occur only during a period of :

six to eight months every year." According to the County
Sanitarian:

This may have been true ten years ago, but it is not
correct today. Most of the beach houses I visit...while
trying to resolve failing disposal systems, are being
rented when not being used by the owners, their
families, and friends.... Renters are generally harder on
a disposal system than a homeowner. In most cases,
daily water use per person is higher. Sharing a rental
unit is not uncommon, with the resulting (temporary)
hydraulic overload to the system.... Also, renters tend to

flush or rinse more unsuitable items into the disposal
system. -



227.

228.

229.

... Winter usage of beach dwellings has risen steadily
over the past several years.

Groundwater contamination does not necessarily stop
when the source of pollution ceases. Migration of
bacteria and chemicals takes place over a period of time
-- days, months, or years. Although the source of
contamination may be intermittent, the materials
discharged will continue to contaminate the
groundwater.

The project is not pro-development. Rather it proposes
a long term solution to a known, documented pollution
problem. Growth and development will be controlled by
the Land Use Comprehensive Plan and Zoning
Ordinances of Tillamook County.

Chapter 340, Division 40 of the Oregon Administrative
Rules establishes mandatory minimum groundwater
quality protection requirements which apply to federal
and state agencies, cities, counties, industries, and
citizens. High groundwater quality is to be protected.

If a solution to the elimination of groundwater
contamination is available, the resource should be
protected regardless of the immediate use of the
resource.

Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No.1;
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10; and Response
to Comments 84, Letter No. 19.
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230. Please refer to Response to Comment 210, Letter No.
230 53; Response to Comment 217, Letter No. 53 and
Response to Comment 422,

231 231. Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.

232 232. Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1;
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10; Response to
Comment 33, Letter No. 14; Response to Comment 63,

Letter No. 19 and Response to Comment 71, Letter No.
19.
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From the desk of

Don McNell

1430 Aeris! Way SE
Selem, Oregon 97302
(503) 3sa-10238

October 31, 1990

Environmental Protection Agency
1200 6th Ave,

Mail Stop WG 136

Seattle, WA 98101

GCentlemens

For the past 12 years we've owned property at
Neskowin, Oregon . . ., Lot 3 and the North one=-
half of Lots 5and 6, Block 5, NESKOWIN, in
Tillamook County, Oregon.

Due to increasing contamination of the water

in Hawk Creek, brought on by overlcaded meptic
tanks and other factors, there is a growing health
hazard, particularly among youngsters who wade

the creek.

We were in favor of plans for the proposed
Neskowin sewer project, upon which we received
a NRSA update, 1988 outlining tentative time
tables.

Now we understand that the project has been
delayrd}

This is a desperate situation., 4We certainly
want to be counted among the property owners
who favor it, and urge all possible speed to
get the project moving.

77
B6n McNeil

233 233. Comment noted.

234  234. Comment noted.
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9990 Siab Creek Road ¢ Neskowin, Oregon 97149 ¢ (303) 392-3808

November 4, 1990
Mr. Gerald Opatz
1200 6th Ave.
Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz,

I'm a resident of Slab Creek Road 1n Neskowin Oregon. I'm
writing 1n response to a proposed plan for a sewage
treatment pond and effluent release into Slab Creek,

This stream is fragile, especially in relation to the
winter steelhead runs. Although I don't fish, I've taken
part with students in the S.T.E.P. program, ['ve taken my
children to the creek to see the gravel-like beds where the
salmon spawn. Because this "hatchery" is wild, it seems to
me it is of prime benefit to tourists and residents alike.

It offers wild salmon a safe place to spawn, and 1n doing
so gives us information useful to hatcheries. 235 235 Please refer to Responses to Comments 63 and 76,
I'm also opposed to the treatment plant because I feel it ) I,etter PJO. 19.

will contribute to the over-development of Neskowin. I
feel support for this project is directly related to people
who hold real estate that they would like to develop.

think "planned” development is beneficial for any town,
small or large: but this plan has the potential to destroy
one of the few remaining wild salmon runs on the coast.

Most of us have lived on our road at least 15 or 20 years,
some longer., We moved here because it was beautiful and
peaceful--a good place to raise families, And we have
built a communtity, one in which we support and care for
each other, our children and the land on which we live, 1
think we have been good stewards of the land and the creek,
and I know we are all committed to doing anything we can to
see that development is handled carefully and with a good
deal of thought and consideration to the consequences of
that development. I'm hoping that you will inform us of
the next step as this study progresses because we all care
deeply for the place we live.

Sincerely,

1

I asa N  weansh

Melissa Madenski
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Ocdober 30, +990

E.F.A.
Mai1l Stop WD-136
1200 éth Ave.

Seattle. WA 28101

To whom 1t may concern:

As a resident of Neskowin and the mother of two sons, I
am writing to express my concern over the pollution probiems
in this community. My sons love the beach and all of the
recreational activities that are available to us here. It
would be a great relief to know that when they want to play
in the waves or the creel that thev could do so without the

rist of contamination.

I urge you to consicer the families who love this
community and this beacn and want to continue to enjoy all
that 1t has to o-“fer. FPlease male a decision to get the

sewer proect started so we camn ci:ean up the mess.

Sincerms v,

e M aTiry

Lerri1 A. Maruin

236

236. Comment noted.
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\ neskomin beoch goff couse

Viiom V. Momn  POA hotemionsl ™

PO.Box836 ® Nedwwin OR97140 & (300) 022

E.P.A.

Mall Step WD 136
1200 6th Ave
Seattle, Wa 96101

Te Whom It May Cencexn:

As a "trus®” friend, resident, and business ewner ia Neskewin
I have te express ny cencern en the holdup ef the sever preject ia
Neskewin. Ve have a serious pelutien predlem, as has been decumented
by state studies, and 1f the sever dees not preceed in a tinmely manmner
the preblem will enly get larger. BEvery year Neskowin is becoming a
busier resert tewn, putting mere and mere pressure en the septic
systems. Mere sespage 1s reaching the waterways and beaches and if
this is net stepped it seen will beceme, if it isn't already, a majer
health hagard. These whe say they are “friends eof Neakewin” by ex-
pressiag unfeunded envirenmental cencerms te stall the preject are dedging
the main issus fexr their ewn selfish reasens. Their cenceras have
been addressed and feund te be unvarranted and new the state must get
this preject meving befors (1) semeens dess bocome serisusly 1ll due
te this health hazard asd (2) befers it becemss public knewledge the
state has knewa ef this preblea fer § years and has dene little te
got it cured.

In a vete a fov years age this ceamunity passed a levy te preceed
with a sewer by a margain ef 60 plus te 20. Hewever, due te the very
vecal minmerity, the state ant federal ageacies invelved seea teo think
the cemmunity is net behiasd this preject. This is far frea the truth
as the vast majerity feel it is time te cemplete phase I of the preject
and thea preceed with finding the best eptiens fer phase II.

Sincerely,
Wbl W. %
¥illiam ¥. Martia

Vel

237

237. Comment noted.
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MEYER, HABERNIGG & WYSE
ATTORNEYS AT Law
P00 S.W. FirTH AvENUE
SuITe 1900
PORTLAND, OREOCON 97204
TELEPHONE {803 228 -85448

FACBIMILE 1BOI) RT3 -BI3S

PAUL A MEYER, P, C. .J,JJ
counstL

VAR MEMBEABHIPS 1N 108
TO omrgaON:

1 HAWAN B AMEMCAN SAMOA
8 CALFORNIA

3 10aN0

4 CALFORNIA & NEW YOAR

October 24, 1990

Mr. Gerald Opatz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 South Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority Waste Water
Collection, Treatment and Disposal Facility

Dear Mr. Opatz:

I have had an opportunity to briefly review the above
draft. It appears that the plan proposes alternatives without
having investigated fully, and in some cases even at all, to obtain
the necessary information to determine the impact of these
proposals.

For example, it is proposed to discharge additional
affluent in Neskowin Creek when the actual flow rates have not been
satisfactorily measured and ray become temporarily or permanently
inadequate to support the expected discharge. Numerous other
deficiencies are contained in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement which lead me to conclude that there is inadequate
information to support proceeding with the EIS alternative. It is
ny understanding that a group of Neskowin citizens have proposed
a new alternative called Alternative 10 which would be to repair
and expand the existing sewage plant, utilize the new state of the
art soil technology for existing and replacement septic tanks,
together with requlation of the Neskowin Lodge, the horse stables,
the Wayside Path and the golf course sewage. It would seem to me
that at this time this is the only viable alternative. It is my
understanding that you will be receiving a more detailed analysis

238 238,

239 239,

Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1;

Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19; and Response
to Comment 95, Letter No. 22.

Please refer to Response to Comment 62, Letter No. 19.



Mr. Gerald Opatz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
October 24, 1990
Page B

of the deficiencies of the

Environmental Impact Statement
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240  240. Comment noted.
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To: EPA /- /- Fo
GeERALD OPATZ-
wp 136
1200 6+h Ave 1
SeatiLe, Wa. Ggi0t ;

Feom: ED.f CATH! OSBoRne ;
BPox 3¢4/10000 SLAB cRizek RD. 4
Neskowin, CRe. 97149

M&r.OPAT=Z
TS LETER. IS TO ENCOURAGT THE FAaVoRARLE

DISPesITION TO THE NeskowiN Projecr. My wiFe
AND T Both SopporT Twis. Be ADVisen, T pees-
ENTLY OPERATE THE EXISTING WWT.P- I
MES‘Y-ONIN)TH‘EREFOZE THIS 1S A BPhASED
pesiTion. _

THERE 1S LTTLE DOURT AS To THE NEED FoR.
IMPROVED SANITARY FAYLITIES TN Neskowin 241
My wiFes Home ¢leanING BusiNngss,MAke S US
VERY AWARE COF THIS . Home AFTER_HOME Q-
TRIBLTE TC TUE DETESIORATING- WATS R
GLALITY,;, AS wWstLe AS THE HIME (WNERS
DiSMAY AS TO THeE VIARLE OFTIENS OF EttviNG-
The R PRoBLEM.

We Feel THAT WAITING FoR A ABSCLUTELY
PerFecT ANSWeRr. 1S NOT FOKTH COKING ARD
A WeRKABLE CompROMISE 1S CFFere=Ed Kow.
[+ MusT BE ACCEPTED.

Carwr.§ L oun PRCPERTY AND LINE ON SLAB CRSER
EOAD AU ERNVIRON MENTA\_L_y SOUND TREATMENT
ARD STCRAGE FACILITY ON CUR. ROAD GliLL NOT
BE CFERENSIUG AND THE iMpPReveDd empley menT
PeTeENTIAL WILL BE WELLOMED

241. Comment noted.,




N closing I geiTepaTe, Please Finp IN Favor
OF THEe MAJORATY OF RESIDENTS, Home OwNers
AND VACATIONERS, SUPPeRT AciLean ENVIRSN -
MENT™ AND HELD Guibe PeveLopme vt
REALSTICALLY . Give LS cum NEW Sewer_
SYSTE N Now DELAyI_NG—THI?’ PRe)ECT Ratses
CeSTS AUD cuR PReBLUEM WLl NoT ec ACAY .

THAVK veou AND Goep Loce !

‘;—._? & D ATy, CSBRorn e
. C —_—
L/(L'c”/z;cf- sl na
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DAVID OUSELE
in PICXK 8

8105 Sleb Creek Road e~y
Neskowin, Oregon 97149 (503) 392-3875 i

October30,1990

er-s. Gerald Opatz Pro

. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenne

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz,

I am writing regarding the EIS Draft 910/9-90-121, Neskowin. [ believe it is
inadequate under NEPA for several reasons:

¢ Much of the supporting data is acknowledged to be unknown, specificall
mﬂ'm flows in Neskowin Creek. Adequate winter stream ﬂawil
aupvaeddwmuvu.yetmmmm

1 live on the banks of Neskowin Creek and know its year-round behavior
intimately. Winter stream flows are highly variable — it floods a few days a
year after heavy rains, bat
to sumomer flows — a few inches of water, Not only that, but flows vary
dramatically from year to year.

It is & gross errar to assume Neskowin Creek can handle sewage discharges
in the winter when summer flows are conceded to be inadequate.

¢ The report acknowledges that “the source of contamination ... has not been
identified ... Specific sites which might be contributing to fecal
contamination could not be 1dentiﬁed from the results of this study Given

This is absurd. The whole point of a sewage treatment system is to clean up
the water, At the very Jeast, the EIS should identify the actual sources of
contamination so they can be addressed effectively.

242

243

242. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.

243. Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19.



DAVID OUSELE
9 in PICK 8

8105 Stab Creek Road
Neskowin, Oregon 97149 (503) 392-3875

. Thc;mpwedalbumﬁvumaummhlmwandmupenﬂvethmﬁn
Neskowin commumity really needs. They include an “excess capacity®
mmfw%ﬁ&dﬂlﬁmﬂpeople—whdthﬁnnthemhuidmt
population of Neskowin!

This is an obvious attempt to open the door to property speculation in direct
violation of the Clean Water Act, which states “The purpose of the funds is ‘243a 243a Please refer to Response to Comment 77, Letter No. 19.
not to finance future growth ...". ’

mare appropriate and less expensive solution, Altemnative #10 proposed
nnends of Neakowin, has been fled and hould be evaluated. b I 244 244, Please refer to Response to Comment 62, Letter No. 19.

| urge you to reconsider the alternatives. The current EIS draft does not adequately
address the critical issues and needs mare work.

Sincerely,

Kk
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October30,1990

Mr. Gerald Opatz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz.
1 am writing regarding the EIS Draft 910/9-90-121. Neskowin.

I believe that the draft EIS is inadequate. Not enough data is available on flow levels
in Neskowin Creek — the creek has never been gauged (pp. 3 - 7 EIS).

As a year-round creekside resident | can attest that the stream level varies widely
from winter to winter. The risk of insufficient dilution of discharges is too great.

Neskowin Creek is host to rare pative salmon and steelhead nms. These runs hold
gluage gene pool:&hat must g}e ‘ﬁopmlxized 13' potentially toxic danlsc‘limgu.

ven if secandary effluent is “safely diluted” its effects on imprinting and homing
abilities of salmonds is unknown (pp. 3-22 EIS).

Ithereforemgeﬂxeﬁnﬂ:ermvestxgahnnofma!mmn- We can find 2 way
to soive our problems without inducing excessive growth and incurring
environmental damage to this special region.

Sincexel)é: Z

sALE ousl
8105 II.AI CIIIK 204D

uessoutn, 08 ITVS

245

246

245. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19

246. Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19,



66

Naov

GEORGE F. PATTEN, JR.

610 S. .i. Broadway Suite #302

e ST RECPT LD TN TS
PORTLAND, OREGON 07208
PluoxNe sc3/ as3-ohes

TRP-4148

RN K
040 8.W. TUALATINAVENLUE
PORTLAND, OREQON 07301
PHONE 303/ £x3-0070

November 1, 1990

U. S. Environmental Protection n~gency
Attention: Mr, Gerald Opatz

1200 Sixth Avenue D136

Seattle, +ashington 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz:

You probably recall my letier of .a year or so ago on the
subject of the proposed sewar at our small coastal community of Neskowin.
In that letter I informed you that I have beena property owner there for
a4 great many years, enjoying the rural quality that is offered by its
unique country village character.

For several years there has been an effort made to obtain the
means to construct a sewer system there, in my opinion more to achieve
the objective of further development than to really me2t the pollution
problem, if one in fact exists. I believe the very first objective of
your agency should be to require the upgrading of existing septic 247
systems to cure whatever pollution problem is known to exist., OCne of
my present properties which is located adjacent to Hawk Creek could
possibly be vulnerable to such an order, even though I installed a large
septic tank some years ago to replace an old dry well. There may very
well be still a number of those old fashioned systems still in use in
the area, and their replacement could go far toward solving whatever
problem is present. The horse corral across the creek from my house may
also be responsible for a good deal of the pollution alleged. I remind :2415;
you *hat in that particular section of Hawk Creek there is periodic
“flushing” by the ocean tides. This natural activity surely helps to
reduce the impact of »hatever pollution really is presen:.

247. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

248. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14
and Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19,

In previous letters I have pointed out that <he lieskowin
communi<y occupies a quite restricted geographical area, largely flat
and of extremely low elevation. This fact leads me to the unescapable
conclusion that the increased density of population following the install-
ation of a sewer would creats an impossible drainage problem in disposing 249

249. Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1;

of the effluent created. I further believe that this expected population
growth would likely soon outrun the capacity of the plant, and result in
the creation of a far more serious problem tham now exists. IF there is
truly a problem at present the real causes should be positively identified
and corrective measures enforced.

1 thought your report was fair and ouite complete. I am
unalterably opposed to the adoption of Fhase 2 as presented in your
outline of the alternatives.

Resye, full}‘ %s;z
Gorde T Fatied, . 3—7-

Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10; Response to

Comment 63, Letter No. 19; and Comment Letters 1. 14
15, and 16. Y

250 250. Comment noted.



67

- . . e e | s
déae MR o= .. . . ..

TIPS . LEOVIONG- IAE AR e
OIHEL_AGrtr HECE_ i) AESEIN, T Tl 1 - ws

NALUIGLE, AN S19E WERL SHENY. L Ir) Moy 4548,
BUT i 4O WRSH 7D S8 Swrs AeFEN ST,
MY APIE RS KPP LF7IEA MY I sviE
A VEL 18] NESKOIZ A MEIRLY A2 M7 . YEarkS,
WIHH TIME CUTE] Coumsl At EIRANN A a5y
SERFCE, T #WVE WPt E KNULELCE OF MEIHADAE
HrSTRRY, 27X REDALE AN /1S RECHRIAR 768 ITH
AAS/LA AAD ADLL 3784 -
AL HE E7S AROTEES QWS 70 A CLEFE
27T AVEALS THA RIS E doanJe. IHE ST AL
FINTB- OUT WIHAT WE HEEE HE KON Ate AL,
I TIrE BICGEST ADBLEM FALING- 77478 ACoTEes™
AS AROFOSED &S LSAS4L .
I RESACL; 7Ll )7 SUBH e 7 7O YU, Tt A
GRS 1S SUCH A ACOBLEN Fd. CLRLENT ATZIUXYT
ErFLIENY; WHds IrEr] 1S 70 BE Lanie Welrr
A7 o< ATHOVRIYT COTI N S~ [FrT VIS GROWIH
T . PeTESr wituid Subey SMHE (. ARSETE)

o IT 1S NMIESHER LA AT VN -AEC At
O AIE THR WA SHE. UNIQUE. Corgsimiron) g GEOsEAry
AL GEoresy, Al GivEN THE <AW'S & GRAVLHY A8
Beonir1ie s, THAY TS CONMUITMER SENABE FREAMEN
PROBLEMS CANTY OE SOLVED 8y 08Ity fE/HLS



._02_

e vEay a&&gl Y \Samlor A
—_ W_Wﬂi ~LRBLEA SOLVA G~ NOT ARILOVEEL.
JNIECLSIoM At SQUASBESLIS- g PLECLaLS EConIrul
RESOURLES ., TIMLL. MDA writF Y28 Aco rre
VOTELS AasSEd A Bomd /wusg’?oo,aao. HE BN
HAS MO BEEN So2d  BUFITeE SV ARUE RIHSCL I
HHS BOBCOWEL MEAVILY K FHl /S IMTELS AFE SN
VI SHE B 4mnts2hiood 58 CoeenrEenr | ral
HVE Az dRAW Jou 0790805 & 4°309000
OCO GRAUY, AMD A7 ACESEUT, OCd wiree AJDT GrvE
Wg«rfﬁmy/mze YaLy WAWAWM/(
_fER A ARTImE MR YO JANVE , THEY HAVZE ATl ¢t
LALEE BESFS 70 FHE ENGINELNT- 784 R B-JASTen]
WHICH 1S NTW MCIPLY SCur?isd , A ntby kv
PD LaLLE FEES o ﬁfﬁfcwmw ser
T LLAIONK . SHEY RENT CFFICE SHHFCE LH7~EL
THAN USIG- A MEMBLAY BASENENP; AN COINTNVIE
YO AAY CONSULITIAT FEES , LEGHT- FEES | INTERELT™
ON. Sl BE87 £,
TN M MEH) 77ME YU MiGH )~ BE 14VZCESIES
_?O,e/um«/ ITAAf— TR CUVINY ALl VEA A AoPER,y
ONHEL, OGR! A EIENIENTE (0 o o0k o) (2
IOUSES [ROY I7¥E CLEER ) TD CordALstrzet TEAR
doeun A HoUsE AND Bred A NEW onE of
LN S/ E ¢ CorFrcurriios FREY 1€ 6RUMY

UR, INUTINT. A NEW SEAVre THNX AU 0RA Fréd,

251 251. This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.

252 252. This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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256. Please refer to Response to Comment 181, Letter No
48.

257. The EIS discusses the ocean outfall as an alternative for
Phase 2; costs have been estimated for that Phase.
Please refer to Response to Comment 413,
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259 259. Please refer to Appendix B of the DEIS. No

endangered or threatened species are known to exist in
the project area and thus none will be impacted.
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TO: RlLH SANTNER

v 1 Douglas 6. aueiin
j 4756 8.W. Low ct.
[E [[D LoV Portland, OR 97221
1990 292-8164
- NOV 5 N°V“%ﬁ&&mmnn Quahty

Du. o s s RE@EWE

NOV 5 1990

¥s. Judy Johdghl

Northwest Regional DEQ

811 8.W. Sixth, 10th Floor NORTHWEST REGION
Portland, OR 97204

Re: Neskowin, Oregon ~- Sowags Treatment System

Dear Ms. Johdohl:

I have owned propsrty at Neskowin, Oregon for a number of years.
Like thousands of others, my family and I have immensely enjoyed
the beauty and richness of this area slong our Oregon coast. I
have, however, always found it disturbing that there has never
been an effective and properly functioning sewage collection and
treatment systen 1nt§1aco to serve the local residents and
growing numbers of the visiting public.

Every fevw Years there has been an outbreak of illness at Neskowin
directly attributable to the lack of proper sewage facilities.

My family and I, along with hundreds of others, have been victims
of this lack of attention to the most elementary concern for
public health. It is nothing short of shocking that this health
hazard has never been reamadiaed.

I am writing at this time to strongly urge the approval of a
sewage collection and treatment system at Neskowin, Oregon. Only
through such action can the threat to public health be
permanently corrected. The parochial and self-serving interests
objecting to an effective -.wazo treatment system in Neskowin
should not bae allowed to prevail over the general health and
wealfare of those families that cherish Neskowin, Oregon.

Vary truly yours,

bt

DSQ:sa

261

262

261. Comment noted.

262. Comment noted.
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Nr. Gerald Opatz

EIS Project office
Environmental Eveluation Board
E.P.A.

1200 Sth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Opatz:

1 am .writing in regard to the proposed location of
a sevage treatment plant on Slsb Creek Road in
Neskovin, Oregon. I am Director of Neskovin Valley
School, vhere the property borders five acres along
Slab Creek Road and the Neskovin Creek. The sevage
plant wvould use Neskovin Creek for possible ewergency
out fall. The presence of the creek is one of the main
reasons for loceting the school vhere it is so ve can
take advantage of it for environmental studies. Sonme
programs ve teach on a regular baeis are fresh vater
bioclogy, aquatic inaect studies end our STEP prograwm in
vhich ve raise 20,000 salmon each year, Neskovin Creek
is =m0 special that ve sre not slloved to relesse them
into the creek becsuse it is considered » native
stream. The school has been conducting these science
programs for ite 87 students for 18 years. We are
hoping to nov offer some O0f the programs in the summer.

The possible out fall of chlorinated wvater wvould
destroy the natural plant and animsl life of thie
creek. Fly fisherman are alsoc users of this croek and
the book THE RIVER WHY, by David Duncan, obtained its
inspiration fron this beautiful ocreek.

I hope you will visit this site to see for
yourself why it is unsuitable and hov it vould affect a
natural science learning lab that has given young
children a firsthand experience sbout the special and
fragile creek environment necessary to sustain both
plant and animal life.

Sincerely,

Sally Rissel
Director

263

263. Please refer to Responses to Comments 75 and 76,
Letter No. 19.
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MoV,
est, 2, 1990

Environmental Protection Agency -
Seattle, Wash. 98101

Dear People:

I am writing this letter to register my objection to the
EPA’s DEIS and plans for building a sewage treatment facility
on Neskowin Creek (Slab Creek). Having only heard of the plan
Sunday, October 28, I have not had the opportunity to read the
entire plan and cannot be specific and comprehensive in my
objections, but can list some concerns that immediately come
to mind.

Vle want to solve the sewage problems in Neskowin, but
without risking Neskowin Creek. Neskowin Creek has some of the
few remaining native fish runs in the Northwest, and the water
needs to be protected from the possibility of contamination.
Also, apparently, tests of the Neskowin ground water do not
distinguish between human and animal fecal pollution, nor do
they pinpoint the origin of the pollution, and the building
of a treatment plant does not ensure that Neskowin's problem
of contamination will be solved.

Also, the preparation for growth reflected in the report
does not reflect the desires of the majority of people living
in and around Neskowin. We do not want to plan for growth and
thereby create it.

Wle are therefore also exploring litigious means to prohibit
the project if the EPA insists on continuing with its current
inadequate plan and information.

At the meeting Sunday, a representative from the state
water department made a statement about the availability of
grants from the federal government. It came off sounding like
a hard sell from a "tin man."” I hope that the decision about
the future of Neskowin Creek will not be made on the basis of
an uneducated vote in order to get a quick buck.

I am a 12-year resident land owner on Slab Creek Road
and my husband, who has also signed this letter, has been living
with me there for five years.

If possible we would like copies of the EIS and EPA plans
sent to us.

264

265

Ygurs truly, ,

(Roee s MUleencll ( »
. . v

Carolyn Saunders

Ken McCormack

10130 Slab Creek Road

Neskowin, OR 97149

264. Please refer to Responses to Comments 68 and 76,
Letter No. 19.

265. Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19.



10130 Slab Creek R4.
Neskowin,

OR. 97149

Nov. 1, 1990

To: E.P.A.
Mall Stop WD 136
1200 6th Ave., NOV
Seattle, WA 98101,

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning the
proposed expansion of a sewage system and construction
of a treatment plant at Neskowin, Oregon.

Dear Sir or madam,

I wish to place on record my strong objections to the sewage
treatment facilities proposed in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Neskowin, viz. the Statement's Option
9.

In my opinion an improvement in the alleged level of
groundwater and other contamination in the Neskowin core
area can be accomplished by means that are far less drastic
and less costly than the proposed method. This would mainly
involve redoing failing septic systems by such means as
retrofitting them with aerobic tanks, a method which would
place no additional stress on the local environment.

Even if 1 were convinced that such methods were unsuitable
for Neskowin (and there are no data available one way or the
other) and that Phase I of the proposed project was the only
viable alternative, I would still have to express my
opposition to Phase II for these reasons: The population it
expects to service bears no relation to what residents in
our area want as a future place in which to live. We live
here not because we assume population growth and commercial
development but because we assume and want to sustain a
guality of life without city-type problems. Thus Phase 11 is
neither wanted nor needed. Secondly, the EIS contains hardly
any information on the ecology of Neskowin Creek and no hard
data on the possible effects of treated effluent on the fish
and other aquatic 1life inhabiting the creek. Since this
creek is now protected by catch-and -release fishing
regulations and used as an indicator creek by the Oregon
Dept. of Fish and Wildlife one would have expected an
exhaustive assessment of environmental and ecological
concerns associated with it. Indeed, given the acknowledged
uniqueness of the ecosystem in question, I don't believe it
should ever have been considered as a place in which to
discharge treated effluent. Finally, Slab Creek Road is not
an appropriate place in which to locate a treatment facility
and holding tanks. Zoned "farm and woodland” it is an area
of great scenic beauty adjacent to the Siuslaw National
Forest and close to the Cascade Head Nature Preserve. The
proposed Phase II facilities, however camouflaged, would be
a black spot on the area and are unwanted by those of us who

266

267

268

269

270

260.
261.
262.

263.

264.

265.
266.
267.

268.

269.

270.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Please refer to Responses to Comments 75 and 76,
Letter No. 19.

Please refer to Responses to Comments 68 and 76,
Letter No. 19.

Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19.
Comment noted.
Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

Please refer to Response to Comment 115, Letter No.
25.

Please refer to Response to Comment 76, Letter No. 19.

A lengthy screening process to locate suitable sites for
treatment plants, subsurface disposal and storage lagoons
was undertaken by both the engineer and the
environmental consultants, Most of the sites were
eliminated because of inadequate size, poor soils, steep
slopes or sensitive habitats. There quite simply is not an
adequate site location nearer Neskowin which meets the
size and engineering criteria for storage lagoons other
than the Simpson Timber site. Please refer to Response
to Comment 148, Letter No. 39.



choose to make our homes here.

I trust you will give full consideration to my concerns.

Yours sincerely,
. - =< C (¢ 2
‘40\;( oW { -\ .—*0—“—"“:(‘( s

Katherine F. Saunders
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E3
AWK CREEK ~I-lILI.S

NESKOWIN, OREGON
Ncvember 1, 1990

: Mr. Gerald Opatz
Mail Stop WD-136
EPA Region 10
1200 Sixth Ave
Seattle, WA 98101

ar Sir;

Following are some concerns that I have regarding the DEIS for the

pl

anned sewver project by the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority:

1. During the development of the 1987 project (no mention in the DEIS)
There was alot of discussion in a public hearing about the reason

for determination of the portion of the project that was to receive
EPA grant funds.

The statements then and since emphatically stated that only the area
causing the pollution vas eligible. Is this true?

If in fact this statement is true, why has the system that serves 6
major commercial customers and a small group of residences (all of
vhom are sitting on filled ground to try and set them above floods
that have occurred a number of times in the last 70 years) being
funded? There is no evidence that this system is contributing to the
pollution of Hawk Creek or Neskowin.Creek.

2. There are 1200 tax lots in the NRS8A. The Phase 1 portion is 425

units plus 100 extra that are supposedly addressing the needs of the
community for the next 20 years. According to the statements in the DEIS,
the extra capacity is spread over the entire district to control the
community growth. What was left out of the DEIS was the ordinance that
controls the hookups. The ultimate result will be that only Proposal
Rock subdivision, Neskowin Heights, and vacant lots in the core area
will ever be served. Is it the policy of EPA to control growth?

3. There is a lot of discussion about asewer project creating a bocm
in growth to let some of the zones already approved after a great deal
of public input to double the living units and increase population.

It appears, from all the space given, that the public agencies are
concerned. Is this correct?

No mention was made that Neskowin is in the center of a public owned

beach and a major public parking area with major public toilet facilities

that are serving at least 10,000 non-local tax paying visitors each year
and increasing in numbers eacn year. It seems that denying tax paying
property owners the right to use their property is completely unfair.

4. It was my understanding that EPA requires the District to come up
with a 20 year plan. Is this correct?

The 20 year plan mentioned is completlely unreal and impossible. Why
did not the DEIS mention that the bonding capability is just over
$5,000,000/ The phn mentioned is impossible to attain and this is what
the " public interest minority" is looking for.

over

271

272

273

274

275

271.

272.

The area served by the existing collection and treatmen
system will be included in Phase 1 of the project. Th
existing treatment facility is periodically in violation o
its permit and is in need of upgrading. Consolidatin;
the existing system with the new system which will serve
the core area is appropriate. No improvements to the
existing collection system will be required. Please refe
to Response to Comment 77, Letter No. 19.

EPA did not determine the allocation of the 100
"equivalent dwelling units"; this determination was made
by the NRSA (see Appendix E of the DEIS). The 100
EDUs are not expected to be utilized in the short term.
Phase 2 of the project is to serve the 20 year planning
period. Please refer to Response to Comment 115,
Letter No. 25 and Response to Comment 63, Letter No.
19.

273. During the EIS scoping process, community grow

impacts were cited as a major public concern, therefor
the EIS discusses this subject in some detail. Plea
refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19.

274. Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 1

and Response to Comment 67, Letter No. 19.



275. EPA requires planning for a 20-year period. Phase 1
will respond to documented existing need, primarily in
the core area. The discussion of Phase 2 presents
alternatives which are feasible from an engineering and
environmental point of view; it does not presuppose that
it will be constructed. The timing of the need for Phase
2 will be dictated by land use and zoning constraints; if
growth does not occur as predicted, the time for
implementation of Phase 2 will be prolonged. Please
refer to Response to Comment 413.



5. There appears to be some doubt that the firm hired to do the
study spent much time at Neskowin. There are many statements that
are repeats of errors made in previous studies. Where is Pacific
Sands Golf Course? Where is Hawk Crest? (Repeated at the public
hearing by HGE engineer) How much time has HGE spent in Neckcwin
for the $250,000 they have been paid to date? Why was the statement
made that the tree farm on the Simpson property was an abandcned
Christmas tree planting? This is a going Douglas Fir tree planting
that HGE propses to rip up to store the dangerous sewage effluent
for 6 months and then dump it into Neskowin Creek in the virter.
It seems inconceivable to me that pumping sewage for 3.5 miles to
a new plant is cost effective when the District already has a site
nearer to the source.

6. There two other options that have received little or no attention

a. The wetlands north of Neskowin Beach Golf course. This was the
number 1 site proposed in the 1981 study. Millions of callons
per day are treated in wetlands by Disney World in Floricaz every
day. Why wasn't this given more study?

b. The Nestucca River was not mentioned as a dispcsal site. Why not?
If the plan proposed is used, North Neskowin sevage will travel
6 miles for disposal. The Nestucca River is 4 miles away and
system could include Winema church sewage and Horizon Hills that
are both having problems.

7. One could go on and on about this project and it appears that more
thought should be given to putting together a sound affordable project
for the community.

A great help vould be rendered to the general public if the agencies
would expain in simple, understandable words that it is possible

to produce high quality sewage effluent that is utilized for good use
all over the world. Why was there no mention of Ozone final treatment?

Sincerely yours,

A X otoa
H.R.

PO BOX 817
Neskowin,

.

Schlicting (,

OR 97149

276

277

278

279

280

276 The Pacific Sand Golf Course (pg D-7) was a reference
to sampling sites of DEQ when they took a number of
water quality samples along Meadow and Hawk Creeks.
Hawk Crest (pg 2-2) should read Hawk Creek Hills.

Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1,
Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10; Response to
Comment 85, Letter No. 19; Response to Comment 148,
Letter No. 22 and Response to Comment 299, Letter
No. 78.

2717.

278. The wetland disposal option was considered in the FEIS.
It was noted that the "use of existing wetlands is limited
to polishing secondary effluent because water quality
standards must be met near the point of discharge to the
wetland (EPA 1987)." Treatment of wastewater may be
accomplished in wetlands constructed for that purpose;
treatment of wastewater in existing wetlands is possible
only when no other practicable alternative exists. This
option was dismissed from further consideration in the
facilities plans.



279. The option of discharge to Nestucca River was evalu?ted
bricfly by the engineering consultant; it was determined
to be not feasible.

280. Ozone final treatment is an effective disinfection agent.
It is, however, expensive to install and operate and
requires considerable maintenance.



75

From: Theodore Schlicting October 23, 1990
PO Box 765
Neskowin, OR 97149

To. Gerald Opatz (Mafl Stop wWD-136)
Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority (NRSA)

The following is submitted to the EPA as public response to the Draft
Environmental tmpact Statement for wastewater facilities proposed by
the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority.

Although I have Tollowed the activities of the NRSA during the last
several years and have participated In the facilities planning process, !
find the DEIS very difficult to understand. Some of the questions raised
by the DEIS are listed below. Hopefully, the EPA will address these
questions.at. the upcoming public meetings on October 27 and 28.

1. what where the specific factors leading to the determination by
the EPA that the NRSA's proposed project had the potential to cause
significant environmental impacts?

This 1s an important question because it addresses the NRSA's ability
to plan-an environmentally safe project. The critical point here invoives
the fact that the EPA's determination concerning potenttal impacts and ils
subsequent decision to prepare an EIS (December, 1988) came well after
the NRSA had already bequn to implement the 1988 revised Facilittes Pian
Update by making significant expenditures to acquire the existing sewer
system. According to the public record, the NRSA's action to go ahead and
begn implementation of the project was based on the facts that "We now
have an approvable EPA Factilities Plan,” and "We are virtually assured of
EPA construction money this fall” (pg 2, Progress Report, NRSA, January
z21, 1988).

281 281. EPA made its decision to prepare an EIS based on
review of the draft environmental assessment in 1988.
EPA’s major concerns were water- quality impacts
associated with potential summertime discharge to
Neskowin Creek and the public controversy associate_d
with the project. The project appeared to meet certain
of the criteria in 40 CFR 6.108 and 40 CFR 6.509. EPA
does not approve the facilities plan; that is the
responsibility of ODEQ. Facility plan approval cannot
occur prior to completion of the NEPA process. EPA
cannot comment on the basis of actions or statements
made by NRSA.



Not only did the EPA not approve the revised Facilities Plan Update, it
determined that implementation of the plan had the potential to cause
significant environmental impact. The EPA must make some effort to
explain the discrepancy. What specifically was the concern with the plan?
why did the NRSA appear to be unaware of this concern when it committed
tax-payer money to acquire facilities which (the public was told) would
be an integral part of the new system?

2. What was the preferred system development alternative formulated
by the EPA during its preparation of the EIS?

At the scoping meeting held on January 27, 1989, it was explained that
tn addition to evaluating the NRSA's proposed facilities plan, the EPA
would investigate other possible alternatives and would make a
recommendation to the NRSA based upon Its findings. It Is my
understanding that earlier this year the EPA did present its
recommendation to the NRSA board of commisstoners at a meeting which,
was closed to the public. Why the secrecy? Why doéesn't the DEIS discuss
the recommendation?

282 282,

3. what is the public policy significance of the various.revisions to l283 283

. the Facllities Plan Update which have been made in recent years?

The DEIS repeatedly refers to a 1988 verstion of the Facilities Plan
Update but does not explain how this plan--one of many that have been
proposed--relates to the overall planning process or to the statutory
requirements concerning the development of construction plans for
sanitary authorities. A Wastewater Facilities Plan prepared by Centur_y
West Engineers in 1981 was updated by HGE,-Inc. and published by the
NRSA in 1987, not 1988. It was this 1987 plan which was presented to '
the public at a hearing on April 25, 1987 and which was subsequently
adopted by the NRSA via the formal process of passing an ordinance (No.
87-2). This ordinance specifies a.) the methods of wastewater
collection, treatment, and effluent disposal to be used, b.) the area to be
served by the project, c.) the funding sources for the project, and d.)
confirmation of DEQ approval of the plans and specifications for the
project.

EPA did not specify a preferred alternative in the draft
EIS. An EPA preferred alternative has been identified
in the final EIS, based on further review of issues and
public comment received on the draft EIS. Many
different alternatives were evaluated in the draft EIS.
EPA staff met several times with the NRSA Board
during development of the draft EIS. The NRSA would
need to address whether these meetings were open or
closed to the public.

The facility planning process, in the case of Neskowin,
includes various documents prepared by the NRSA’s
engineering consultant, supplemented by the EIS. The
facility planning process ultimately requires ODEQ
approval prior to award of a construction grant. This
approval cannot occur prior to completion of the NEPA
process, therefore the comment that ODEQ approved
the 1987 facility plan is in error. EPA, through the
NEPA process, does not oversee the procedures used by
the NRSA to raise its share of the funding. We cannot,
therefore, comment on the relationship of the 1987
facility plan to the general obligation bond election. The
language in the final EIS regarding land use
compatibility has been changed.



Formal adoption and DEQ approval of the 1987 Facilities Plan Update in
turn became the procedural basts for a general obligation bond election
held on June 30, 1987. Those of us who participated in these public policy
procedures were led to belteve that they had some significance and
meaning. 1t is rather disconcerting to find that the EPA does not consider
them important enough to mention in the DEIS's review of project planning
history. In addition, the discussion of “Legal, Policy and Regulatory
Constraints™ which begins on page -4 of the DEIS mentions neither
Ordinance 87-2 nor the Oregon statutes specifying planning criteria and
the requirements for raising funds through the sale of general obligation
and revenue bonds.

The failure of the DEIS to make a distinction between the 1987
Facilities Plan Update and subsequent plans leads to outright errors In its
analysis of development alternatives. For example, tn discussing land use
implications of various effluent disposal alteratives on page 4-22, the
DEIS states that In August 1987 Tillamook County certified the 1988 plan
as conforming to the county's comprehensive plan. This {s not only wrong
(as should be obvious by the incompatible dates), it also misrepresents (in
a direct quote) the Tillamook County Board of Commissioners. The error is
compounded by stating that the Land Use Compatibilfty Statement applies
. to Alternate 3. This effluent disposal alternative was not recommended
in the 1987 Facilities Plan Update and was not addressed by the county in
its land use review.

4. why does the DEIS fall to explain that the existing sewer system 284. The fi
was purchased by the NRSA In 1988, pursuant to the Facilities Plan 284 e final EIS has been corrected to show that the

was ur NRSA has acquired the existing sewer system. The costs

of acquiring the existing system are included in Table 2-7
to show that these costs are not grant eligible. EPA,
through the NEPA process, does not oversee how the

On page 5-1 and again on page 1-3, the existing sewer system at !

Neskowin is described as “privately owned.” In table 2-7, acquisition of
extsting facillties is listed along with other components of a proposed

project. Inorder for the public to cogently participate in the planning NRSA manages its local finan

process, It 1s important to make clear the fact that the NRSA is already therefore, on how h of ces. We cannot cpmment,
engaged in operating a public sewer system, which means that it Is ) ! n_luc of the $800,000 bond issue has
engaged In extending public benefts to certaln private properties. The a ready been committed,

DEIS does nothing to clarify the planning implications of this situation.



For example, how much of the $800,000 bond 1ssue money listed in
table 2-6 is actually avallable for new facilities construction, and how
much will be required to pay back bank 1oans which the NRSA has already
spent in planning, acquiring and operating treatment and disposal
facilities which are not a part of an approved facilities plan?

S. In what sense ts the NRSA's current proposal an “addendum” to the
Facilities Plan Update?

As explained in the DEIS, the NRSA's latest factlities plan involves new
treatment and disposal methods located at a new site several miles
outside of the NRSA boundaries, abandonment of facilities which the NRSA
had previously planned to use (and which have already been purchased),
abandonment of the concept of expanding the facilities to serve future
needs, and new funding arrangements (including a $ 1,000,000 revenue bond
which has yet to be referred to NRSA voters and approved). This is an
“addendum?” The NRSA may be hoping to ctrcumvent the public policy
procedures associated with abaridoning an old plan and adopting a new one,
but there 1s no reason why the EPA should make itself a party to these
efforts by promoting the use of inaccurate and misleading terminology.

.. 6. What is the significance of dividing public sewer development at

Neskowin_into two “phases?” ~ o : IR
In the absence of some sort of explanatory context, the division of the

Neskowin community Into two geographical areas as described on page 2-2
of the DEIS seems rather arbitrary. What Is the rationale for deciding
what properties wtll be served by the proposed project and which will be
excluded? The NRSA has adopted an ordinance (No. 88-2) under which @
commercial development consisting of more than six "equivalent dwelling
units” (such as a hotel, bed-and-breakfast, etc) will not be allowed to
access avallable system capacity If the development is not a “phase |
customer.” The EPA needs to explain how the public's environmental
interests are served by providing grant money to implement a plan which
excludes new development from the avallable capacity of a public system,
forcing the proliferation of many small private systems.

285 285. The facilities planning process includes planning done by

the NRSA’s engineering consultant and by EPA through
the NEPA process. Through the EIS process, there has
been considerable opportunity for public input into
determining the remedies for Neskowin’s sewage
problems. EPA cannot comment on the local funding
arrangements; these must be handled in accordance with
state law.

286 286. The NRSA has been determined to have an immediate

need for sewerage service, referred to as Phase L
Longer term need, depending on the timing of
development and population growth, is referred to as
Phase II. Phase I boundaries have been identified by
th.e NRSA through the facility planning process. EPA
will only be participating in eligible portions of the
Phase I project. EPA will not participate in funding the
excess capacity addressed by Ordinance 88-2, therefore
we cannot comment on how that excess capacity will be
gllocated. The allocation of excess capacity is a local
Issue. The draft EIS did not advocate a system
incapable of serving wastewater disposal needs. It stated
that reducing the scope of the sewerage project could
reduce socioeconomic impacts. Please also refer to
Response to Comment 272, Letter No. 74.



The DEIS's explanation of how available capacity s to be “equitably™
allocated among several different areas is unintelligible. If a given
property Is dénied access to avallable capacity, does the fact that a
certatn number of other properties {n the "area” have been granted hookups
somehow justify the denfal of access? The NRSA either has the intention
to provide service to all properties that are beartng the cost of the
project, or else it does not have this intentfon. The question of "equitable
allocation” only arises in the latter case. If the NRSA Is preparing to
tmplement (with EPA grant assistance) a plan which does not include
specific provisions detailing how the treated effluent from “phase 11"
customers IS to be disposed and how the disposal facilities are to be
funded (as required by Oregon planning statutes), then unfairness is a built
In feature of the plan.

If the EIS is going to talk about "phases” it needs to supply some
background explanation to avoid confusion. The 1987 Facilities Plan
Update (adopted by Ordinance 87-2) describes a three-phased project. .
Since then, the use of the term "phases" has come to mean different.things
in different contexts. For example, in Ordinance 88-2 “phase-1 customer®
1s defined In such a way which excludes some properties in the "core
area.” And even though the ordinance glves service priority to "phase |
customers,” the NRSA has already been selling capacity to non-phase |

" ustomers even though ‘it has yet to complete an-aprroved facllities plan
and hence does not know what capacity new facilities will provide or even
If such facilities will in fact be constructed.

If nothing else, the EIS needs to present a basic analysis of the
community's sewer needs without making unexplained assumptions about
"phases.” Where are the areas and situations where new development is
lkely to occur because a utility infrastructure is already in place, the »
property 1s zoned for development, and specific plans exist for that
development? What are the environmental implications of excluding such
areas from a community sewer system? What is the potential for new
commercial development? How might capital participation of such
projects in a public sewer system benefit the long-range environmental
integrity of the community? The DEIS rather crudely lumps all new
development, regardless of where or how [t occurs, into one category and



discusses it soley in terms of an “environmental impact.” The DEIS
actually suggests that the "impact” of new growth can be "mitigated- if
the NRSA were to deliberately restrict the capacity of the facilities it
constructs (page 5-3)| To advocate a system which s intentionally
destgned to be Incapable of serving the wastewater disposal needs of a
community seems rather irresponsible and deserves a little better
explanation than the one provided in the DEIS.

7. Did preparation of the DEIS involve on-site research?

where is the “Pacific Sands Golf Course” (pg. D-7)? What 'does "Hawk
Crest” refer to (pg 2-2)7 Why is the Hawk Creek treatment plan site
indentified as “RR" zoned property (pg. 3-39)? Where Is the “emergent
wetlands” on this property (pg. 3-24)7 Why is land use in the Hawk Creek
valley described by saying "Farming and ranching is not as prevalent" (as
compared to the Neskowin Creek valieyl (pg. 3-7)?

The DEIS appears to be primarily a second-hand recapitulation-of.
previously developed material compiled with little regard for accurate,
relevant analysis.

8. What responsibility does the Neskowin cpmmur;tty bear for solving
.the environmental pollution problems caused by substandard septic
systems? .

The DEIS briefly mentions and then dismisses the 1981 Facilities Plan
by saying that federal grant money was not avatlable at that time. Is such
grant participation a prerequisite for construction of sewer factlities at
Neskowin? What is the current status of the so-called "emergency health
hazard™ which was invoked by the NRSA in its efforts to pass the 1987 ,
bonding authority? What responsibility doés the Neskowin community
bear with regard to the health hazards of polluted public resources?

Thank you for consideration of these Issues.

Theodore Schlicting

I 287

288

287.

288.

The preparation of the EIS included on-site research.
The Pacific Sand Golf Course (pg D-7) was a reference
to sampling sites of DEQ when they took a number of
water quality samples along Meadow and Hawk Creeks.
Hawk Crest (pg 2-2) should read Hawk Creek Hills.
The RR zoning designation of the property for the Hawk
Creek treatment plant site (pg 3-39) was taken from the
Tillamook County zoning map. The "emergent wetlands”
identified on the Hawk Creek site are located between
an historic fill and Highway 101. The statement on page
3-7 regarding farming and ranching in Hawk Creek
valley has been edited to read "Farming and ranching is
somewhat restricted in the Hawk Creek Valley."

The NRSA, and individual property owners within the
NRSA, are responsible for complying with various
federal, state, and local pollution control laws. The lack
of availability of grant funding does not relieve the
NRSA or individual property owners from complying
with applicable laws. We assume the reference to
"emergency" relates to language in Ordinance 2-87. We
cannot comment on the meaning or status of that term
since it seems to be specific to wording in the NRSA
ordinance.
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October 31, 1990

Mr, Gerald Opatz

Envircnmental Protection Agency Regicnal Office
1200 Sixth Avenue, Mail Stop WD-136

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. COpatz:

Please send ma a cepy cf the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
concerning the Neakowin Regional Sanitary Authority Wastewater
Collection, Treatment and Disposal Facilitias,

Pleese also send a cory of the transcript of the hearings held at
Neskowin, Oregon, on October 27 and 28, 1990,

. Since 1 have not yet had an opportunity to review the DEIS, I canmnot
comment on the various prcocsed alternatives, I was present at the
hearing on Cctober 27 and am writing now becsuse of the respcnse date
of November 5,

However, I will state my opposition to the dumping of effluent into 289
Neskowin Creek, I will also resist efforts to shift the burden of 289. Comment noted.

disposal to the Slab Creek area.
Thank you for coming to Neskowin.

Sincerely yours,

2
4’{&‘7_(1 5 ’:7(/{41.“." ’
< 7
(Mrs.) Shirfey Schwartz

Civil Servant (U. S. Department cf Veterans Affairs) for 2 years
Fifth Generation Oregonian
Property owner ¢n Slab Creek Road since 1982

Post Office Box 778
Neskowin, Oregon 971.9
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October 5.1990

Mr. Gerald Opatz

€S Project Officer

Environmental Evalustion Branch (W/D 136)
Ensironmentsl Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Cesutle. Washington 38107

Mr. Opatz

| have reviewed the draft EiS.

A sewer system n Neskowin is nonsense. it will benefit only a few for 29 0

finarcis! gain and have s negative impact on so many. Costs and the 290.

damage o the environment ooth culturally and physically are not
acceptable.

Comment noted.

identify and correct the few that are contaminating and then abandon the
idea of a sewer system for the good of Neskowin's future.

Sircerely.

Becky Wiese Sesley j
4038 N. Ceiomial Av.
D

Pecrodand. Oregon 9728
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Comments from Alex Sifford
EPA DEIS 910/9-90-021
Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
Wastewater Collection, Treatment & Dispoésal Facilities
October 31, 1990

SUMMARY

The DEIS describes impacts from 9 select sewer alternatives, eight
of which are the same in size. Meeting the goal of the sewer
should be clearly stated at the beginning of the document and tied
to proposed alternatives throughout: to solve a water pollution
(and potential bealth) problem.

Alternatives presented in the DEIS are all the same in size with
one exception: the No Action Alternative. I urge the EPA to
choose a new smaller system - Alternative 10 as proposed by the
Friends of Neskowin - as the Preferred Alternative. A new
alternative sewer system using the same collection design and
upgrading and expanding the existing treatment system makes much
more sense and should be chosen. The reasons for that suggestion
are below.

Further, I urge the EPA to acknowledge that under no circumstances
should a Phase Two system of any kind be included in this project.
Goals of both the EPA and this project will be met by building a
properly sized Phase One project. Any capacity available

(from marginally increasing project size over the minimum
necessary to solve the existing problem) is reserve and
not excess. All capacity beyond existing customers should be
clearly defined as reserved for core area lots currently not
developable., NRSA Ordinance 2-88 may be amended to reserve
capacity for the core area as a condition of the EPA grant., I
urge this specific condition to the grant. No other plant
capacity is needed, save for a modest contingency. Solving a
poilution problem and concentrating excess/reserve capacity use to
the problem area (highest density lots) furthers county land use
planning goals by concentrating future development, and is good
Tommon sense for operating the sewer plant efficiently. For this
reason, any discussion regarding a Phase Two of any kind should be
eliminated from further discussion and analysis.

The growth inducing effects of even Phase One will be severe -
over 10 percent growth from filling in the core area using the
numbers on p.4-22 - but acceptable. The growth inducing effects
of Phase Two are unacceptable and may violate federal law. A new
alternative Phase One sewer system will solve the problem the
proposed sewer project 1s intended to do.

The comments below are organized by DEIS chapter number.

291 291. Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1
and Response to Comment 17, Letter No. 10.

292 292. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

293. A number of comments were received which recognized
293 the need for sewering of the core area but were opposed
to the implementation of Phase 2. Please refer to

Response to Comment 115, Letter No. 25.

294 294. Please refer to Response to Comment 77, Letter No. 19.

295 295. Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19,




Sifford DEIS Comments
page 2

Chapter 1

The Introduction states (p. 1-1) “"septic tanks with seepage pits
and cesspools are the predominant means of individual wastewater
disposal in the area®. Population and dwelling unit ratios used
further in the report indicate that about 418 homes or condos
exist in the core area. Can the DEIS not provide more detail
supporting this statement? 1Is there data - even subjective NRSA
or water district employee observations - indicating specific
disposal conditions for each residence? There certainly is for
customers of the existing system. Surely the NRSA knows which
core area residences are in the worst shape. Those homeowners
with obviously deficient systems should bear pollution testing
costs if necessary. Tracer tests for suspected leaking systems
have been proposed at previous public meetings as one means of
pinpointing problems., The basis for building a sewer in the first
place is due to inadequate septic systems: after a decade of
study, the problem should be presented in substantial detail.
(The water quality discussion on pp. 3-11 to 3-16 reinforces the
geographically limited testing: no core area samples appear to
have been taken. Yet p.3-12 states that fecal counts have been
highest along lower Hawk Creek )

Chapter 2

The discussion of treatment alternatives p.2-9 points out that DEQ
feels the existing plant is at the end of it's useful life. It
would appear that unless such depreciation was not apparent to
NRSA at the time of purchase, buying that plant was not a prudent
thing to do. This seems to be is confirmed by the recommendation
in all but one alternative to abandon the existing plant. But
given the current use of the plant, let's fix it up and use it,
This is only common sense given serious land constraints in
Neskowin.

The proximity of the existing plant argqgues strongly for
rehabilitation and minor expansion sufficient to address suspected
core area sewage problems. Equally important is the existing
plant site is consistent with the Tillamook County Comprehensive
Plan and policies (p.4-15). Other sites would require the County
to amend its Plan and certify a new site.

The sludge disposal discussion is weak. Page 2-10 notes likely
increases in plant sludge disposal operating costs, yet no
estimates are broken out for the reader in the User Cost analysis.
Please list likely disposal sites and hauling costs. An
alternative sludge disposal system is used by the Redwood Sanitary
Sewer District in Grants Pass, Oregon and should be proposed here.
That system was awarded EPA's Sewer Sludge Management Excellence
Award. Savings to NRSA residents from using a similar system
could be substantial.

296 296. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14
and Response to Comment 81, Letter No. 19.

297 297. The discussion of sludge and septage management has
been strengthened in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.



Sittord DEIS Comments
page 3

The disinfectation alternatives discussion sums up the only
alternative to choose: "Chlorination provides a much more proven
and reliable system for disinfectation.” For this reason,
whichever alternative is chosen should use chlorination with
dechlorinization before discharge to any surface waters. Final
discharge levels should of course meet both DEQ and Fish ¢
Wildlife agency requirements.

It is better to downsize the system if capital costs increase as a
result, and do the job right. It is irresponsible to choose a
larger, cheaper, less reliable system that requires more
maintenance. Reduce the capacity and use a
chlorination/dechlorinization treatment alternative that results
in little or no impact on fisheries.

On page 2-13 the Hawk Creek site is dismissed due to "high
construction costs™. It is unclear why such costs would' be high.
Further on the same page, the Simpson Timber site is described
briefly. Information presented shows that the site is 2 miles
from the core area and that piping to it will cost $150,000.
Common sense dictates the NRSA must first optimize use of the
current plant site and closest availlable land regardless of size.
This will also avoid new site purchase costs and piping costs.
Such savings could therefore be available for better plant
treatment uses.

Again "high costs" attributed to another closer disposal site are
not explained. Is it high land purchase costs that lead to the
dimissal of both the Hawk Creek and Pasture 2 sites?.
so, but please clarify.

It appears

The User Costs discussion on page 2-26 does not adequately include
homeowner solid waste disposal costs. For the homeowner, this
means pumping their septic tank "every five to seven years" (p. 2-
10) . Such pumping cost will be borne by the homeowner/NRSA
customer, and should be estimated in this section..

The User Fee Analysis (Table 2-6 on page 2-28) uses low average
home costs. Many of us feel the low cost for homes in the area is
$40,000. The average will be significantly higher, so perhaps
using $60-80,000 is a conservative approach ylelding more accurate
cost estimates.

Note: The Phase 2 map on page 2-7 indicates service to Kiawanda
Beach. That land is an active foredune, and therefore subject to
overlay zoning. It seems the NRSA is either encouraging
development there or is unfamiliar with Tillamook County and
statewide planning guidleines for such areas. Regardless, that
land will likely not be developable. Again this argues for EPA &
NRSA to focus on an acceptable Phase 1 system,.

298

299

300

301

298.

299.

Please refer to Response to Comment 45, Letter No. 17,
Response to Comment 53, Letter No. 17: Responses to
Comments 74 and 75, Letter No. 19; and Response to
Comment 84, Letter No. 19.

The engineering consultant reviewed, evaluated and
screened a wide variety of alternatives for collection,
treatment, and disposal. The review of these
alternatives included a cost element, a portion of which
included land costs, and cost of construction (i. e. would
construction on piling be required). The environmental
review process examined the alternatives remaining after
consideration of technical feasibility, constructability,
initial engineering and cost had reduced the number of
alternatives to those which appeared to be most practical
and, initially, the most environmentally sound.

The EPA preferred alternative recommends construction
of a contact stabilization/extended aeration treatment
plant at the existing plant site. Lack of sufficient
acreage at the existing plant site to accommodate the
holding lagoon necessitated construction of the holding
lagoon at some other site. Please refer to Response to
Comment 148, Letter No. 39.

302 300. Please refer to Response to Comment 79, Letter No. 19.




301. Please refer to Response to Comment 114, Letter No.
25.

302. Comment noted.



Siftord DEIS Comments
page 4

Chapter 3

Much of the discussion in this chapter is area description. When
real sewage discussion occurs, this is revealed: "The extent to
which construction of the proposed treatment plant would alleviate
the contamination is unknown®™. The remaining question is
therefore why go ahead with alternatives addressing any areas
other than the core ie., problem area? Why not instead choose a
smaller alternative that upgrades the exisitng system and focuses
on the core area.

Population projections discuss how "growth in the core area is
limited by vacant lots sized too small for individuval wastewater
treatment systems and lack of alternative wastewater treatment
facilities™. This supports the premise of most Neskowin
residents, the purported goal of the NRSA and this sewer project:
to solve a pollution problem and use reserve capacity to allow the
urban area to fill up with houses. Other areas in Neskowlin will
either use state-of-the-art individual wastewater treatment
systems or will not be built. Period. It is explicitly not the
responsibility of the NRSA nor of this project to provide sewerage
for future growth. The goal is to solve a pollution problem,

Chapter 4

Land use impacts under the No Action Alternative state that the
"impacts on the pace of development could occur" (page 4-3) if no
action takes place. A new Alternative 10 would maintain those
impacts at a minimum level. The NRSA and the EPA should remind
themselves that this project is not proposed to affect the pace of
development in this community. It is only to solve a problem.

Page 4-16 notes that a significant impact of any alternative using
the Simpson Timber site is an expansion of the Community Growth
Boundary and NRSA boundary. This contradicts County Policy of
concentrating urban areas to provide efficient services, leaving
remaining lands in productive farm and forest uses., Vic Affolter
of Tillamook County confirmed the core area's high density to EPA
with a lot size map at the public meeting October 27, 1990.

The new 32?£E supply system will cost Neskowin residents dearly -
on top of already high water rates -as a result of Phase 2. The
growth inducing impacts of this project are enormous - if Phase 2
were ever to occur. A trimmed down Phase 1 system is acceptable
to most Neskowin citizens and supportable by the existing water
system. This alternative is proposed in detail in comments
provided by the group Friends of Neskowin.

Accomodating any anticipated future growth is not the goal of this
project. Yet on page 4-22 the project as a whole is described as
growth inducing. This 1is unacceptable and may violate the Clean
Water Act.

303

304

305

306

307

303.

304.

305.

306.

307.

Please refer to Response to Comment 68, Letter No. 19,
and the first paragraph of Response to Comment 33,
Letter No. 14.

Please refer to Response to Comment 63, Letter No. 19,

The draft EIS was in error regarding expansion f’f
NRSA and community growth boundaries. The text in
the final EIS has been corrected.

We assume the comment relates to the cost of the new
sewer system. Please refer to Response to Comment 63,
Letter No. 19. Phase 2 will only be constructed when
the capacity of the existing plant is reached and if the
Land Use Plan and Zoning Regulations allow for growth
as projected in the EIS; if or when this growth occurs,
the costs will certainly be borne by more than the
existing population.

There may be a potential for growth inducement as part
of Phase 2. However, as pointed out above, the Land
Use and Zoning Regulations dictate how and where this
growth might occur. EPA is providing funding for the
existing Phase 1 proposal. Please refer to Response to
Comment 63 and 77, Letter No. 19.



Sitford DEIS Comments
page 5

The Phase 1 population impact “is not significant” page 4-23. To
quantify this impact, it is 46 core area dwelling units to be

added to 425 existing units for an increase of 10.8 percent. That
13 significant.

CONCLUSION

I urge the EPA to choose a2 new smaller system as the Preferred
Alternative. One example of such an Alternative 10 is proposed by
the Friends of Neskowin, but any similar alternative will solve
the problem. The optimal alternative will:”

> upgrade and optimize the existing plant;

> use any gclose available land regardless of size; and

> address the core area problem only.

Such a new alternative sewer system using the same collection
design and upgrading and expanding the existing system makes much
more sense and should be chosen.

Further, 1 urge the EPA to acknowledge that under pno circumstances
should a Phase Two system of any kind be included in this project.
Goals of both the EPA and this project will be met by building a
properly sized Phase One project.

308

308. This 10.8 percent increase will occur over several years.
The rate of growth at which this increase will occur is
dependent upon a number of land use decisions and
economic considerations. *

309
309. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.

310

310. Please refer to Response to Comment 115, Letter No.
25.
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tMargot and George Thompson
2529 NW Northrup Street
Portlang,Oregon,97210

Margot and George Thompson
Box 846
Neskow1n,Oregon 97149

Novemeber 3,1990
Dear Mr. Opatz,

Thank you for coming to Neskowin to hear the concerns of our
community regarding the EIS and the proposed sewer plans for the
Neskowin area. This letter 1s to be included in the public record of the
EIS and represents the questions and issues which the draft EIS raised
upon 1ts pubhication. Your attention to the 1ssues prior to the publication
of your recommendation and the final EIS will be appreciated.

The following 1s a l1st that touches upon a number of points
raised by the process that has involved the community in resolving the
problem of effluent disposal and public health:

i We do not fesl a competent effort was made to develop an
appropriate sewer proposal scaled to repair existing problems 313
in Neskowin. The EiS 15 @ source of public controversy because
the gifferent constituents in the debate from the local,county
ang state level believe the outcome will necessarily affect the 313. Please refer to Response to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.
quahity of life In Neskowin. We feel the debate should focus
on repairing the existing health problerns angd not on the use of a
sewer proposal as a way to envision development for the Neskowin
Area Confusion over the goals of the proposals under review 15
contained In the ianguage of the EIS PHASE =1 rnay or may not 314
fix the health problems from waste water PHASZ =i will not

. serve the core area adequately PHASE *Z would waste the
financial ang environmental resources of the community Please 314. Please refer to Responses to Comments 61 through 88
refer to the letter submitied as part of the public record by the Letter No. 19. ’
Friends of Nest.owin on October 27 and 28,1990




315. Please refer to Response to Comment 66, Letter No. 19.

2. We do not feel the draft EIS contains enough new data about stream
flows,water temperatures, and fish populations in the Neskowin 315
Creek.There is not enough accurate and new information provided by
the EIS to make a sound deciston possible. The proposals which

have been devloped for our area miss the mark,leaving huge areas 316

of concern (human health and the ecology of the area) hanging in the .

batance. 316. Please refer to Comment 31; Response to Comment 31,
3. The Tillamook County planning department has consistently articulated Letter No. 14, and Response to Comment 61, Letter No.

mixed messages with regard to the proposed sewer plans. 19.

Mr. Affolter has contradicted himself on numerous occasions when
speaking as a professional public employee. The arguments
which he presents to the community vary from one
hearing,newspaper article,conversation and meeting to another.
This inconsistent posture has been accompanied by maps
inconsistent with the areas under discussion in the proposals.
How can any of the people involved in this decision make a
judicious resolution to the problem of wastewater in Neskowin
without clear,thoughtful and responsibly gathered data ?

Mr. Affolter is defensive when substantive questions are asked

to which he has been unable to adequately respond Rather than
taking the time to address the legitimate concerns of registered
voiers in the affected areas, he subverts the public discussion of

the 1Ssues by stating that the public doesn't understand the 317
process thereby belittling its citizens. Mr. Affolter takes a . .
variety ¢f stands. He has not presented unbiased infarmation ior 317. This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.

our review we feel Mr. Affolter ang the Tillamook County
Planning Deparirnent have se2n the proposec SewEr 3ystems and
ihe accompanying construction budgats as an ingirect onppor tunity
to cirect future gevetopment of the Neszowin area We fzel the
posture of the Tiliamack. County Planning Lepariment has
supverted the 6riginal goa) of fixing 2 pubilc nealtn proGien in
NeskowIn Mr Affolter nas used Nis Profesziona’ pOsITion a5
public planner to speak parsonally. We feel this behavicur has had
an adverse effect upon the process,needlessly polarizing the
community and making the truth harder to find How will you
measure the effects of such behavior on this pudhic process of
finaing a good soiution to a compiex probiem 7 we feel the




Neskowin property ownemsnees 1o arrive at a consensus that fairly
welighs every aspect of the proposed systems from heaith to
ecology to cost.

4 We understand that there is pressure to meet the construction
grant deadlines. However,we feel it is fruitless to fund a proposal
simply because 1t has the ability to be funded. The proposal should
be funded on merit: the known potential of the considered proposal
to solve the publhic health problems of the Neskowin as
economically as possible. Why does it appear that the construction
grant money and its deadline are driving the discussions of
proposed systems for Neskowin 7 It is our opinion that the true
goal of finding a good economical system has been lost in the rush
to get money for a project. We feel the EIS is inadequate on many
levels,but particularly in the areas of goals and information
for sound decision making. We feel 3 sewer system is worth
doing well since we will live with its effects after its
installatton. Do you think it is right to spend anybody's money
fof,\'f)roject poor in concept and development ?

S. We appreciate the work you are doing and we will continue to
take a keen interest 1n your decisions and recommendations.
Please know that we support every effort in this public process
to find and articulate the truth prior to funding or recommending
any system. We feel there are alternative proposals that have
not peen given serious consideration. Please help us find them.
Neskowin has 3 right to unique solutions.

6 We would appreciate your consideration of our concerns as
expressed in this jetter, as reflected in our public comments
spoken into the hearing record on October 27 and 28,1990 ang
as writien in our letters to you throughout the process under
comment.

Mr Opatz.we loox forward 1o hearing from you 1f you have any
questions with regard to any of our statements please contact us,we
would enjoy speaking with you Tharks again for coming to our
community We await the final recommendation and revised £1S with
Interest Your conclusions will directly affect our community
Wwe have been praperty owners In Neskowin since 1967. Before that

318
318.

319
319.

Please refer to Response to Comment 217, Letter No.
53; Response to Comment 354 and Response to
Comment 367.

Please refer to Response to Comment 133, Letter No.
31.



our famihies had been taxpayers in Tillamook County as well.

Thanks again for your interest and concern.

Sincerely, iﬂ_‘z Jt /7720 ”an
égbﬂtﬁlzord ™ X 0>—

kowin Property Owners,%xpayers &

Founders of Neskowin Valley School

MARGOT anGEORGE T7Hor1PsH1)
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Gresham, OR 97030
November 3, 1990

Ms. Judy Johdohl
Northwest Region DEQ
@11 SW &th, 10th Floor
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Ms Johdohl

My +tamily has owned property in Naskowin for the past 20 years
and have enjoyed the beaches and the total environment. A number
of years ago there was a serious outbreak of illness caused by a
malfunctioning septic system. People were

tap watgr before using. At that time it was determined to
install a sewage system to alleviate the problem and prevent
future more ssrious infectious outbreaks.

I wish to voice my support of tha proposed sewage collection and
treatment system for Neskowin, Oregon. At the present time s few
people with selfish interests are blocking the health and welfare
of an sntire community. Should they be successful in the denial
of sanitary conditions? Should small children be admonished
avery time they want & drink of water? Is this the Oregon we are
all proud of? 1 think not! Please act responsibly for the good
of the majority of the residents and visitors to this stenic

part of Oregon. Support the sewage treatment and collection
system of Neskowin.

Sincerely yours,

George T. Tutt

320 320. Comment noted.

321 321. Comment noted.
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Octaober 6. 1990

ivir. Gerald Opatz

ZiS Project Officer

£nvironmental Evaluation Branch (W/D 136) 10
£~aronmentai Protection Agency

1200 Soth Avenue

Seazie. VWasnington 38101
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' "2 revin20 e craft SIS, | am even more convinced that Neskowin 322 322. Comment noted.
A3es MUl need 3 sewage iystem. Accerding to the EIS Neskovin would. )
= f22t De - arnved Ty 3 sewage eystern.

323. Please refer to Response to Comment 5, Letter No. 1;
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> sfere Jumicing Souis coour 76, Letter No. 19.

=™ on 3 iixed income ang | have sn adequate septic tank system. | do
act want the experse of a sewer system nor the hidden costs or
CCrunuadily increasing monthly payments.

o ohe nomeowrers responsible for contaminaung the creek snouidbe 324 324, A number of studies have been conducted which
wenufied anc corrections made. . .
examined the impact of secondary treated effluent upon
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John R, & Janet J. Stahl
9780 Whiskey Ck,Rd.W.(Netarts)
Tillamook, OR 97141

November 5, 1990

US Environmental Pretection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re: EIS
Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority
WW Collection, Treatment and Disposal Facilities

Gentlemen:
We are in favor of Sanitary Sewers at the above location,

It is nearing the end of 1990 and villages must accept the responsibility
of a clean environment., That responsibility does not stop at the metro
boundaires.

We also cannot understand why this process has taken so long—-years. 325 325- Comment nOted-

The funds have been available, the message has been clear from many
governmental agencies to name: Oregon Department Environmental Quality
and Tillamook County Health Departments. The need for sanitary disposal
goes on daily.

We ask your departments to respond quickly while funds are available
for this project.

Sincerely,

John Stahl
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Ken Brooks: Good evening. I'd like to call this hearing to

order, please. My name is Ken Brooks. I'm the Assistant
Regional Administrator for EPA's Oregon Operations office. I'm
located in Portland, Oregon. I have been designated as the
hearing officer for this public hearing on our Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Neskowin sewage
system.

I want to welcome each of you to the hearing and thank you
for your interest in the EIS and the proposed project. For the
record, this hearing is being held on October 27, 1990,
beginning at 7:03 p.m. in Neskowin Fire Hall. This hearing is
to provide an opportunity for citizens, interest groups, and
public agencies to comment on the draft EIS. We will hold
another hearing tomorrow beginning at 2:00 p.m. in the same
place.

First, I'd like to mention a couple of housekeeping
items. We have sign-up cards at the entrance of the room, and
I'd like everybody who wishes to be on our mailing list to
please fill out a card. We are also asking you to fill out a
card if you wish to provide testimony this evening. That will
give me an idea of the number of speakers we'll have, so I can
assure everybody will have a turn at speaking this evening.

If we have a large number of speakers, I will call a short
recess around 9 o'clock. In the interest of time this evening,

I would ask that you limit redundant testimony. That is, if a
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4
previous speaker has made the same comments you wish to make,

you can just refer to the previous speaker's comments.

Making an opening statement this evening will be
Gerald Opatz of our regional office in Seattle. Mr. Opatz will
briefly discuss this EIS process and describe how EPA intends
to make a decision on the project. Dan Fraser of the Farmers
Home Administration will follow Mr. Opatz in describing his
office's role in the project.

During Mr. Opatz' and Mr. Fraser's statements, I will be
arranging the order of those who wish to speak this evening. I
will be arranging the order of speakers in the following
manner: First, those individuals representing Federal, state,
or local agencles; second, those representing organizations;
and finally, individuals who wish to speak in their private
capacity.

You will note that we have a court reporter this evening
who will be making a transcript of the testimony. This
transcript will be available to anyone on request at no cost.
This transcript is important since your testimony this evening
will become part of the official record. When you are called
to speak, please first give your name and speak slowly and
loudly enough so our court reporter doesn't miss any of your
testimony.

The oral comments you provide this evening are just as

important as written comments You may send to us. Both written
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5
and oral comments will be fully considered and responded to in

our final EIS. Please also note that the public comment period
will run through November 5th. In other words, we will receive
written testimony through the 5th of November. So if you do
not wish to make an oral statement today or you wish to
supplement your oral testimony, you may send your comments to
the Seattle office as indicated in the EIS.

The last procedural issue I want to tell you about is that
there will be no cross-examination or questions of the speakers
this evening, nor will EPA be attenmpting to respond to your
questions other than on procedural, EIS, or grant-related
issues. We will not try to answer project-specific or policy
issues since EPA will not be developing a final position on
this project until after the close of the comment period and
our careful analysis of all comments have been completed.

We're here to listen to your concerns and comments this
evening. Please be assured that your comments will be
thoroughly analyzed and responded to in the final EIS.

I now would like to have Jerry Opatz make an introductory
comment. Could we please have all the sign-up cards brought to
the front of the room, and I'll arrange for the speakers.
Gerald Opatz: There's still a couple more chairs if we want to
try to work in and get a seat. There are two up here and looks
like a couple back there.

Unidentified Man: 1I'll stay -- right here is fine.
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Ken Brooks: Anybody slse who would like -- might want to speak

this evening? Okay. Jerry.

Gerald Opatz: Thank you, Ken. My name is Gerald Opatz, and
I'm Chief of the Environmental Review Section of EPA's regional
office in Seattle. I'd like to give you a brief history of
EPA's involvement in this EIS process and describe to you the
steps remaining for completing the EIS.

In the fall of 1988, EPA was requested by the Department
of Environmental Quality to prepare an EIS on the proposal by
the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority to construct a sewage
collection and treatment facility. We evaluated the
information available at that time, fall of 1988, and agreed
that the project could have significant water quality and
socioeconomic impacts and agreed that it would be appropriate
to prepare an EIS to describe and evaluate those impacts.

The first step in preparing the EIS was to conduct
scoping. This is a process for determining the scope of issues
to be addressed in the EIS and for identifying significant
issues related to the proposed action. As a result of the
scoping process, a number of important issues were identified
for the EIS including effluent disposal methods, groundwater
contamination, public health risks associated with children
playing and swimming in Neskowin Creek, and the effect of the
sewage system on community growth and development.

A scoping meeting was held here in Neskowin in January of
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1989. After the close of the scoping process, EPA through its

contractor, Jones & Stokes, commenced pulling together the
information necessary to prepare the EIS; and we started
writing it at that time. That was January -- shortly after
January of 1989,

The Farmers Home Administration subsequently requested to
be a cooperating agency with EPA since they, too, would be
providing funding; and Dan Fraser will speak on Farmers Home
Administration involvement in a few minutes.

EPA had been working on the draft EIS from early 1989
through mid 1990, roughly a year and a half. And at the end of
that time period, we concluded that none of the effluent
disposal alternatives that we had studied to that time would be
acceptable.

We advised the Sanitary Authority of that fact and
indicated that the EIS process could not develop further
alternatives and that the authority, through its consultant,
would need to take the lead in developing other effluent
disposal alternatives; and I believe we indicated that to those
of you on our mailing list in -- I believe it was August. We
had a short fact sheet that went out describing that.

The Authority then took the lead on identifying subsequent
or additional effluent disposal alternatives and identified
what we have included as Effluent Disposal Alternatives 1 and 2

in the draft EIS. From these two alternatives, five
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development options were identified and cost analyses are
presented for these five development options.

We have identified our so-called Option 5 as being the
most cost effective of those alternatives. Please note,
though, that EPA has not identified a preferred alternative in
this draft EIS. We will identify a preferred alternative in
the final EIS after evaluating all comments and any new
information which is presented through this public comment
process.

Where do we go from here with the EIS? First, as Ken
indicated, and let me restate that the public comment period
does remain open through November 5th. Upon close of the
comment period, we will analyze all the comments received here
at the public hearings and -- today and tomorrow, and those
written comments that are sent to us.

Upon review and analysis of those comments, we'll
determine what changes need to be made to the draft EIS; and we
will prepare a final EIS which will include a written response
to all comments received. The final EIS will be sent to all
persons on our mailing list, and there will be a 30-day review
and comment period. The final EIS, again, will identify the
planned EPA action.

At the end of the 30-day review process, EPA will issue
its record of decision, which will include all mitigation

measures adopted by the agency to avoid or minimize
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environmental harm. These mitigation measures will be
incorporated as enforceable grant conditions if appropriate.

As far as timing for how long completion of the EIS will
take, that answer is going to be dependent upon the nature of
all the comments we receive. We have already received many
very thoughtful comments which will take some time for us to
analyze and either incorporate into the EIS or adequately
respond to in our response to comments.

As you may understand, since we've been involved with this
now for a couple years, we're anxious to complete the process;
but we're not going to release the final EIS until we do give
adequate consideration to all the comments that we've
received. I can tell you that unless there are going to be
major changes made, we certainly hope to be able to release the
EIS in the December, January time frame. But that's only if we
don't have major changes we feel we have to make in the final.

That concludes my testimony, Ken.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Jerry. Darniel Fraser of Farmers Home
Administration.

Dan Fraser: My name is Dan Fraser. I'm with the Farmers Home
Adﬁinistration, an agency of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. I'm the State Environmental Coordinator for
Farmers Home as well as being a loan officer in the Community
and Business Programs Division. I'm located in the Portland

office.
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Parmers Home Adminigtration administers a number of

financial programs for rural areas. One of those programs is
our Rural Water and Wastewater Loan and Grant Program. This
program is available to rural communities such as Neskowin and
those under 10,000 population. The loan and grant program can -
be used for construction and development of water and
wastewater facilities.

Several years ago, the Neskowin Regional Sanitary
Authority submitted a preapplication to Parmers Home
Adninistration for a loan in the amount of $800,000. That loan
would be used to purchase the Sanitary Authority’s bonds for
the completion of the sewer system and would also be used to
complement the grant funds that had been applied for from the
EPA.

As a federal agency, Farmers Home Administration is
subject to the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act the same as the EPA is, and we cannot make a final
decision on any requests for financing or assistance until the
NEPA requirements have been satisfied.

When it was determined that the EIS would need to be
prepared to evaluate environmental impacts created by the
project, Farmers Home Administration asked EPA to include us as
a cooperative -- cooperating agency. The reason for doing that
is that in order to satisfy our need for requirements, it would

be much easier if we could dovetail our process with theirs and
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avoid any duplication.

So we've been involved with the EPA in the preparation and
coordination of the EIS from the day it was started. We will
not be able to make any final decisions on the financial
assistance that has been requested until the EIS is completed
and the NEPA requirements have been met.

Briefly, that will explain the involvement of Farmers Home
Administration, how we're involved in the project, and what our
role is with the EIS process.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Dan. Kevin France representing

HGE Engineers.

Xevin France: I'm Kevin France. I'm with HGE Engineers in the
Portland office, and we're the Sanitary Authority's engineer
for this project.

As Gerald has kind of given an introduction to, we
prepared a facility plan and addendum in August to update the
original facilities plan that was prepared in 1988. And in the
addendum we evaluated different types of collection systems,
treatment processes, treatment plant sites, and definite
disposal options.

We evaluated septic tank effluent collection systems and
conventional gravity collection systems. We evaluated
recirculating gravel filter treatment plants, floccutative
lagoons, extended aeration treatment plants, and utilizing the

existing extended aeration treatment plant in combination with
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the new treatment plant.

We evaluated many different sites to locate the treatment
facilities. These included the existing treatment plant site,
the Hawk Creek site, the Pasture 2 site, and the Simpson Timber
site. The site that was identified as the preferred site in
the 1988 faciiities rlan has been developed and is no longer
available.

For disposal options, we evaluated spray irrigation,
subsurface disposal, and direct discharge to Neskowin Creek.
For disinfection alternatives, we evaluated ultraviolet
radiation, chlorination, and dechlorination.

The recommendation of the 1990 facilities plan addendum
was to construct the project in two phases. Phase 1 would
provide sewer service to the Neskowin core area, the point, and
the western portion of Proposal Rock. Phase 2 construction
would extend sewer service to Viking Estates, Kiawanda Beach,
Neskowin Crest, Hawk Crest, Neskowin Heights, and the remainder
of Proposal Rock.

The recommended alternative developed in the 1990
facilities plan addendum was to provide a septic tank effluent
collection system, to abandon the existing treatment plant, to
construct an extended aeration treatment plant at the Simpson
Timber site, to hold the effluent from the treatment plant
during the summer in a lined lagoon, and then to discharge the

effluent in the winter to Neskowin Creek when the flows in the
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creek were great enough to provide adequate dilution of the

effluent, and the effluent would be disinfected using
ultraviolet radiation so that there wouldn't be any chlorine
residual going to the creek to affect the fish population.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Kevin. Richard Santner from the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality.

Richard Santner: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have submitted a

letter of comment from Lydia Taylor, Administrator of the
Department's Water Quality Division, and I would like to take
just a brief moment to read that letter to the attendees this
evening, so it is clear before it's published in the final EIS
what the position of the Department is on this matter.

Let me step back and add that I am an employee in the
Water Quality Division of the Department of Environmental
Quality. The letter is addressed to Gerald Opatz.

“Dear Mr. Opatz:

"The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality requests
that the public comment record for the above referenced DEIS
indicate that the Department supports the proposed project as
essential for protection of public health and water quality in
the Neskowin area. Our support is reflective of the fact that
the project ranks 16th (among 104) on the Department's current
construction Grants Priority List. The Neskowin project has
had a relatively high priority ranking for several years since

a study conducted by the Department in 1985 concluded that

326 326.

This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 1,
Letter No. 1.
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bacterial contamination of the creeks near the Neskowin core

area results from failing on-site waste disposal systems.

"The DEIS and 1988 Facilities Plan Update bring together
much information that makes the need for the proposed project
apparent. Among the salient considerations are these:

"Water quality sampling over the last decade has
repeatedly found evidence of fecal bacterial contamination of
area streams. The 1985 DEQ study indicated the contamination
derives from human sources through failing on-site systems.

"The bacterial contamination of area surface waters is an
indication of a threat to public health. This is of especially
great concern due to the recreational nature of the Neskowin
area and the contact recreation use of area surface waters in
summer.

"The sand dune soils prevalent in the core area are poorly
suited to on-site waste disposal systems. These rapidly
draining soils generally do not allow for adequate removal of
pathogenic or chemical contaminants. In the specific case of
Neskowin, the core area has developed on small lots at urban
densities which would not be acceptable for on-site systems
under DEQ's present rules. The use of seepage pits and
cesspools which are also prevalent in the core area would
likewise not be allowed. The existing on-site systems

constitute a continuing threat to public health and the quality

of surface and groundwater.

327 327

328 3.

329 329

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 2,
Letter No. 1.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 3,

Letter No. 1.

This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 4,
Letter No. 1.
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"It is the policy of the State of Oregon, as stated in

ORS 468.710, to prevent and abate water pollution and to
ensure that no waste be discharged to waters of the state
without adequate treatment.

"Clearly, improperly treated waste is being discharged
into Neskowin area groundwater and creeks resulting in a threat
to public health and degradation of water quality. The
construction of a properly functioning sewage collection and
treatment system is the most appropriate means of permanently
correcting this situation. The Department supports
implementation of the proposed project.

"Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

"Sincerely, Lydia R. Taylor, Administrator, Water Quality
Division®

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ken Brooks: Thank you. Vic Affolter, Tillamook County.

vic Affolter: I have a map. Where do you think? Over there?
Ken Brooks: Do you want to put it over there?

Vic Affolter: Yeah. Just a second.

Ken Brooks: If it's getting stuffy, maybe we can crack that
door a little bit. There's two more chairs up front here if
anybody is interested.

Following Vic will be John Anderson. You're in the bull
pen.

vic Affolter: Okay. I'm Vic Affolter. I'm the Director of

330 33,

This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment.
Letter No. 1.

Please refer to Response to Comment 3,
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Community Development for Tillamook County; and as such, I have

responsibility for administering the County's planning,
building, and sanitation regulations. And it's the sanitation
issue that brings me to Neskowin tonight.

I'1l -- during my testimony I'll discuss the significance
of the colored map up there for you, but I've -- I've got
written testimony to make available, and I brought some
additional copies in case anyone's interested. I don't know if
I should pass them out or leave them up here. Do you have a =--
we could run them around the room if you like. I don't want to
detract from anyone else's testimony, but there's about 15
copies. So if you wish to share, that would be fine.
Ken Brooks: Why don't we just put them on the table.

Vic Affolter: Why don't we put them on the table. It would be
less distracting, yeah.

The Tillamook County Board of County Commissioners has
submitted written testimony to EPA on this project. It was
mailed on Wednesday, and you may have received it on Friday.
And the essence of their testimony is to express their concerns
about the public health conditions here in Neskowin resulting
from the pollution that's occurring from the current sanitation
situation, or lack thereof, in Neskowin and particularly to
indicate their total opposition to the No Action Alternative.

They feel very strongly that the -- at least the core

developed area of Neskowin requires sewering. They've asked me

331

331.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 23,
Letter No. 13.
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to provide some more specific testimony on that issue, and the

sanitarian who works for me, Doug Marshall, will be here
testifying tomorrow afternoon on some of the more specific
sanitation issues and some of the alternatives.

Our experience with the situation in Neskowin concurs with
some of the key statements in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, and some of these include the fact that all of the
soils in the Neskowin project area provide poor treatment for
septic tanks and absorption fields -- all of the soils in the
Neskowin area -- that septic tanks with seepage pits and
cesspools are the predominant means of sewage disposal in
Neskowin core area. That is a fact.

We're not even talking about drain fields in many or most
cases. We're talking about seepage pits and cesspools.
Neskowin, of course, has a history of water quality problems.
Contamination of the creeks has been attributed to the
sanitation situation here, and the DEIS notes that the No
Action Alternative would result in, quote, potentially
significant adverse impacts on groundwater, surface water
quality, land use, socioceconomics, and public health.

We feel that, if anything, the DEIS understates the
problem in Neskowin, and I hope to be able to illustrate that
for you a little more clearly.

The Neskowin core area is platted and built at an urban

density, and this, coupled with adverse soil conditions,

332

332.

Comment noted. The dune soils of the core area have
been described as being very poor for septic system
drainfields. In addition to the poor suitability for a
septic drainfield in this soil type, the fact that homes are
built to urban densities further exacerbates the
subsurface treatment situation.
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I want to have a

clearly requires a community sewer system.
sense of the platting of the Neskowin area, and that's
illustrated by the colored map I have on the wall. The red
area indicates parcels that are 5,000 square feet or smaller in
the core area, and the area shown on the map, the colored area,
goes from the point up to Corvallis.

Approximately 63 percent of the lots in the core area are
5,000 square feet or less. If you include in that the
Breakers, Pacific Sands, and Chelan, as I think we should, then
we're up closer to 70 percent of the dwellings around parcels
that are at a density that is greater than one house per 5,000
square feet, at that density or greater.

only 23 percent of the lots are larger than 7,500 square
feet, and this is very important; because our sanitarian
estimates that lots would have to be at least that big to have
a reasonable chance of qualifying for an adequate repair area
for a failed system. Those over 5,000 feet with the highest,
most expensive technology, some of those might have a chance.
But we're saying somewhere between 60 and 70 percent of the
lots really could not be adequately repaired when failures are
occurring.

When you have a situation where you have scepage pits and
cesspools, you've got essentially failures built into that.
and

You have effluent going into the groundwater, the aquifer,

consequently, the streams of the Neskowin area. All septic

- e . -

332

333 333

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 24,
Letter No. 13.
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tanks and drain fields will ultimately fail. They're even more

mortal than we are. The projected time frame is much less than
that which we are given. You can assume that every system in
Neskowin will fail within the lifetime of people living in this
community,

So the question then becomes: What do we do about that
when these fail? We better not stick our head in the sand,
because that will be polluted. We need to have a wvay of
dealing with that, and what we're saying here, in up to 70
percent of the cases, there will not be an adequate way to deal
with that. And that's, I think, really the reason why I'm here
tonight. You know, what is this person from Tillamook County
Government doing down here?

I'm here because -- for several reasons, but one is
because when failures occur, we have to deal with them. And
we're put in a situation where increasingly there are not good
choices. More and more pressure is put on us to approve
repairs that will continue to contribute to pollution problems
in Neskowin, or we can impose very expensive alternatives on
people including having a -- just a septic tank which could be
pumped on a regular basis or limiting, ultimately, people‘'s use
of their property. And none of those are good alternatives.
Incidentally, on a personal side, I probably have as much
My family

reason to oppose this system as anyone in the room.

homesteaded about a mile and a half up this valley, and that

333

334

335

334.

335.

These alternatives could become requirements if the
current situation is not remedied. As noted in Comment
10 and in the DEIS in Table S-3 and in Chapter 4, pages
4-1 through 4-4, continued use of essentially the "No-
Action Alternative" will have significant adverse effects
on groundwater, surface water quality, and land use.
Probably the most important implication of continuation
of this alternative are the potential public health risks.

Comment noted.
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property which my family owned for about 70 years -- they

homesteaded in the 18908 -- is in some of the more likely
alternatives proposed for sewage lagoons. And that isn't the
most pleasant thing to think about on property that you have
that kind of attachment to.

But I want to make it clear I'm not opposing those
alternatives, because I think it's absolutely important that we
put our personal feelings and needs aside and look at the needs
of the Neskowin community. I want to just highlight a few
other aspects of my testimony. There's a proposal made by some
people in the community, and I think it's a well-intended and
well-meaning proposal, that's been called Alternative 10.

It's called the Limited Action Alternative, and as I
understand that alternative, it would involve a site-specific
identification of failed or problem systems. It would have
those system sewered but not the others, and presumably, it
would sewer additional systems as problems arose.

There are some significant problems with that approach,
and I think it's a sincere attempt to limit the scope of this
system; and I think it comes particularly from people who are
concerned that the sewer system will encourage or facilitate
growth in the Neskowin community, something they don't feel
very comfortable about. And I'm not here, frankly, to testify

one way or another on the growth issue.

But the problem with that proposal is at least several-

335

336

336.

Numerous comments were received which proposed this
limited action alternative. The difficulty of identifying
failed systems is but one aspect of implementation of
this alternative. Even if each failed system could be
identified, the fact remains that the collection system
would still need to be constructed throughout the project
area. Design would still be required assuming that all
systems would eventually fail; sizing of the collection
system would not be reduced. Please also refer to
Response to Comment 48, Letter No.16, and Response
to Comment 33, Letter No. 14.
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fold. The nature of the pollution, the nature of the failed

systems here is that it's a very diffuse situation. 1It's very
hard to pinpoint individual systems that are failing and
contributing to contamination of the creeks, because we have
these cesspools, we have seepage pits, and we have effluent
going from them or directly down into the qroundyater and the
aquifers.

And it doesn't go like straight from those to the creek.
It goes down into the groundwater first. 1In some cases we've
been able to identify failed systems that are contributing
greatly directly to the creek. We were able to do that in the
case of the golf course. Bill Martin was required to put in a
new drain field. Fortunately, he had room for that on his
property. Most people wouldn't.

But in most cases, we cannot identify the direct sources
of pollution; and when problems do occur, the enforcement
agencies are usually the last to know about them. Because if
people know that there aren't good alternatives or repairs are
very difficult to obtain, they're not likely to tell the
enforcement people that they have a problem.

So we're the last to know about it, and the kind of
monitoring, the kind of technology that would be required to
identify these failures is -- we don't have those resources,
and I don't think DEQ has those resources. The other problem

is there are certain economies of scale when you're putting in

336
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a sewer system.

You have to be assured that you're going to be serving at
least so many houses for the system to -- for the thing to
pencil out economically, and you can't base a sewer system on
an unknown number of hookups over an uncertain period of time.
You have to know up front that a certain area is going to be
served.

The other thing -- another thing that I'm concerned about,
of course, is -- are delays that are going to push this project
beyond the time when it can be funded, and there have been
requests for a lot of additional information. And all of those
requests, if they're taken seriously, would clearly push this
project beyond a time when there's public funding available.

There have been requests for very specific impact
information on T and Es, threatened/endangered species, ranging
from the bald eagle to the big-eared bat. And if we're going
to try to connect everything in the universe down here, the
time it's going to take will not allow for the funding of this
system.

There's a lot of concern about putting treated effluent
into Neskowin Creek at a 20:1 dilution rate under controlled
circumstanqes during relatively high-water winter months. 1
think we have to compare that concern with what's happening or
what would continue to happen under the No Action Alternative;:

whereby, more and more untreated effluent is put into the

336

337 337

338 338

The Environmental Impact Statement provides sufficient
information on which to base a decision for this project.
In many instances, the requested information would have
no bearing on the decisionmaking for this project since
implementation of this project would not have an effect
on the requested information.

The discharge of treated effluent at a dilution ratio of
20:1 will certainly have a much lesser impact on water
quality and biota than the existing condition. The
discharge requirements of ODEQ have been established
to preclude negative impacts on the receiving waters.

Water quality standards would be met and beneficial
uses would be protected.
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aquifer and streams in the Neskowin area on a year-round basis.

You have to compare which of those is most harmful to the
community.

And finally, a brief comment on the growth issue. I think
there's obviously genuine and sincere concern among people who
feel that a sewer system would facilitate growth in the area,
but what we're testifying on tonight is sewering the core area,
essentially, Phase 1.

I think Phase 2 has some of the same problems as Phase 1.
There are some relatively high-density areas within Phase 2,
but they're not as concentrated as the core area. There aren't
as many lots in those areas, so it's really a question of
degree. And the core area is -- of course, is the largest and
most substantial problem. But on the growth issue, I think
people have to understand that even if you didn't provide
adequate sewer services for the core of Neskowin, you're not
going to prevent growth from occurring in this area.

You may be encouraging it to occur in larger-scale
increments, because a developer who has enough land to work
with can afford to come in with their own system. And you saw
it happen with the campground south of here in Neskowin.

So those are things you need to keep in mind, that ve're
not talking about -- we're talking about sewering, essentially,
In fact,

the core area where most of the lots are developed.

there are approximately 51 undeveloped lots in the core area.

338

339

340

341

342

339.

340,

341.

342.

A number of comments were received on growth. Phase
1 of this proposal will provide sewers to the core area
and a limited number of additional homes. Clearly,
there is a problem with the core area which will be
alleviated with this project. In addition, there are a few
vacant lots in the core area (and other areas to be
sewered) which can be developed following completion
of this project. The land use decisions to allow for this
additional development have already been made; the
Phase 1 sewering is in response to what has already
occurred and what is permitted under current land use
regulations. Please also refer to Response to Comment
135, Letter No. 32.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Letter No. 15.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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The rest -- that's 51 out of 288. So roughly over 80 percent

of the lots are developed.

I think that concludes my testimony. We just want to
emphasis that from a public-health perspective, we strongly
support sewering the core area. We believe that the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement provides ample and persuasive
arquments in support for that position, and we also completely
endorse the testimony provided by Department of Environmental
Quality tonight.

Unidentified Man: I have a question, Vic. Would you explain

to the people what happened up by the water tower where you
allowed this fellow -- there was 7,500 square feet lots, and
you let him have one at fifty-three -~ I mean fifty-eight
three-hundred, and then they're putting in septic tanks up
there. Would you explain to the people how this happened.
Instead of a 7,500 square foot lot, he was allowed fifty-eight
three-hundred. And the other one was fifty-eight two-fifty, or
something like this. I saw your letter.

Vic Affolter: I don't have my files with me. I don't know
when that happened, I don't know the circumstances, and I don't
think that's --

Unidentified Man: I know exactly where it is.

Vic Affolter: Yeah. 1It's my understanding that this is not
the way we're functioning tonight.

Ken Brooks: Why don't you get with Vic after the meeting.

342

343 343

This comment is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Unidentified Man: I don't want to get together with Vic after

the meeting.

Vic Affolter: I think --

Unidentified Man: I just want him to explain why these
allowances were made when he's talking about septic tanks and
yet they're putting them up there.

Ken Brooks: And I think you very well deserve an answer to
that, but I don't think that's reall& pertinent to what we're
doing right now.

Unidentified Man: People want --

Vic Affolter: Let me finish my testimony -- let me finish my
testimony by saying that I think I have just heard a rhetorical
question, but let me -- let me just point out that without a
sewer system, the County will be under continuing pressure to
approve development on septic tank and drain fields; and we'll
be doing that by current regulations.

And I think that, hopefully, those pressures wouldn't
cause the County to make bad decisions; but most of what's been
approved in the core area that we're dealing with was approved
way before we had the current regulations, and they would not
be approved today.

Most of the development the Neskowin area has that we're
looking at could not be approved under today's standards. But
I don't want to get into a discussion over issues that I'm --

frankly, we deal with hundreds of permits each year; and I'm

The land use decisions which have been made in the
past to allow certain types of development within the
core area may well need to be modified to preclude non-
sewered development. However, as pointed out above,
permits are still being approved for the core area.
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not coming down here prepared to discuss a specific one. If

you wish to call me in my office when I can access our files,
I'1ll be happy to respond to your question.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Vic. John Anderson is the next speaker
followed by Hal Schlicting.

I reside at Neskowin

John _Anderson: I'm John Anderson.

Crest. I just have a few small points here, strictly personal:;
in that, the report is contradictory relating to the inclusion
of Neskowin Crest under this district. That -- before I go
further on that, I want to point out that I think your maps in
your preliminary report should show the designated areas of the
various subdivisions, which would include items such as the
Neskowin Crest Subdivision.

The area immediately north of that division is called
Pacific Sands Helghts Subdivision, and further north of that is
an area called Ocean Creek. And then, of course, you do show
Viking Estates on there; but I think you should show every one
of those, delineate clearly what each of those subdivisions are
and covered.

This is for the

Now, getting back to Neskowin Crest.

benefit of the EPA people who issued this report. Neskowin
Crest is not part of the Neskowin Regional Sewer District. Wwe
gained an exclusion at about the same time that Neskowin North
did from the County commissioners through a directive order.

And therefore, I would think that any future reports would

345

346

345.

346.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 113,

Letter No. 25.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 112,
Letter No. 25.
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exclude Neskowin Crest from being included in anything relating

to Phase 2.

Now, I just have a brief comment relating to the user
fees. For some of you, I happen to be a consulting engineer,
now retired; but I'm a chemical engineer, have over 30, 40
years experience in the field. And you're coming up with a
user fee schedule in which you note the inclusion of a $40,000
house in those monthly figures, and my comment is that is way
too low.

I think you should be using a figure, minimally, of a
house 80,000 in that figure. If you did that, you would find
that your monthly fees in Phase 1 would be of the order of 30,
almost $31 per month. And although you made a comment of the
estimate for Phase 1, I think you ought to include an estimate
for Phase 2 on the normal user in the district.

I'd like to relate out for the audience here that the cost
of Phase 1 is posted in this preliminary report as around 3
million 3. For approximately 1,339 residences. If you get
into Phase 2, you will add on a factor of 300 percent or come
up with a figure of approximately 9 million 4, additionally, on
top of the 3 million 3. And that will cover only the
additional number of residents of 1,376.

So you can see the enormity of that cost feature as it
relates to Phase 2 and is -- should be just tossed right out

the window and forgotten. I think one more comment relating to

J

347 347,

348

349

348,

349,

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 114,
Letter No. 25.

User costs for Phase 2 were not calculated for this
document because the source of outside funding is at
this time unknown and thus the amount of financing
required is unknown. User costs cannot be calculated
without additional financial information.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 115,
Letter No. 25.
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I kind of took a brief look at that. You

your sampling data.
do show areas of contamination, but you have got a large amount
of contradictory data there; and I won't get into the details
on that.

If you get into the terminology which these people use
called the ratio of FC over FS, which is the fecal coliform
over the -- some sort of streptococci material -- which that
ratio FC over FS is four or more, it would indicate
contamination by people. There are very few instances in here
where that has shown in the data. And on top of that, as
several of the places are fairly close to a concentrated
source, such as the horse stables.

Another location which has possibly been rectified is the
Neskowin Beach Golf Course clubhouse. They have a new field
now, and that may have canceled out that problem; but there are
areas of data that are highly contradictory as it relates to
some of the stream data,

That's all I have to say.

Ken Brooks: Thank you John. Hal Schlicting, followed by John
Corliss.

My name is Hal Schlicting. I'm involved in

Hal Schlicting:
the Hawk Creek development, lived here for 30 years and for the
last 14, 15 years have been directly and indirectly involved in
the progress of sewering in Neskowin. Regarding the DEIS

statement, there's considerable misinformation that I won't go

350
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350.

351.

The data indicate that during certain time periods and
at certain locations, there is an indication of human fecal
contamination. The presence of these bacteria in the
surface waters indicates that during high use periods (i.e.
summer months) there is human fecal contamination in
the streams.

The Neskowin Beach Golf Course has recently installed
a new drainfield. It is unknown whether the golf course
may still be contributing to ground water and surface
water contamination.
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into now but will submit written, because it's of considerable

scope.

One of the areas of concern that I have was the statements
regarding the agency's concern about the areas where there is
wetlands, and they have -- the studies have indicated that --
there was a reference to 1972 as being the 100~year flood.
Well, on Thanksgiving of 1960, the entire area was covered with
water; 1964 was the worst flood in -- it was related in the
paper by Governor Hatfield that this was the greatest disaster
that had ever hit Oregon.

The so-called 100-~year flood plain in Neskowin Creek was
indicated to go as far as the bridge that crosses into the
South Beach area, and in the '64 flood that area was covered
with water so deep that the -- clear to the concrete bridge,
approximately a mile upstream that a family that was living in
the South Beach area was marooned for three days.

And going back talking to old-timers, in 1928 there was a
flood which could be estimated at probably 14 feet through the
entire community. And in 1939 Idris Holcolm has indicated --
she lives up on the north end of the core area, up in Kiawanda
Beach, and that she was marooned for three days up there.

And the folks that we bought our property from had a
dairy, and they pastured in the wetlands north of the golf
course. And they had to put their cattle up on top of that

ridge, which would indicate that the flood waters were at

352 352. The terminology of a "100-year flood" and "100-year

floodplain” is simply a statistical reference to the chance
of occurrence of a specific flow over a specific area. A
"100-year flood" is that flow of water which is expected
to occur one percent of the time or less; the "100 year
floodplain” is that area over which this flow will travel.
There is no doubt that flows exceed these levels and as
has been pointed out they do occur more often than
once in each 100 years. The DEIS used the official
floodplain information from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency.
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probably 14 feet, at least, elevation which -- and indications

in both the '28 and '39 times were that residents rode their
boats over the entire area across fence posts and everything
else. So you know the water was deep, and I think these facts
should enter in the record.

Another area that has bothered me over the years. I've
attended just about every public hearing where the agencies
have been involved, and including the DEIS there isn't a single
reference to the quality of the effluent coming out of these
proposed treatment facilities in the way that the average
person could understand it.

They talk about fecal coliform and 20/20 and all the rest
of the stuff, but no one has ever indicated to the average
person. Now, just how bad is this stuff? It must be really
bad, because this project talks in terms of spending $3 million
to treat the effluent, 110,000 gallons a day, which is
unbelievably small. And in the ultimate treatment, it's going
to cost $4 1/2 million to take this terrible stuff a quarter of
a mile out in the ocean to get rid of it, and these are areas
that I just don't understand.

Technology -- through my studies and talking to a lot of
different people, indicates that the technology is available at
very reasonable prices to treat the effluent; and it appears to
me that more effort should be put into finding a much more

economically feasible way to dispose of that effluent. And I

352

353

354 354,

353.

The requirements for secondary treatment are to
discharge no more than 20 mg/1 solids (0.002 percent
solids) and less than 20 mg/] of biochemical oxygen
demand (BOD). BOD is a measure of the amount
of oxygen required to stabilize the biodegradable
organic material remaining in the treated effluent.
The lower the BOD, the less oxygen will be
demanded from Neskowin Creek to break down the
organics. Because fish and many aquatic plants
require oxygen to survive, the removal of BOD is an
important function of the wastewater treatment
process. The organic material, the major constituent
of the sewage entering the treatment plant, is broken
down (oxidized) through treatment into simpler
chemicals. This reduces the oxygen demand and
results in minimizing the impacts to the receiving
waters. Limiting the total suspended solids to 20
mg/1 and the BOD to 20 mg/1 has been determined
to virtually eliminate impact to receiving waters when
adequate dilution (20:1) has been attained. Please
also refer to Response to Comment 95, Letter No.
22,

The facilities planning process and this EIS process have
screened a great number of proven technologies for
collection, treatment, and disposal. The alternatives
presented in the DEIS are those which through

professional engineering have been determined to be the
most feasible for the Neskowin Sanitary Authority.
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think this is the area that needs to be thoroughly looked at.

Thank you.
Ken Brooks: Thank you, Mr. Schlicting. John Corliss, followed
by Jann Steelhammer.

John Corliss: My name is John Corliss, and I'm a property
owner in the core, core area of Neskowin. We have a lot that
is 24 feet wide and 70 feet long, so we're one of

Vic Affolter's worst of the worse.

We are on the old, existing system; and we feel we're no
longer a part of the problem, but we are a major part of the
problem. We'd like to see something done that would include
the present system that has been developed in Neskowin. To
abandon that system seems foolhardy and not using the developed
resources very well.

I think I would echo the testimony and expand on the
testimony of Mr. Anderson that we should drop Phase 2
consideration at this time. It does not seem appropriate with
respect to the core area, and that seems to be the immediate
source, the closest source, and hence, the source that needs to
be evaluated first in terms of any contributions to fecal
coliform in Neskowin Creek.

The immediate streamside and near streamside runoff areas
should be those first evaluated and then look at areas out
The second point I would raise is that

beyond that core area.

one I've already addressed, and that is to incorporate the

355

356

355.

356.

Please refer to Response to Comment 354 and Response
to Comment 81, Letter No. 19.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 115,
Letter No. 25.
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existing system into the plan. I have read the report, and

it's not clear to me. And partly, it's because Phase 1 and
Phase 2 are covered in the same report, and it's difficult to
know where one ends and the other begins.

What is going to be the fate of those systems, those homes
that are already on the existing system? Must they be a part
of a2 new septic-tank collection system, or are they going to
continue to use the system that has been developed and paid for
and is currently operating?

The third point I would like to raise relates to the
Alternative 7, relating to spray irrigation. I made earlier
testimony to EPA and DEQ concerning the opportunities of lands,
soils, upstream in Slab Creek, available for spray irrigation.
The evaluation in Alternative 7 speaks to poorly-drained
soils.

I am a soil scientist with 30 years experience. I know
what I'm talking about. The soils that were evaluated
definitely do have high water tables and poor drainage
characteristics. The problem is, the testimony I gave
previously has not been recognized. I asked to go up Slab
Creek beyond the present Simpson site and look for additional
sites for spray irrigation.

I think that remains one of the few real practical

alternatives to deposition of the treated effluents other than

dumping them into Neskowin Creek, and I'm very much opposed to

357

357.
358.
358
359 359.

It is anticipated that those homes on the current system
will remain on the existing collection system; these

collectors will be routed to the proposed new treatment
system.

Continuing further up Slab Creek Road further increases
the costs of treatment and thus the user costs. The
screening process for sites did not locate soils which
could accept this amount of effluent within a cost
effective range for Neskowin.

A number of commentors have indicated their
opposition to this project. The EIS and engineering
process have attempted to minimize overall

environmental impact while providing alternatives to the
current sewage situation.
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that particular action. Thank you. '

Ken Brooks: Thank you. Following Jann will be
Katharine Joyce.
Jann Steelhammer: Oh, I think there's lots of things going
through my mind right now. The most important issue seems to
be, as the gentleman from the FHA pointed out and Vic Affolter
pointed out, is the real main reason we're doing this is to
clean up the creek and to take care of the pollutants in our
creek. And Vic stated that it was too expensive to try to
source-identify these particular places.

But I'd like to quote from ;he EIS statement which -~
let's see. This is on page 3-16 of the EIS, and it says, "The
source of contamination of these sites has not been
identified.” "“Inadequate or failing septic systems outside the
collection area boundary have been identified by Tillamook
County health authorities as potential sources of
contamination." 360

Now, this is where Vic comes in and says that we can't
afford this. Specific sites which might be contributing fecal
contamination cannot be identified from the results of this
study. "Given this limitation, the extent to which
construction of the proposed treatment plant would alleviate

the contamination," of the creek, "is not known."

It seems to me that -- or I would like to submit that

possibly we might have to expand looking into those sources if

360.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 186,
Letter No. 49.
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they are not guaranteeing us that going through all of this

expenditure would actually clean up our creek. If that is our
purpose, then it seems that we should have to look into
whether, in fact, doing the sewer would serve our purpose and
clean up the creek. And they are telling us here that they
cannot make that guarantee.

So I guess that's about all I want to say.
Ken Brooks: Thank you, Jann. Katharine Joyce, and following
Katharine will be David Joyce.

Katharine Joyce: I would like to first say that I agree with

Jann Steelhammer, and that was going to be something that I was
going to say. I would like to add that I feel that one of the
most important things in solving the problem at hand in
Neskowin is to first identify the problem in Neskowin,
succinctly and clearly, so that there is no question about the
problem that we're trying to solve.

I think that it's expensive and folly to go ahead and try
to correct a problem when we're not exactly sure what the
problem is. So that is my feeling. That's the number one
priority at this point, and I feel that a lot of data is
lacking in the EIS in respect to this question.

Concerning the alternatives and in speaking with various
people about the EIS and trying to understand what it is, it
was my feeling in the end that an EIS really is about

alternatives and ways of solving problems. It was my opinion

360

361

361.

This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 186,
Letter No. 49,
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that Alternatives 1 through 8 in this particular document were

very similar. They were different disposal methods, but they
all came to the same end.

The scope of the sewer was about the same size, the same
expense, variations on disposal methods for effluent. No
Action, I believe that was No. 9, was at the extreme opposite
end. Therefore, I feel that a limited action alternative is
extremely important to pursue.

And I was given a letter that was written by the law fimm
of Stoel, Rivers, Boley, & Grey that quoted the NEPA rules.
And I'll read that, and it says that the N-E-P-A, NEPA rules
indicate that state and Federal agencies responsible for
approving and funding such sewer projects as Neskowin's
perform a thorough analysis of all reasonable alternatives.
And again, it's my opinion that all reasonable alternatives
such as one for limited action have not been researched.

I'm also concerned about the -- oh, wait a minute. Back
up a minute. Tillamook County, I believe it is in their -- is
it Chapter 16? Anyway, Tillamook County's Comprehensive Plan
which states that controlled release of treated industrial,
domestic, and agricultural waste into ocean, river, or estuary
waters be permited only if no practicable alternatives exist.
And I think that all practicable alternatives need to be looked

into before we consider putting treated effluents into Neskowin

Creek.

362 362

363.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 33,
Letter No. 14; Response to Comment 217, Letter No.
53; and Response to Comment 125, Letter No. 31.

Please refer to Response to Comment 354.
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I'd like to stress the fact, also, that I'm very concerned

about Neskowin Creek. T feel the fact that they have -- that
Neskowin Creek has five species of fish, three salmon, one of
which is possibly going to be on the endangered species listing
for some of the Oregon rivers, the chum, that we have all five
of these species 1living healthfully in Neskowin Creek is very
important.

And that -- that the biota in Neskowin Creek and the fish
habitat spawning, their times, should be studied really in a
detail so that when and if anything is put into the creek, it
is done in such a way that these five species of fish are
allowed to spawn and to continue living healthfully there.

The fact that these fish are doing well now is indicative
that the stream is healthy at this time. And I think problems
done -- caused by an ill-done and ill-conceived project could
be far worse than any problems we're trying to correct. Thank
you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you. David Joyce, to be followed by
Margaret (sic) Thompson.
My name is David Joyce, and with my wife, we are

David Joyce:

homeowners in the core area here in Neskowin. I would like to
speak specifically about the apparent bias towards the
inevitability of growth in the Neskowin area. I think it's been
shown clearly over and over that the Neskowin area is an area

that is uniquely unsuited to handling large numbers of people.

364

365

364.

365.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 95,
Letter No. 22.

This comment ‘was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 173,
Letter No. 47.
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That's why it's taken so long, this tortuous process, of

getting to the point that the EPA has finally achieved with the
EIS where alternative after alternative has been thrown out; and
finally, we're asked to look at the least evil of what is left.

I know that the State is very pro-growth. We have a
governor who is putting out millions of dollars with the idea
that bringing tourists to Oregon is somehow good and that no
one is hurt by that. I believe anyone who spends any time at
the coast has seen the incredible blight that has actually
occurred from thousands of tourists going up and down our
highway.

A lot of people speak about growth and jobs and all of
this as somehow we're all supposed to fall in line here and
say, "oh, yes. This is all good." I think the experience of
many people in Oregon is that this is not good. Certainly, the
experience of people in Neskowin is that there's nothing about
tourism that serves our interests.

The resort as it exists and Proposal Rock are filled to
overflowing. We have no economy here. Surveys indicate that
that's the way people want it. This is the town that wants to
not have some feeling of obligation to grow, get larger, have
resorts, condos, the whole bit. And part of the reason for
that is that people value the beautiful area here, the small
community flavor; but the other thing is that this area cannot

accept large areas of people.

365
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It may be a tragedy for many people to understand that,

but that is true. We can't get rid of the sewage. And so
while Mr. Affolter's job really is to promote growth in
Tillamook County and get the tax dollars for the general fund
and all of that, it isn't what the people of Neskowin want; and
it isn't what the area can absorb.

I think there are many examples of the EIS having a growth
bias. It lists lack of -- it lists certain sewer systems not
allowing development to occur as being negative aspects, and I
think that none of that really should contaminate this finding
at all. The EIS is not at all directed towards promoting
growth or commenting on it, as far as I can tell.

It seems quite implicitly within the whole statement that
there's this feeling of growth as somehow being good; and as
far as I can tell, that is not really what this is supposed to
be about at all. 1It's about fixing a problem that we have in
the core of the area.

on page 4-26 it mentions that certain -- the sewer system
discussed there would have the indirect benefit of promoting
tourism, for example. And this kind of language occurs
throughout it, and I think it's really -- you know, people just
say, “Oh, yeah, tourism," as if we're all supposed to decide
that that's a good thing. I don't think it is.

It's very expensive to have growth in this area. Not only

the sewer system right now, as many people have pointed out,

365
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but as other people come on-line and as inevitably new areas

are opened up because there's a sewer system, all of the people
vho are on it at that point are going to be paying to expand
that system and really are buying the opportunity to make the
problem worse without any chance to get out of it,

So I see this as being very critical in terms of just
allowing a lot of things that are not good for this area to
occur and it costing us all a great deal of money. Also, of
course, if we're going to have all this new projected growth in
here, and there are lots -- all these projections about how the
population is going to double within the next 20 years or
something. I mean, it's preposterous.

That is going to mean all sorts of new water supplies.

The water that goes out has got to come from somewhere. So
we're not just talking about a sewer system. We're talking
about roads. We're talking about a whole new water system.
We're talking about power, the possibility for a need of a

full-time policeman here.

I think before long we're going to have stop signs in
Neskowin. It doesn't make any sense. Not stop signs,
stoplights, you know. It doesn't make any sense. This is an
overkill system, and it does -- it goes way beyond solving a
problem that we have in the local area. And Phase 2 is
completely ridiculous, in my view. It -- the only possible

thing Phase 2 could do would be to turn this place into another

365
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Lincoln City; and we've got Lincoln City on the other side of

Cascade Head, and it should stay there.

I think the thing that's really unique about Neskowin is
the way that it is now, and people in this community value and
cherish it. Maybe we do have a sewer problem. Maybe we need
to have some way of solving this situation, but I don't think
we need to decide that we need to become another of Tillamook
County's urban-growth areas. Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, David. Margaret (sic) Thompson, and

next to speak will be Alex Sifford.

Margot Thompson: My name is Margot Thompson, and I've been a

property owner in Neskowin since 1967. I own several tracts of
land, one of which is a residence; and also several pieces of
property along the Neskowin Creek. I'm in areas that could be
affected both in the current system and in possible Phase 2
systems.

I do not feel that the -- the EIS, as it is presently
drafted, really presents us with concrete, new data that is
fairly gathered and up-to-date upon which we can make a sound
decision at this time. I feel we need more information. I
would like to speak to Vic Affolter's concern about deadlines.
I think there's a lot of pressure. Mentioned, I think, at
least twice and possibly more times in his letter to Mr. Opatz

that deadlines were of primary concern.

However, it was also said by Mr. Opatz in his opening

365

366 3¢,

Please refer to Response to Comment 337, and
Response to Comment 354,
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remarks that while deadlines were an issue and a concern

because this has taken so long, that I still think the goal is
to find the best system for the area. And I think we should
take whatever time it takes to do that, so we can really
correct the problem. And I don't believe that development for
the area should be made the back door through water, sanitary
district kind of formation.

I think it's extremely important that we correct the
problem. I'm for fixing it, and I do hope that we will allow
this community to change it's mind and that we can have a
consensus here at some point. It is my sincere goal that we
work together as a community to preserve the quality of life
we like, to make sufficient room for some of the newcomers that
also appreciate that quality, but I also do not want the
drinking water, the wastewater, or any of the waters of the
area contaminated permanently.

And I really believe that we need more information to go
on, and many of the other people who have testified this
evening have raised issues that I would raise. So I won't go
into them now, but I will submit a further letter point by
point, outlining my problems.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Margot.
Margot Thompson: Thank you.
Ken Brooks: Alex Sifford, and then Mike Kowalski.

Alex Sifford: Thank you. For the record, my name is

366
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Alex Sifford, and I'm the president of the Neskowin Community

Association; and I am speaking tonight strictly as a citizen
and homeowner in Neskowin and not representing the views of the
Community Association.

I'd like to first thank the EPA, DEQ, and Sewer Authority
for holding this meeting. I think a few more of these wouldn't
hurt, regardless of the status of the DEIS, so much as to
inform the community of what the activities of the Sewer
Authority are, where they are currently at. I would hope that
the agencies involved, including the Economic Development
Department and the Farmers Home Loan Administration or Farmers
Home Administration, will bear with us and simply hold the
dollars tied to the project as opposed to deadlines that are
potentially near due. So that when the project is finally
decided upon, the dollars will still be there.

We're asking them to keep dollars that are already
budgeted and committed, so I don't think it's a big favor to
ask. Thirdly, I'd like to note that the -- I think it's a :3‘;77
generally agreed upon precept that all residents of Neskowin

want to solve the problem. If there's any dispute or

disagreement, it's over a means to address the problem of the
pollution that we know exists in the water supply =-- rather the
water bodies of the area.

Many of the presenters tonight have echoed comments that I

would agree with, and so I will simply summarize my remarks. I

367.

No EPA construction grants may be made after
September 1991, and it appears that funding will run out
sooner than that, possibly in March 1991. While this
project has a high priority, other communities are
competing for these funds. EPA funds have not been
specifically committed to the Neskowin project.
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will be submitting full, written testimony to the EPA before

the November 5th deadline. In summary, I think a new, smaller
alternative based on upgrading and expanding the existing
system makes much more sense and should be chosen. The reasons
for that suggestion are in my detailed testimony.

Again, under no circumstances should a Phase 2 system of
any kind be included in this project; and I feel that because
again, I think everyone agrees we're here to solve the problem;
and Phase 2 does not address the problem. Phase 2 goes beyond

the problem. Phase 1 is the issue at hand. I think I'm
echoing Vic Affolter's remarks when I say that.

Further, I believe personally that a new Phase 1
alternative, whether it's known as Alternative 10 proposed by
certain constituents of the area or not, will solve the problem
that the sewer project is intended to do. I'd like to
highlight just a few of my points, and then my remarks will be
done. First of all, again, out of the nine alternatives, it
appears that eight are a very similar size.

This No. 1 argues for choosing a new alternative.
Further, I think that the description of the problenm is
woefully lacking. With an estimated 418 homes or condos
existing in the core area, can the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement not provide more detail supporting the statement

regarding the cesspools and septic tanks that are leaking? I,

personally speaking -- have spoken, rather, with folks in the

368 348,

369 369

370 370.

371 37

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 296,

Letter No. 78.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 295,
Letter No. 78 and Response to Comment 115, Letter

No. 25.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 172,

Letter No. 47.

Please refer to Comment 336.
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community who say, "Yes, I am familiar with certain areas that

I belijeve are leaking.™

I think we're dealing with a small enough area as shown by
the map that Vic has graciously provided that it's truly a
small enough town that we can go out and count individual
situations. I would also believe that the water quality
discussion on pages 3-11 to 3~16 in the DEIS reinforces the
geographically limited testing that has been done.

For example, I believe that literally going along Hawk
Creek at a hundred foot intervals and measuring fecal coliform
and other matters in the water would be far more beneficial to
the community in pinpointing sources of pollution than the
sites listed again on those pages that I cited.

The discussion of treatment alternatives on page 2-9
points out the DEQ feels that the existing plant is at the
end of its useful life. I find that ironic. It would appear
that, unless such depreciation was not apparent to the NRSA at
the time of the purchase, buying that plant was not necessarily
a prudent thing to do. This is -- we're talking about a
purchase that is only several years old. This seems to be
confirmed by the recommendation in all but one of the
alternatives to abandon the existing plant.

But given the current use of the plant, I would propose
that we fix it up, upgrade it, and use it. The proximity of

the existing plant also argues strongly for rehabilitation or

371

372

372.

Use of the existing treatment plant and the existing
treatment plant site was again evaluated by the 1990
Facilities Plan Addendum (HGE, Inc. 1990). The
Facilities Plan Addendum recommended abandoning
the existing treatment plant and constructing a new
110,000 gpd contact stabilization/extended aeration
plant at the Simpson Timber Site. The EPA
preferred alternative recommends construction of
this new treatment plant at the existing treatment

plantsite. Please refer to Response to Comment 81,
Letter No. 19 and Response to Comment 354.
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wninor expansion sufficient to address the suspected core area

sewage problems. Equally important is that the existing plant
site is consistent with Tillamook County Comprehensive Plan and
policies as cited in the DEIS on page 4-15.

Other sites would require the County to amendment its Plan
and certify, to use the DEIS language, a new site. I believe
that the sludge-disposal option is also weak. We note that
increases in plant sludge-disposal operating costs, yet no
estimates are broken out for the reader in the user-cost
analysis. In my detailed testimony, I'll ask that we show
where the likely disposal sites are and the hauling costs
associated with then.

Further, I refer to a very successful sewer district
disposal, sludge disposal program operating in Grants Pass,
Oregon. It is perhaps an option that we should consider here.
Disinfectation (sic) alternatives discuss ultraviolet
disinfectation (sic) and chlorination, and to quote from the
DEIS, "Chlorination provides a much more proven and reliable
system for" disinfectation (sic).

1 would argue that under all alternatives chosen, we use
chlorination with the obvious dechlorinization (sic) that would
need to occur before any treated effluent is discharged in the
surface waters in Neskowin.

Further, on page 2-13, the Simpson Timber site is

described briefly. Information presented shows that the site

372

373 373.

374 37a.

Use of the Simpson Timber site is consistent with the
Tillamook County Land Use Plan. A conditional use
permit, however, would be required. See Appendix
C.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 52,

Letter No. 17.

375 375. This comment was submitted as part of the written

376 376.

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 33,
Letter No. 17.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 277,
Letter No. 74.
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is 2 miles from the core area and that piping costs to it will

cost a 150,000 bucks. Common sense dictates that using a
current site will avoid new site-purchase costs and piping
costs. It would appear that such savings could, therefore, be
available for better treatment-plant options.

The user-cost discussion on page 2~26 does not adequately
include homeowner solid-waste disposal costs. Again, to echo
John Anderson's remarks, we're first of all assuming a
different value of a home than might, in fact, be documented as
the average value of homes in the Neskowin core area. And
secondly, for the homeowner, we also have to conclude the fact
that their septic tank will continue to have to be pumped every
five to seven years. Such pumping costs will obviously be
borne by the homeowner and the resident, but they ought to be
pointed out.

The Phase 2 map on page 2-4 is particularly disturbing to
me. It indicates service to Kiawanda Beach, and it's my
understanding -- it's not on the map Vic has provided, but if
folks who have their copies here, it's on page 2-7. It seems
to indicate that we're going to serve an area that, it's my
understanding, is an active foredune and is thoroughly
undevelopable. I believe it's also zoned that way for the
County, but again, common sense would dictate you don't build

on dunes that are either building or eroding.

This system -- again, this sort of description of Phase 2

376

377 377

378 35,

379 379.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 52,
Letter No. 17.

Removal of septage from individual septic tanks will
continue to be required periodically. The NSRA will
be responsible for maintaining the septic tanks; costs
for periodic pumping have been included in the
estimated operation and maintenance costs used in
the user fee analysis.

Planning for collectors in Phase 2 has not proceeded
beyond the conceptual stage. Additional planning and
design will be required for the Phase 2 collectors as well
as the treatment plant expansion and effluent disposal
system. Land use plans and zoning regulations will
dictate the location of housing; the sewer system will be
designed to respond to the demand created by land use
decisions.
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argues for focusing on the problem, Phase 1, solving the

problem. Much of the discussion in Chapter 3 is in an area of
description. When the real sewage discussion occurs, the truth
also is revealed. The extent to which contruction of the
proposed treatment plant would alleviate the contamination is
unknown.

It's 1990. I think we could get a little better handle on
solving the problem. The support of growth in the core area --
pardon me, under projection of -- under population projections
in Chapter 3, states that growth in the core area is limited by
vacant lots sized too small for individual wastewater treatment
systems, and by the lack of alternative wastewater treatment
facilities.

Again, this was echoed and pointed out in detail by
Vic Affolter of the County. This supports, I believe, the
premise of most Neskowin residents, the purported goal of the
NRSA, and this sewer project to solve a pollution problem and
use reserve capacity to allow the urban area; that is, the core
area of Neskowin to fill up. Other houses in Neskowin will
either use state-of-the-art individual wastewater treatment
systems or will not be built, period.

It is explicitly not the responsibility of the NRSA to --
nor of this project -- to provide sewerage for future growth.

The goal is to solve the pollution problem.

Thank you.

381 1331

380 380. This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 186,
Letter No. 49.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 173,
Letter No. 47.
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Ken Brooks: Thank you, Alex. Mike Kowalski, and then Skip
Patten.
I'm Mike Kowalski.

Mike Kowalski: I am presently serving as

the manager of the Neskowin Sanitary Authority. Before that, I
was a Board member for ten years, from 1977 to '87. I was a
resident of Neskowin from '72 to '87; and presently, I'm a
homeowner and property owner of some other tracts in the
district. My comments are primarily from the standpoint of
being the manager of the District.

Much of what I had to say has already been stated, but the
first thing -- one of the most important things I could do is
to indicate how much the NRSA appreciates the public input that
we're getting; and I urge you, and people that you know that
aren't here but yet are involved in Neskowin, to please make
your thoughts known within -- within the time frame, if that's
possible.

I would just add a few comments from a historical
perspective on what NRSA has done over the years. During my t
tenure with NRSA, I've seen a number of sewer proposals come |
I don't remember exactly how many there have been. I

and go.

I was

382 382.

don't even remember the details, except for a few.
talking with Hal Schlicting recently about the proposal in
1984, and at that time Hal was chairman of the District. |

He reminded me that the plan that we were trying to put

forth at that time would have sewered the whole district for

Comment noted. Funding depends on the availability of
funds and the priority ranking developed by ODEQ.
Neskowin is ranked high in priority but the availability
of funds may be insufficient to provide funding for this
project if application is not made in the near future.
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$1.6 million. Then in 1988, we had the proposal, as most of

you are aware, that was the forerunner of this EIS. That
proposal was to sewer the core area for $2.2 million. And now
we have the present proposal, which serves the same area as the
'88 plan, and -- I'm reading in the EIS -- it's $4 million.

It is clear to me, as I'm sure it is to you, that not only
is it getting more expensive to build community sanitation 382
facilities; but the costs are increasing at a very rapid rate.
Effectively, what we're seeing is a proposal that's doubled in
cost in two years. Now, it's not as -- quite so horrible as it
sounds; in that, with the plan that's presented, approximately
two-thirds of the funding of this proposal is planned to be
funded through grants.

It remains to be seen, of course, on some of those grants
just what the amounts will be. For instance, the Farm Home
grant. I would like to conclude by saying that the Board is
doing its best to provide the lowest cost, most

environmentally-sensitive design for the community. Please

continue to help us with your input.
Thank you.
Ken. Brooks: Thank you, Mike. Skip Patten.
Skip Patten: I don't have any comment, thank you.
Ken Brooks: Okay, Skip. And the last card I have is for
Lee Haga. Is there anyone else who would like to speak after

Lee?
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Unidentified Man: Yeah, I would.

Ken Brooks: Okay. Could you give them a card, please. And

then this gentleman over here. Thank you.
Lee Haga: My name is Lee Haga, and I've been a resident on
Slab Creek Road for 12 years; and I've owned property there for
about 15. And I would just like to say that I am very much
opposed to dumping effluent on Slab Creek, period. And I also
am very much opposed to any plans of creating a man-made lake
for sewage treatment up on that road.

There's about 20 to 25 families that live on that road,
and even though we may not be very obvious -- some of our homes
are tucked away up in the hills by choice -- we live there
because we want to live there and because our choice of that
locale fit in with our philosophy of beauty and just the real
pleasant remoteness of that particular area. And it's very --
one of the choicest areas on the coast to live.

I talked to many of the homeowners today, and most of them
would agree with me that they are also actively opposed to any
dumping of effluent on that creek, at any point along that
creek, whether it's up near where our houses are or beyond or
closer to the ocean itself.

We also are very much against the -- like I said, the
My child and her friends have

creation of a man-made lake.

played along that creek. They've waded in that creek. They've

swum in it. We've rafted along that creek. We've swum in it.

383 383.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 159,
Letter No. 42.
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We treat that creek with a lot of respect, and that creek is

actually one of the main reasons we're here; because it makes a
beautiful confluence with the ocean, and the Indians rather
favored it, and so do we.

And ecologically speaking, most of the families that live
up there treat that creek with a lot of respect. We don't dump
contaminants along it. We don't fish it. We just like to know
that it's a healthy stream and that it's getting healthier
every year. And I would hate to see that reverse itself. So
in other words, anything that -- any proposal that goes against
that kind of holistic awareness of the importance of keeping
that creek as natural and as beautiful as possible, goes
against what we feel is important.

As for the lake, I myself don't want to live near a lake
that has sewage. Sure, maybe it's a mile down the road, so out
of sight, out of mind. Not in our book. We drive by that road
every day, and I would hate to see anything of that nature
being installed in there.

And I know that the people that own houses down here maybe
would love to see the sewage dumped up there, because it's
definitely out of sight and out of their minds:; but as far as
we're concerned, that's not going to happen. And ve're very
much against that.

We'd like to -- we've never really been part or want to be

part of the sewage system in Neskowin. That's -- you know, why

383
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should we? We're way up there, and we're all pretty content

with the septic systems we've got. We keep them in good
repair, and they're pretty efficient. And that just seems to
be ~- you Xnow, seems to go along with -- well, it seems to be
the best system for us out there.

Also, Slab Creek Road has been designated a scenic route.
You can see it along -~ the signs. It sure won't be scenic if
there's any kind of a septic dumping-ground up there. And I'd
like to point that out, that that road is one of the classic
bike routes along the coast; and bikers and campers and tourists
love to drive along there.

There is the experimental forest people like to see.
There's a lot of classic, old farms and farmland that just need
to be preserved. So speaking for the residents that can't
show up, although there is one of them here -- most of them
will try to come tomorrow -~ I can tell you that we are against
that kind of idea. Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Lee. Let's see. I just received two

cards. Jean Harmon you don't want -- you do not want to speak

then, this one indicates? Jean Harmon?

Jean Harmon: That's correct.

Ken Brooks: Okay. Fine. Okay. Ted Schlicting. Les, you'll

be next.

My name is Ted Schlicting. I just have

Ted Schlicting: Yes.

one comment. I'd like to address what I believe is a

383
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This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comments 281
and 283, Letter No. 75.
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deficiency in the DEIS, and that is the fact that it doesan't

explain the public policy framework under which the current
project has been planned and funded. There's no mention of the
ordinances that have been passed and the relationship to the
funding arrangements.

There's been a lot of talk tonight about limiting the
system, but it's my understanding that the funding
arrangements, whether they're good or bad, have already been
based upon previous public policy procedures that have been
adopted. And if that's going to be changed, there needs to be
a concomitant change in those ordinances and other public-
policy matters that have already been adopted. And that's
something that the DEIS doesn't go into at all; and it needs to
be, 1 think, addressed in the final version. Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Ted. Les Furtz (sic).

Les Fultz: Fultz.

Ken Brooks: Fultz. And after ~- the next speaker will be
Bryce Shunway.

Les Fultz: My name is Les Fultz, and I live on -~ I live on
Neskowin Creek. And I look around in the room, and I see -- I
don't see anyone else that actually lives on Neskowin Creek,
and I do.

I don't know how many of you have heard the word NIMBY,
N-I-M-B-Y, but it stands for “not in my back yard." And I've

been to many public hearings over my -- in my life. I happen

-

384
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to be a professional engineer, a professional land surveyor.

I have done sewer design. As a matter of fact, the private
sewer system -- that was a private sewer system that NRSA had
purchased. I designed the original plant.

The problem that I -- I've been sitting here listening to
this, and I did not intend to speak. I did not sign a card
when I came in, but the thing that bothers me is I see here is
that there are so many, many people in the Neskowin community
that need sewage, need it; and I'm not talking about the core
area. I don't live in the core area.

I'm talking about the -- out in the Phase 2 area, in
Neskowin Heights, for example; the portion of Proposal Rock:
Hawk Creek Hills; Neskowin North that Mike Kowalski has
developed; Pacific Sands Heights; Viking Estates; Ocean Creek;
NEFF Addition. All of these -- all these have lots -- a good
many of those -- I think almost all the lots are sold, and
those people would like to live here, too. And there -- none
of those -- none of those sites, those lots, are large enough
for a septic system, for an on-site disposal system. And the
problem that I have in sitting here is that I look around the
room; I see none of those people here.

You haven't heard any of their testimony. You haven't
heard any of the statements of the people in Neskowin Heights,
for example, in Hawk Creek Hills, that would like to build and

like to become a part of the community, would like to be a part
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of this quiet, non-industrial, non-commercial community. And

it's -~ unfortunately, so many of these owners of these lots in
these subdivisions I'm talking about, many of them live far
away. They probably not even have been informed that this
meeting is being held.

And so that ve have a whole segment of the Neskowin
community, owners in the Neskowin community, deeded -- they
have -- they paid for their property just like all of you have,
and they're not here to state their case. And I would -- I
have no hesitation in saying that I know the numbers of the
people who would speak in their own behalf are much more than
the ones that we have here tonight. And I just -- I just am
disturbed about the NIMBY feeling, because are so many people;
and unfortunately, so many of you people don't know these other
people, and I do.

I know a lot of them, and they're all fine people. And
they would fit in the community very nicely. They don't want
to see any commercialism. They don't want to see a Lincoln
City here. Neither do I. And I've been ini-- I went to the
Lincoln City area in 1949. I saw it grow a great deal, and I
agree with many of the statements that have been made about
Lincoln City.

But the commercializing or this kind of thing of the
Neskowin community, the County alone will take care of a good

share of preventing of that. Look at the number of -- look at
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the limited commercial area in the Neskowin area, just very

little commercial area. And it was done that way by the
developers, the owners of the property specifically asking for
only that much. And we do have to have some commercial area.
We do have to have some. We can't -- we can't just live in our
house, and that's all there is to it.

And just as an example, how do you people get your
gasoline for your vehicles? Cloverdale, Pacific City, or
Lincoln city or Otis, eight, ten miles away at least. And
that's fine for the people who can afford to do that, but there
are a lot of people who can't really afford to go that far for
their gasoline. Why isn't there something like that here?

And it's those kind of things that -- that isn't
commercialization like Lincoln City. That's the kind of basic
necessities that a community like this needs. So I close by
saying that I am going to put my statements into writing, and
I'm going to make some effort to get some of these people that
haven't been here to give their viewpoint, also.

There were some good points made tonight. I'm not saying
that the people were wrong. It's just that they're -- I feel
that all the testimony is somewhat one-sided, and I know there
are a lot of people who could present another side that would
be just as convincing as what we heard tonight. Thank you.
Ken_ Brooks: Thank you, Les. Bryce Shumway.

Bryce Shumway: I'm Bryce Shumway. I live 3 miles up Slab

385
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Creek Road, and I own 80 acres up there. In fact, I bought

Vic Affolter's uncle's place, Walt Affolter. And probably this
doesn't affect me, since I'm out of the area; but I wanted to
point out a point here that -- well, first of all, well said,
Les. You stole my thunder.

You said just about everything I was going to say, except
that -- about our drinking water. Most of our drinking water
comes from springs around here. I don't think there's a well.
I don't believe there's a well in the area. Do you have a
well?

Margqot Thompson: Neskowin Valley School is on a well.

Bryce Shumway: Okay. I see.

Margot Thompson: That's okay.

Bryce Shumway: Okay. Well anyway, most of our drinking water
is from springs up in the hills, as mine is; and there's very
little chance of contamination from groundwater, polluted
groundwater there. But I can see that there is a problem
probably for sewage disposal here in the core area all right,
and I'm at a loss to submit a solution.

Someone mentioned that a spray system might be well to get
rid of the sludge:; and then, 1 think, Mr. Schlicting mentioned
about taking it out in the ocean and dumping it a quarter of a
mile away. What's the difference? If it runs into the creek,
it goes to the ocean. If you dump it out there, it's in the

ocean. So what's the difference?

386

386.

Comment noted.



10

11

12

1

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

58
But the way these farmers get rid of their liquid manure

is spray it on the pastures, and it fertilizes the grass and is
taken care of; and it works out real well. But I don't know
how that would work for a sewage-disposal system of this sort.
Anyway, I wanted to say that my septic system is working real
well, and I know there's absolutely no contamination going into
Neskowin Creek from my sewage system.

It was approved by Tillamook County; and at the present
time, I have sold one piece of property there. And it is now
under the jurisdiction of the new owner, so all we have is
responsibility for our own home now. So I thank you and =~-
very much.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Bryce. 1Is there anyone else who would
like to speak this evening? Okay.

I'd like to -~ before adjourning, I'd like to compliment
everybody here, the entire group. I don't think I've ever seen
a community where it appears that everybody belongs to the
toastmasters' club. Truly some outstanding presentations, and
I can assure you everything that was said and everything that
you submit will be fully considered.

There will be another hearing tomorrow. If there's
anybody that you know that hasn't had an opportunity to be here
this evening, please encourage them to come tomorrow or submit
written testimony. Yes, sir?

David Joyce: sir, it might be well to indicate that tonight
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the clocks are set back an hour, just so people are not

confused about the meeting time.
Ken Brooks: That's a very good point. I think I'd better
change mine right now.

It is now 8:44, and this hearing is adjourned.

(October 28, 1990)
Ken Brooks: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Since
it's two minutes after 6:00 (sic), and this is an official
hearing -- I have a short announcement to read before we
begin.

My name is Ken Brooks. I'm the Assistant Regional
Administrator for EPA operations in the State of Oregon. I
have been designated as the hearing officer for this public
hearing on our Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed Neskowin sewage system.

I want to welcome each of you to the hearing and thank you
for yoﬁr interest in the EIS and the proposed project. For the
record, this hearing is being held on October 28, 1990; and as
I said, it is 2:07 p.m. in the Neskowin Fire Hall. This
hearing is to provide an opportunity for citizens, interest
groups, and public agencies to comment on the draft EIS.

We will hold -- this is a second hearing. We had a
hearing last night. First, I'd like to mention a couple of

housekeeping items. We have sign-up cards at the entrance of
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the room, like this. Anyone who would like to be on our

nailing 1list, would you please fill out one of these cards. We
also request that you fill out a card if you'd like to provide
testimony this afternoon. That will given me an idea of the
number of speakers we will have, and I can arrange the cards
accordingly.

I1f we have a large number of speakers, we will recess at
4 o'clock if we need to continue after that time. 1In the
interest of time, I would ask that you limit your redundant
testimony, please. That is, if a previous speaker has made the
same comments you wish to make, you can refer to that previous
speaker's comments. Making an opening statement this afternoon
will be Gerald Opatz of our regional office in Seattle.
Mr. Opatz will briefly discuss this EIS process and describe
how EPA intends to make its decision on the project.

Dan Fraser of the Farmers Home Administration will follow
Mr. Opatz in describing his office's role in the project.
buring Mr. Opatz' and Mr. Fraser's statements, I will be
arranging the order of those who wish to speak this afternoon.
I'11l be arranging the order of speakers in the following
manner: First, those individuals representing Federal, state,
or local agencies; second, those representing organizations;
and finally, those individuals who wish to speak in their
private capacity.

You will note that we have a court reporter who will be
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making a transcription of the testimony. This transcript will

be available to anyone without cost. The transcript is
important since your testimony this evening will become part of
the official record. This afternoon. Excuse me. I forgot to
cross out that. When you are called to speak, please give your
name and speak slowly and loudly enough so that our court
reporter doesn't miss any of your testimony. The oral comments
you provide this afternoon are just as important as the written
comments you may send to us.

Both written and oral comments will be fully considered
and responded to in the final Environmental Impact Statement.
Please also note that the public comment will run through
November Sth. So if you want to make oral -- or written
statements in addition to your oral comments today, we will
receive -- we will accept those through the 5th of November.

Unidentified Man: Where do you send those?

Ken Brooks: The address, I believe, is in the EIS. Jerry?
Gerald Opatz: Yeah, to our Seattle office. Do you have a
copy of the EIS?

Unidentified Man: No.

Ken Brooks: Can we write it on the board up here?
Gerald Opatz: Yeah.

Ken Brooks: Could you, please.

Gerald Opatz: Sure.

Ken Brooks: The last procedural issue I would like to tell you
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about is that there will be no cross-examination or questioning

of the speakers, nor will EPA attempt to respond to your
questions other than on procedural, EIS, or grant-related
issues. We will not try to answer project-specific or policy
issues since EPA will not be developing a final position on
this project until after the close of the comment period and
our careful analysis of all comments received.

We're here to listen to your concerns and comments this
afternoon and please be assured your comments will be
thoroughly analyzed. I would now like to have Jerry Opatz make
his introductory comments. Could you please pass any of the
sign-up cards to me at this time, or at any time you fill thenm
out, please pass them forward. Jerry.

Gerald Opatz: Thanks, Ken. My apologies to those of you who
were here last evening and have to listen to me a second tinme,
but I guess that's your choice. The =-- my name is Gerald
Opatz. I'm chief of the Environmental Review Section in EPA's
regional office in Seattle.

I'd like to give you a brief history of EPA's involvement
in this EIS process and describe the steps remaining in
completing the EIS. 1In the fall of 1988, EPA was requested by
the Department of Environmental Quality to prepare an EIS on
the proposal by the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority for
its -- on its proposal to construct a sewage collection and

treatment system. We evaluated the information available at
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that time and agreed that the project could have significant

water quality and socioeconomic impacts and agreed that it
would be appropriate to prepare an EIS to describe and evaluate
those potential impacts.

The first step in preparing that EIS was to conduct
scoping, and this is a process for determining the scope of
issues to be addressed in the EIS and for identifying
significant issues related to that action. As a result of the
scoping process, a number of important issues were identified
for inclusion in the EIS. These included effluent disposal
alternatives, groundwater contamination, potential health risks
associated with children wading and bathing at the mouth of
Neskowin Creek and the effect of the sewage system on community
growth and development.

A scoping meeting was held here in Neskowin in January of
1989. After the close of the scoping process, EPA through its
consultant, Jones & Stokes, started pulling together the
necessary information for preparing the EIS, and we started
writing it. The Farmers Home Administration subsequently
requested to be a cooperating agency with EPA on this EIS since
they, too, would be providing funding for the project; and Dan
Fraser will speak more to that in a couple moments.

EPA has been working on the draft EIS from early -- had
been working on the draft EIS from early 1989 through mid 1990,

through about June, July of this past summer. And at the end
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of that time period, we concluded that none of the effluent

disposal alternatives that we had studied in that time period
would be acceptable. We advised the Sanitary Authority of that
fact and indicated that the EIS process could not develop
further alternatives and that the Authority, through its
consultant, would need to take the lead in developing other
effluent disposal alternatives.

The Authority did this and identified what we have
included as ettluent'disposal Alternatives 1 and 2 in the draft
EIS. For these two alternatives, tive development options were
identified. And the cost analyses included in the EIS indicate
that the most cost-effective alternative is our so-called
option 5. Please note, though, that EPA has not yet identified
its preferred alternative in this draft EIS.

We will identify a preferred alternative in the final EIS
after evaluating all comments and any new information that may
be presented through this public hearing and public comment
process. Where do we go from here in the EIS process? First,
as Ken indicated and I'd like to state, too, that public
comment period does run through November S5th; and upon close of
the comment period, we will analyze all the comments received
here at the public hearings and those that are sent to us, and
we will prepare our final EIS.

The final EIS will include a detailed response to all the

comments that we've received. The final EIS will be sent to
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all persons on our mailing list, so if you're not on our list

as Ken indicated, please be sure to fill out a card. And when
we send out the final EIS, there will be a subsequent 30-day
review and comment period. The final EIS, again, will identify
the planned EPA action.

At the end of the 30-day review period, EPA will issue its
record of decision. This will specifically identify our
proposed action and will include all mitigation measures
adopted by the agency to avoid or minimize environmental harm.
These mitigation measures will be incorporated as enforceable
grant conditions, if applicable. As far as timing for how long
completion of this process will take, that answer is dependent
upon the nature of the comments we receive through the public
comment process.

We have already received, both in writing and last night
-~ for those of you who were here yesterday evening -- quite a
number of very thoughtful comments that is going to take --
that are going to take some time for us to fully analyze and
respond to. We're obviously, having been involved with this EIS
now almost two years, we're anxious to complete the process;
but we won't release the final, we can assure you, until we
have given full and adequate consideration to all the comments
we've received. And unless there are major changes we need to
make in the EIS, we would hope to have the final out maybe

December or January.
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That will only be after we feel very comfortable that

we've fully analyzed the comments that we've received.

David Joyce: 1Is it possible, just as to clarify, is

Option 5 the same as Alternative 5 in the EIS?

Gerald Opatz: No -- the -- and I -- we are going to need to
clarify that in the final. I apologize for the confusion. The
Chapter 2, which goes through the various alternatives and then
talks about the development options is somewhat confusing. The
-- Option 5 is -- I need to check, but I believe it's a
combination ~- I believe it's probably based on Alternative -~
effluent disposal Alternative 1.

Katharine Joyce: Disposal?

Gerald Opatz: Yeah. oOption 5 is summer-hold and
winter-discharge. That is identified as being the most
cost-effective alternative. I think we're going to look and
maybe change some of that terminology around in the final to
try to clarify that, so --

David Joyce: I think that's Alternative 2.

Gerald Opatz: Okay.

Ken Brooks: Thanks, Jerry. Dan Fraser from Farmers Home
Administration.

Dan Fraser: My name is Dan Fraser. I'm with the Farmers Home
Administration, an agency of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. I'm the State Environmental Coordinator for FmHA

and also a loan specialist in the Community and Business
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Programs Division. My office is located in Portland.

FmnHA administers a number of financial assistance programs
for rural areas, one of those being the Rural Water and
Wastewater Loan and Grant Program. It's a program that's
available to rural communities with less than 10,000 population
for the construction, development, or expansion of water and
wastewater facilities.

The Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority submitted a
preapplication to the Farmers Home Administration a number of
years ago requesting financial assistance to complement the EPA
funding, grant funding, to complete or construct a wastewater
system for the Neskowin area. As a Federal agency, FmHA is
required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act,
which is commonly referred to as NEPA, and we cannot approve
any funding until the NEPA requirements have been complied
with.

when it was determined that an EIS would be necessary to
-- or be required to be prepared for this project because of
the environmental impacts, FmHA asked the EPA to include us as
as cooperating agency. The reason we did that was to lessen
any duplicative work that we would have to do that EPA would
also have to do under the NEPA requirements and to do our
environmental review concurrent with theirs. EPA included FmHA
as a cooperating agency, and we've been working with them in

the coordination and preparation of the draft EIS.
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Regarding funding from Farmers Home Administration, at

this point, FmHA has not approved, set aside, or otherwise
committed any funds to this project. Once the EIS process is
completed, then the Neskowin Regional Sanitary Authority's
application will be considered, along with other applications
we have on hand, on a priority basis to determine which
projects are funded. So at this point, there's been no
commitment at all regarding funding for this project.

Briefly, that explains FmHA's involvement in the project
and in the EIS process and also explains our basic policies and
procedures regarding funding. I think that's all I have, Ken.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Dan. Kevin Prance, HGE Engineers.

Kevin France: I'm Kevin France. I'm with HGE Engineers out of
our Portland office, and we're the engineer for the Sanitary
Authority on this project.

When the facilities -- or the environment -- EIS process
in July of this year determined that additional effluent
disposal alternatives needed to be developed, we prepared an
addendum to the facilities plan that we prepared in 1988. And
in the facilities plan addendum, we evaluated two methods --
two different types of collection systems. We evaluated a
septic effluent collection system and a conventional gravity
collection system.

We evaluated several options for treatment processes.

These included a recirculating gravel filter, floccutative
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lagoons, an extended aeration process; and in combination with

the above processs, we looked at utilizing the existing
extended aeration treatment plant in combination with a new
treatment plant.

We evaluated four different plant -- treatment plant
sites. They were the existing treatment plant site, the Hawk
Creek site, the Pasture 2 site, and the Simpson Timber site.
The site that was recommended in the the 1988 facilities plan
was no longer available, because it had been developed.

For effluent disposal options, we looked at three things.
We looked at spray irrigation, subsurface disposal, and direct
discharge to Neskowin Creek. For disinfection options, we
looked at ultraviolet radiation and then a chlorination,
dechlorination process. The recommended alternative of the
1990 facilities plan addendum was to construct the project in
phases.

The Phase 1 portion of the project would provide sewer
service to the core area, the point, and the western portion of
Proposal Rock. The Phase 2 portion of the project would
include Viking Estates, Kiawanda Beach, Neskowin Crest, Hawk
Crest, Neskowin Heights, and the remainder of Proposal Rock.
The recommended alternative included constructing a septic tank
effluent collection system for the parts of the system that are
current unsewered. ’

We would continue to utilize the existing collection
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system in those areas that have sewer service now. We would

abandon the existing treatment plant, because it was determined
it would be more economical to build the new plant a little bit
larger than it would be rehabilitate the existing treatment
plant. We would construct a new extended aeration treatment
plant at the Simpson Timber site.

At that site we would construct a holding lagoon which
would be lined to prevent any seepage of the treated wastewater
from entering the groundwater, and we would hold the treated
wastewater during the summer months. And then in the winter
months when the flow in the creek was great enough to provide
adequate dilution, we would discharge to the creek, and
ultimately, out to the ocean. And the recommended disinfection
process was ultraviolet radiation.

Ken Brooks: Richard Santner from the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality.

Richard Santner: Thank you, Ken. My name is Richard Santner.
1 am employed at the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality, Water Quality Division; and I would like, initially,
to read into the record a letter regarding this draft EIS and
this project from Lydia Taylor, the Administrator of our Water
Quality Division. And I beg the indulgence of those folks who
were here last night and have to hear a second reading.

I would say that we read it aloud now, because we would

like the community to know the position of the Department on
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this particular project.

The letter is addressed to
Gerald Opatz.

“The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality requests
that the public comment record for the above referenced DEIS
indicate that the Department supports the proposed project as
essential for protection of public health and water quality in
the Neskowin area. Our support is reflective of the fact that
the project ranks 16th (among 104) on the Department's current
Construction Grants Priority List. The Neskowin project has
had a relative highly priority ranking for several years since
a study conducted by the Department in 1985 concluded that
bacterial contamination of the creeks near the Neskowin core
area results from failing on-site waste disposal systems.

“The DEIS and the 1988 Facilities Plan Update bring
together much information that makes the need for the proposed
project apparent. Among the salient considerations are these:

"Water quality sampling over the last decade has
repeatedly found evidence of fecal bacterial contamination of
area streams. The 1985 DEQ study indicated the contamination
derives from human sources through failing on-site systems.

"The bacterial contamination of area surface waters is an
indication of a threat to public health. This is of especially
great concern due to the recreational nature of the Neskowin

area and the contact recreation use of area surface waters in

summer.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 1,

Letter No. 1.

387 387.

388 3ss.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 2,

Letter No. 1.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 3,

Letter No. 1.

389 389.
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"The sand dune soils prevalent in the core area are poorly

suited to on-site waste disposal systems. These rapidly
draining soils generally do not allow for adequate removal of
pathogenic or chemical contaminants. 1In the specific case of
Neskowin, the core area has developed on small lots at urban
densities which would not be acceptable for on-site systems
under DEQ's presents rules. The use of seepage pits and
cesspools which are also prevalent in the core area would
likewise not be allowed. The existing on-site systems
constitute a continuing threat to public health and the quality
of surface and groundwater.

"It is the policy of the State of Oregon, as stated in
ORS 468.710, to prevent and abate pollution and to ensure that
no waste be discharged to waters of the state without adequate
treatment.

“Clearly, improperly treated waste is being discharged
into Neskowin area groundwater and creeks resulting in a threat
to public health and degradation of water quality. The
construction of a properly functioning sewage collection and
treatment system is the most appropriate means of permanently
correcting this situation. The Department supports
implementation of the proposed project.

"Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

"Sincerely, Lydia R. Taylor, Administrator, Water Quality

Division.'

390 390.

391 391,

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 4,
Letter No. 1.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 3§,
Letter No. 1.
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I'd like to add on a few other remarks regarding funding

and process. Comments were made last night which shows, I
think, some misunderstanding perhaps of what the situation is;
and I would like to clarify that. The grant -- one of the
grants that the Sanitary Authority is seeking is an EPA
Wastewater Treatment Works Construction Grant.

The State of Oregon is a state which is called a delegated
state. That is, we administer that grant program on behalf of
EPA in Oregon. The grant, however, is a Federal grant. We
work with project applicants, communities like Neskowin or
other communities, to develop an appropriate grant application,
to have done a facilities plan, and so forth.

And when we deem them to have an appropriate project and
an appropriate application, we do what is called "“certify"™ that
application, certify that project, send that to EPA; and EPA
Seattle awards that grant. The construction grants program
will expire, and I say that categorically, will expire on
September 31 (sic), 1991.

There will be no more EPA construction grants awarded

‘after that date. Pragmatically speaking, an application cannot

come in that late and be processed and awarded. It needs to be
-~ let us say for right now, on the order of a month or so
before that. That leaves the conclusion that the Regional
Sanitary Authority here has to have developed and have approved

a grant application by that date to be considered at all.

392 392

Comment noted.
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However, I need to add a bit of complexity to that. we

are in the final year of the program. The State of Oregon has
available to award a finite pot of money. We are working with
other communities like Neskowin on the development of projects
and applications. The number of communities and the amount of
money those communities could potentially apply for exceeds the
amount of money that we have available to award.

The conclusion one reasonably comes to from that is that
the earlier any jurisdiction, Neskowin or any other, comes in
with an approvable application, the more likely it is to be
funded. The Environmental Quality Commission, our policy body
-~ the Department's policy body -- has adopted a policy for the
final year of administration of the program.

What we do, basically, is save up the applications that
come in in any quarter, then award the grants to those fundable
applications in their rank order on this priority list I
mentioned. It looks like no one is going to be coming in in
the first quarter. I think it's likely people will be coming
in in the second quarter and the quarters thereafter. As the
project -- as the year gets closer and closer to its end, the
availability of money becomes more and more uncertain.

Therefore, it is in the interest of this community, and
any other seeking a grant, to get on with it as expeditiously
as they can. But I can make you a fiat statement, a definite

statement, that applications which are not in and processed by

392



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

75 !
September 31st (sic), or actually somewhat before then, of 1991 J

392

will not get a grant. And if, in the end, it works out that
this community builds a sewer system, clearly, it is
advantageous to do it with approximately $2 million in Federal

grant than to do it without that amount of money.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Richard. Doug Marshall, Tillamook

County.
Doug_Marshall: 1I'm Doug Marshall, the County Sanitarian. I
got a subpoena a couple of weeks ago, and they spelled my name
D-o-g. So if you put me down on a subpoena be sure to spell my
name right.

I had some specific comments on the EIS draft statement,
and rather than read them in verbatim, I just wanted to kind of
highlight them. I made ten copies. I really didn't expect
this many people to show up, but you'‘re welcome to them if you
want then.

on page 2-2 of the EIS, they talked about, quote, Neskowin

North received County Sanitary approval for its septic systenms,

unguote. I started here in 1980, but I have been a sanitarian
since 1970. The point I wanted to make was, in '73, DEQ was
created. Prior to '73, the rules for subsurface sewage were 393 393-

that if you wanted to do a subdivision, you looked at two or
three spots on the subdivision. If they looked feasible, you

went ahead and platted it, sold lots. When the owner was ready

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 36,
Letter No. 15.
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to build, then they came in and got their septic approval, if

possible.

As you can imagine, a number of the lots they could not
get septic approval on that weren't right in the area where the
few test holes had been dug. So when DEQ was created, they
required that every lot be septic-approved before you platted
it. So in that statement, it is correct that it did have
sanitarian approval at that time, but remember that it was just
a general approval for the whole subdivision.

Most of Neskowin North that can be developed on sewers is
already developed. There are a few other approvals out there
that haven't been built on, but you're not going to see many
more houses out there than there are now, at least on our
tecnology today.

Second paragraph on page 2-10 talks about discharges into
many of the septic systems in the area occurring only during
the period of six to eight months during the year. What I've
seen in the ten years I've been here is that that may have been
true ten years ago, but over the years I'm seeing more and more
winter use of vacation dwellings. The old idea of the coastal
vacation cabin with the outhouse out back and cold running
water is fast disappearing.

I find myself doing more and more repairs where I'm
looking through the window, trying to figure out water use on

the house, estimating bedrooms. We're looking at pretty well

393

394 394,

395

395.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 37,
Letter No. 15.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 37,
Letter No. 185.
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set-up second homes, all of the conveniences, garbage

disposals, dishwashers, hot tubs, all of the things that scare
the sanitarian to death if they're going in the septic.

The other thing that I'm seeing is more and more of the
places that I'm called out to do repairs on the septic system
are being rented out either part-time or full time, And I
find, generally, over time that renters are a lot harder on a
septic system than a homeowner would be. We find that a lot of
items that wouldn't normally go down a system end up in a
system if it's been rented out. Most of those items aren't
real good on a system.

Page 4-3 under the No Action Alternative, the core area
will not be able to grow. I'm seeing growth every year on the
coastal dune areas, Tierra del Mar, Neskowin North ~- or
Nedonna Beach, Neskowin, any of the areas where we've got beach
homes. It isn't all new dwellings that are being constructed.
I'm seeing a lot of remodels, upgrades of existing structures.

I pulled some statistics out of my files. Last year here
for the Neskowin core area, the area we're talking about
sewering up, I did two permits for brand-new dwellings. During
that same time period, I did seven authorization notices. The
authorization notice is a catch-all phrase for a remodel, loan
report, existing system evaluation, that sort of thing. oOut of

that seven, five of them I approved with some conditions,

mainly, that the sewage-disposal systems needed to be

395

396 396.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 38,
Letter No. 15.
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upgraded.

I also did four septic repairs in the Neskowin area during
the last year. All of those four were undersized repairs.
Later on, I've got some numbers here for sizes of an adequate
repair. So if we want to get into that, we can. Most of the
old -- older homes in the area are served by cesspools and
seepage pits, the cesspool being just the sewage flows out of
the house into a pit. There's no septic tank to even settle
the solids. The seepage pit has a septic tank, and then it
goes out to a deep pit.

The problems with those kind of systems are that they are
in direct contact the groundwater table much of the year. We
found in our studies that we need about 4 feet of separation
betweem the bottom of a sewage-disposal system and the
groundwater table for the sewage to get adequate treatment, and
it needs to be dry; and this applies in coarse-textured soils
like the sands.

Most of Neskowin core area here, Yaquina and Netarts beach
sands, they contain a lot of fines. Like many of the other
dune areas in the Oregon coast, it's underlain by a fresh-water
aquifer. Densities are such that -- so you don't see it mixing
much with the Pacific Ocean, although it extends out onto the
beach front. That same aquifer, when the rains start and you
look out here on the golf course, you're seeing part of that

aquifer. 1It's all interconnected.

396

397 397

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 4,

Letter No. 1.
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I would "guesstimate" that the average depth of that

fresh-water underground aquifer is about 30 inches during the
winter months. The other thing to keep in mind is that if you
cut a cross-section through the Neskowin area, that water table
conforms approximately to the ground formed above it. So even
though you've got some foredune and some high dune area, that
water table rises up in that, having to do with capillarity.
So many of the drain fields up in those higher areas still
don't have that 4 foot of separation.

Without the 4 foot of separation between the bottom of
the disposal system and the groundwater table, the bacteria
flows into the groundwater table and disperses. Studies by
Bouma, Terry Rahe, some of the other leading people in the
state, show that that bacteria travels 200 feet or more, and
it's still hot, still untreated.

The point I wanted to make is many of the systems out
there, even with the small repairs that we're having to do, are
still contaminating that underground aquifer. It comes down to
the point of, do we want to preserve that aquifer for future
generations or do we want to continue contaminating it with raw
or partially-treated effluent.

when I talk about repairs on -- for existing structures,
usually the two repairs that we do, if possible, are the
The problem with a

low-pressure system and the sand filter.

sand filter, of course, it conserves area, but it's very

—

397

398

398.

The situation in this community is obviously complex..
The soils in the area clearly do not lend themselves to
adequate subsurface treatment at existing densities.
Septic systems are not an adequate solution to disposal
at urban densities.
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expensive. We're talking a sewage-disposal system in the range

of 5,500 to $10,000 depending upon how many bells and whistles
you want to put on it.

On lots 5,000 feet -- square feet and smaller, it's
getting tough to even find area for a sand filter. With
setbacks, a sand filter requires about 2,100 square feet. A
low-pressure system, properly done, shallow, with a cap over
the top of it, takes about twice that much or 5,100 square feet
-— or more than twice than that much. Many of the lots in the
core area don't have enough room to do that. So when I talk
about undersized repairs, I'm talking seepage trenches,
low-pressure beds. In some cases, if they have a seepage pit
and I can't find any other room, we go ahead and put in new
seepage pits.

The problem when room becomes at a premium is, what do we
do with the old, contaminated gravels and sands. You just
can't throw them in the back of a truck and haul them off
somewhere and dump them. That sewage dribbling out the back of
the truck perturbs people when they get it on their
windshield. It tends to be a health hazard, too. When people
know what it is, they really don't want it buried in their yard
somewhere. So it's hard to get rid of. I've had to take it as
far as the landfill to dispose of it, and that's rather a waste
of landfill space.

The nice thing about the sand filter is that it really

398
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treats the effluent before it gets down into that groundwater

table. The two parameters that we measure sewage in,
generally, are BODs and suspended solids. They -- a sand
filter cuts about 97 to 99 percent of that out of the effluent
in addition to most of the bacteria. It reduces the nitrates
about half. Most of the State standards are written with
nitrates in mind when you're talking bacterial pollution of
underground aquifers.

Nitrates are easy to test for. They're always present in
sewage. Planning made up some maps. I don't know if I should
point this out, but I think the sewer comes up to about here,
doesn't it, Mike?

Mike Kowalski: Yeah.

Douqg Marshall: Yeah. They got a little carried awvay.

So if we ignore this section, the idea was to color the lots
that are less than 5,000 square feet red, because those are the
ones that I really have a problem with trying to do a repair
on. A lot that's 5,000 square feet, typically, you get out and
look and most of it's covered with house, driveway, parking;
and I'm left over with -- it's not very much room.

The orange are 5,000 to 7,500 square feet. If everything
works right, usually we can get a -- a repair system in there
that's adeguate on lots that size, depending again on the size
of the house. And then the larger lots are -- the green or

yellow, over 7,500 square feet. I think we're talking

398
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something in the neighborhood of -- what? Sixty -- I'm sure

Vic dug those out. Sixty some percent are under 5,000 square
feet. I don't have his numbers. I think that's close.

Sixty-three percent? 1If the sewer doesn't go and I'm
called to do repairs, the lots that are red are the ones that
I'm going to have a heck of a time trying to fix with an
on-site solution. 1In the past, I have put in whatever we can
put in to get by in the hopes that the sewer is coming. 1In all
honesty, I'm kind of hanging my neck out doing that. The
choice is kicking people out of their home, vacation home, or
trying to get the sewage back underground.

So far, we've got it back underground, but understand that
most of those repairs that I'm doing are contributing directly
to the groundwater contamination. Houses along Hawk Creek, for
instance, irregardless (sic) of what kind of system they have,
if you're talking effluent that travels a couple hundred feet
or more in the groundwater contribute to the pollution in that
creek.

You're not going to see in rapidly-draining or
coarse-textured soils sewage coming up to the surface very
often. It disperses in that groundwater and flows on the
gravity gradient. Sand is particular -- the Oregon beach
sands, because it has so many fines in it. Dyeing suspected
failing sewage systems doesn't work well. The particulate size

of the dye, the foreseen dye, is taken up by the sand, is

398
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filtered out, and we don't get it.

I might back up. We talk about failures either as
point-source failures or nonpoint-source failures.

Point-source is when you walk out there, and you've got a pipe;
and it's got gray, smelly stuff coming out of it. The old
sanitarian's test used to be if it looks, smells, and tastes
like sewage, it probably is. We don't see too many of those in
the Neskowin area. I can only think of two or three in the
past five or six years that I've found.

We would talk of sewage as a nonpoint-source, a saturated
flow. The systems along here contributing to that bacterial --
high bacterial counts that they're seeing on the -- in the
creek when they test. So going in and dyeing them won't work
to figure out who's contributing to what. We could go in and
tag the bacteria radioactively; and in fact, that's how the
tests were done for travel of bacteria in coarse-textured soils
under experimental conditions. You're talking very expensive
testing.

It always creates a lot of problems when you talk about
dumping radioactive things out into the environment. It makes
me a little nervous, too. I don't know of any other way to
specifically nail down which house is contributing how much
load. I went out on a repair that we would class as as
point-source a couple of years ago, narrowed it down to three

houses, knocked on one door, and there were weekend renters in

398

399 399.

Please refer to Comment 398 and Response to
Comment 33, Letter No. 14. The limited action
alternative cannot be implemented without the
identification of failed systems. As this testimony
indicates, the determination of those failed systems is a
very complex and costly procedure.
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there. And when they figured out who I was and what I wanted

to do, they really weren't willing to let me in to dump dye
down the toilet to see if that's where it was coming from.

So I didn't push it. I tried the next house, and no one
was home, went through the lady that owned it, was told by her
lawyer I'd have to get a court order to do it. Right now, I'm
working about eight weeks behind on the paying customers that
come through the door that want new houses; and I really haven't
taken the time to go out and go up through the court systenm,
the time it takes to write up a brief, get a court order, and
dye the system.

Luckily, the case that I'm talking about, the people
wanted to remodel, came in and voluntarily upgraded the
system. So we got that one repaired. The enforcement
proceedings to force people to repair their systems are very
lengthy, and you can be talking two or three years.

I was given a letter by the Friends of Neskowin Friday
afternoon, and I really haven't had time to do a proper
response, I wanted to submit written comments before the S5th
deadline. I did notice one paragraph in there talking about an
additional alternative, recommending another alternative, 9 or
10. And I wanted to talk about that a minute. Anybody know
the one I'm talking about?

As you can see, I haven't had time to read this real

thoroughly yet. The point that they wanted to raise, I think

399

4(?0 400. Please refer to the previous two Responses to Comment.

This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 187,
Letter No. 49,
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-= and correct me if I'm wrong -- was they wanted another

alternative added to the other alternatives about some more
surveying, forcing the people that we couldn't fix their drain
fields to hook to the sewer now. Using some dye testing or
whatever to determine where the problems were and either
correcting them on-site or hook into the sewer.

I've been in this business about 20 years. About 12 years
ago -- up to about 12 years ago, Federal funds were readily
available for sewer projects. You could get 75 to 85 percent
Federal monies. So when a sewer project went, you ran the
sewers, hooked up everybody that was failing; and then as the
other systems failed, you forced them to hook on.

Monies have gotten so tight for these kind of projects
that I don't think you're going to see that anymore, at least I
haven't in the last two sewer projects that I worked in.
Generally, if they run a sewer line down the street, everyone
has to hook on. It's a simple matter of economics. The
Federal monies have pretty well dried up for these.

The other point that I wanted to raise, it would be nice
if we could go back and do door-to-door surveying, but because
dye, the old traditional dye methods, don't work in sands, I
don't know how we can nail down which house is contributing
what pollution to the creek short of some very exotic tests.
If Measure 5 passes, I doubt that you'll see any monies

available for that kind of testing at all.

400



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

86

Ken Brooks: Could you kind of wrap it up?

Doug Marshall: Yes. I'll be here for questions if you have
any.

Ken Brooks: Thank you. The next speaker is Margot Thompson,
and she'll be followed by David Joyce.

Margot Thompson: My name is Margot Thompson, and I introduced

myself last evening when I also made comment. I've been a
taxpayer since 1967 in Tillamook County, and I own several
tracts of land in all the areas affected.

I would like to say that I am aware that there has been or
is a branch of the EPA called the Small Flows Clearing House
that exists to help small communities such as ours find
suitable as well as affordable solutions. I do not see any
mention of this in the EIS. I want to know why all available
avenues of information are not being investigated and the
findings submitted into the written record of the EIS.

Secondly, if this project is worth doing well-- worth
doing, it is worth doing well; and I believe that to be true.

I want to know why the Tillamook County Planning Department
consistently submits inaccurate and misleading maps of NSRD and
areas to be included in the proposals., Are we to make, as
citizens in this community, informed decisions based on such
distorted information?

Third, I would like to read, because I have received a

number of phone calls from people in this community who are

401 401.

402 40,

The EPA National Small Flows Clearinghouse was
established in 1979 to assist small communities in
designing, constructing, operating, and managing
wastewater systems. The Clearinghouse can provide
useful information to consultants not familiar with small
system technology; however, the consultants for the
NRSA have considerable experience in designing
wastewater facilities for small communities. Please also
refer to Response to Comment 354.

This comment is beyond the scope of this Environmental
Impact Statement.
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long-time friends of mine and people that I respect and love

about this, quote, "letter," that has been circulated. And I
would like anyone to know that if they would like a copy of our
letter from the Friends of Neskowin, it is available upon
request.

I would also like to say that, quoting from the last part
of the letter so that it won't take too much time, but I would
like to read it into the record. So please bear with me. This
is a quote.

"A group of Neskowin citizens has proposed a new
alternative; Alternative #10:

“Proper repair and expansion of the existing sewerage
plant, plus utilization of the new 'state of the art' soil
technology for existing and replacement septic tanks, together

with proper regulation of Neskowin Lodge, the Horse Stables,

The Wayside, and the Golf Course sewerage, could solve the 40)3 403.

pollution problemn.
"We have asked that this alternative be added to those
previously evaluated.

“This alternative:

“A) Is outside the range of the other proposed
alternatives considered.
"B) Has less environmental impact than the other EIS

alternatives discussed.

uC) It is less expensive than the other EIS alternatives

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 62,
Letter No. 19.
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discussed.

"D) It is the alternative most compatible with the
mitigation concepts in the EIS especially unknown or
inconclusive.

'..., core area...the County has required that any

development in these areas utilize state-of-the-art individual

wastewater treatment systems. These systems are the most

effective in avoiding aquifer contamination but are expensive.'

Page 3-44 EIS

"As noted above, we also propose this approach as part of
our alternative (also note Exhibits G and R)

“This would require hook-up of irreparable septic systems
in the core area and additional hook-up of those other core
area homeowners who elect to do so, while maintaining reserve
capacity for vacant land owners in the core area.

"This reasonable Alternative is already generally
described by the EPA in the EIS Mitigation 'In order to

mitigate these indirect impacts NRSA could scale down the

treatment plant capacities proposed for Phases 1 and 2, or the

areas to be sewered in Phase 2.' Page 5-3 EIS

'Upgrading the existing plant which ODEQ has indicated is

at the end of its service life, appeared to be a viable

alternative and was further evaluated. Page 2-9 EIS
"A great deal of effort has been expended our group to

develop this balanced compromise solution to the many difficult

403
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and controversial Neskowin sewer plan problems.

"Therefore, it is hoped ‘Alternative #10' will be given
every consideration as a plan which best addresses the aims of
various resident groups and best complies with the various
mandates regarding environmental impact, and cost
containment."

And I have signed this letter and submitted it along with
others who also drafted the letter, and I would like to say
that I don't think that any plan is going to go forward without
further refinement. But I think this is a sincere attempt at
looking at the truth of the situation and trying to envision a
very positive future for our community that does not exclude
people, but it envisions very positive growth in a very
contained kind of way. And thank you very much.

Ken Brooks: Margot, could you give the reporter a copy of that
letter, please.

Margot Thompson: Yes. I believe they already submitted it.

Ken Brooks: David Joyce, to be followed by Katharine Joyce.
David Joyce: Without duplicating what I said last night, I
would like to acknowledge that, certainly, in this process it's
important to look at the big picture for what's being proposed
for a community like Neskowin and to plan for the future in the
design of any system to solve the pollution and health problenms
that may result from what we have now.

And I tried to point out last night, and I want to

403
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emphasis again today, that the big picture is -- for this area

that this is an area which cannot and does not -- cannot handle
and does not want growth. Certainly, growth -- does not want
growth that's going to bring some notion of economy to our
community, that's going to bring in -- that's going to change
the nature of what this community is all about.

I think it's clear that the reason the EIS has taken so
long, has been such a difficult process, is that -- as I
mentioned last night, this is an area which is uniquely
unsuited to accepting large amounts of effluent. Therefore,
any solution must be to solve the problem and not assume that
growth is good or inevitable for this area.

As a matter of fact, I think the DEQ and the County should
recognize and promote the need for growth limitations in this
area; because it's very clearly not an area which can accept
the kinds of projections, I believe, which are included in the
DEIS where they're speaking about the population here doubling,
I believe it's by the year 2006. This is an area which cannot
accept that kind of growth, I believe.

We should promote the need for growth limitations and
limit it beyond the core area and single family dwellings in
the core area. I would like to know where is the solution that
solves the problem as it exists now and doesn't create a myriad
of new ones.

I feel that Phase 2 is way out of line in terms of what's

404

404, This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 173,
Letter No. 47.
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needed. It has absolutely nothing to do with the problem as it

exists now. It assumes that massive numbers of people are
going to be moving into this area and that somehow we have to
spend a great deal of money and disrupt the whole nature of our
community to prepare for these people who are coming.

I'm as interested as anyone else in solving the health
problems that we have in this community, but I think that any
solution should be scaled to the problem and scaled to the
community and not provide enabling sewer systems that are going
to make the problem worse by allowing the hundreds, if not
thousands, of more people who will be attracted to this area if
wa have sewer systems running all over the place.

Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, David. Katharine Joyce, with

Jann Steelhammer to follow.
Katharine Joyce:

My name is Katharine Joyce. I spoke last

night, and I'm not going to repeat myself. What I'm going to
do today is I have it letter here from Oregon Trout that was
written to Mr. Kenneth Vigil of the DEQ. It was written

July 15, 1988, by Mr. Dale Pearson with help from

Mr. Bill Bakke, who are both affiliated with Oregon Trout.

I don't know if all of you saw the Oreqgonian today, but
there was an article on the front page concerning endangered
species of salmon; and several of those species, especially
It is my opinion

winter steelhead, we have in Neskowin Creek.

that the -- wastewater disposal of any sort, especially

404

405

405.

This comment was submitted as part of the written

comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 95,
Letter No. 22.
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chlorinated effluent would be disastrous to our five species of

~-- wild species -- the creek has not been stocked since 1968 --
would destroy that unique waterway.

Mr. Pearson of Oregon Trout lists five different important
points in his letter. I won't read them all to you, but some
of them are -- he says that we should take a complete inventory
of all fish and other aquatic species, which includes
shellfish, insects, ocean species, and everything that exists
in the waterway. We need life histories of these species,
especially run times and spawning periods; and as you know, the
water -- the treatment -- wastewater is going to be held during
the summer and discharged during the winter months, which is
during the spawning period of these fish.

The potential effects, the possible chemical and
temperature changes on the homing ability of the fish should be
clearly understood. 1If returning fish become confused as to
location of their birth stream due to changes in taste, smell,
or temperature of its water from effluent discharge, the entire
run could be extinguished, even though the effluent has no
toxic characteristics whatsoever.

In summing, I just just want to read a summing paragraph
to enter it into the record.

"I cannot overemphasize the importance of a thorough and
The small size oé

diligent analysis of these factors.

streamflows of Neskowin Creek drastically limit its ability to

406.

406

The effluent to be discharged will meet state water
quality standards and will protect beneficial uses of
Neskowin Creek. These standards have been
established to preclude impacts to the species living
in the receiving waters. An inventory of the species
would serve no purpose for this document since these
organisms should not be impacted by the proposed
action.

The timing of smolt outmigration varies for different
species and locations; however, most fish migrate
between March and June. There are several factors
which are thought to trigger downstream migratory
behavior, the most prominent of which is an increase
in stream flow. This suggests that outmigrants would
be passing through the area influenced by the
effluent at periods of relatively high stream flow. At
high stream flows, the effluent would be most
effectively diluted, and would probably not
significantly alter the chemical status of the stream.
It is generally accepted that the addition of dilute
chemicals such as sewage treatment plant effluent do
not impact a salmonid’s ability to imprint and home
on its rearing stream.

407 407

Please refer to the previous comment. With dilution
rates of at least 20:1 the impact to the water quality and
the species in the receiving waters should be
insignificant.
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absorb, even for short periods of time, the effects of

discharges that are chemically damaging to aquatic life or that
cause water temperatures to rise to intolerable levels."

Also, I might point out that in the DEIS it is admitted
that stream flows in Neskowin Creek have never been calculated,
and the dissolution ratios of 20:1 can only be assumed. They
cannot be promised. So I submit this letter from Dale Pearson
of Oregon Trout as -- for public record.

Secondly, I would like to say that I -- some of the
comments I was going to make were made by Margot Thompson, and
I agree with her wholeheartedly about solution No. 10 --
Alternative 10 or something in that area. I feel that we -- I
request -- would like to have included in the DEIS ~- I mean in
the FEIS, or whatever, a written cost comparison on innovative
alternatives such as the ones we have proposed, and I would
like to see some discussion of chemical toilets such as the
Clivus Multrum brand, which is a proven brand, all -- perhaps
it would be possible to take available funds and purchase empty
properties within Neskowin proper, in the core area, and use
those for extra drain fields.

You may think this is an odd idea, but I don't think any
idea at this point is too innovative, too crazy, ahythlnq. We
should be exploring all reascnable ideas; and I think it should

be possible to solve our contamination problems, as soon as we

figure out what they are, without the growth inducements of the

407

408 408.

409 409,

410 410,

411 411.

The effluent to be discharged will not elevate the
temperature of the receiving water. In addition, no
chlorine will be added for disinfection so that the
effluent will also not be chemically toxic. Please refer to
Response to Comments 406 and 407; and Response to
Comment 95, Letter No. 22.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 90,
Letter No. 21 and Response to Comment 95, Letter No.
22,

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 172,

Letter No. 47.

Please refer to Response to Comment 41, Letter No. 16.
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DEIS, Alternatives 1 through 8, and that all innovative ideas,

approaches should be taken seriously. And all questions should
be answered with specific data as it can be collected. Thank
you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Katharine. Katharine, do we have a
copy of that?

Katharine Joyce: O©h, yes, here.

Ken Brooks: Jann Steelhammer, and to be followed by Marnie
Frank.

Jann Steelhammer: I think those of you who were not here last
night have missed a lot., So I'm sorry you missed it, because
we made some very basic points last night, and we're now kind
of expounding a little bit.

But at this point, I would like to refer to the Tables
that are on pages S-4 and S-5 of the EIS. They are titled
Summary of Significant Impacts Associated with the Plant Siting
Alternatives. More specifically, I would like to address the
comparison of the socioeconomic impact on Alternatives 1
through 8.

For all eight options, it states that the socioeconomic
impact will cause a -- and I quote. "Potential increase in
population leading to increase in crime/police protection,
other utility demand,' referring to a larger water system, and
"commercial development." Unquote. My question is why an 412 412_

option has not been offered which would have a socioeconomic

It is acknowledged that Phase 1 would have some
socioeconomic impacts. However, these impacts are
not considered significant.
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impact of fixing a pollution problem with no impact on growth

beyond allowing for single family dwellings to try to keep the
flavor of the community the way it is. And I would like to see
an option put into the EIS which is sort of a middle ground.

In other words, I think Phase 2 is an ill-considered very
large, very expensive plan; and though we are going for Phase 1
and it's cheap money, if you will consider the cost to you of
Phase 2, you will find that it now becomes a very expensive
option. And it is not limited enough to protect the family
beach atmosphere that we have here.

And I'm not saying that all those properties in Phase 2
should be excluded as single-family dwellings. I just don't
want to see small development, resorts which will over-tax or
demand restaurants; schools; more police; lighting; bigger,
better roads; and a big water system and things that we all are
going to pay for plus destroying the feeling of our community.
It is okay for Oregon to have a family beach. And that -- so I
would request that we have some more specific answers to the
question of why a more moderate alternative has not been
offered and apparently not been considered.

Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Marnie Frank, and next after Marnie

Thank you.
will be Lana Kowalski.
Marnie Frank: I'm a member of the Tillamook County Planning

Commission, and I'm also a secretary of the Neskowin Community

Association; however, I'm not speaking today representing

413 413.

Phase 2 can be developed as the demand for expansion
of the existing system is realized. The high cost of Phase
2 relates to the need for an alternative effluent disposal
system; because of the concern for discharges to
Neskowin Creek, the only system evaluated during this
planning process was an ocean outfall. Please also refer
to Response to Comment 115, Letter No. 25.
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I'm speaking as a citizen and

either of those organizations.
full-time resident of Neskowin.

My statement does not contain any technical information.
However, I do want to go on the record as saying that I favor a
solution to the pollution problem that currently exists in
Neskowin. I feel that it's really important that we resolve
that pollution problem. I feel that this solution must be
based on complete information, and judging from the testimonies
that I've heard and from information I've gleaned from last
night's testimonies, it sounds to me as though there isn't
adequate information at this point to develop a sound
solution.

Therefore, I urge the EPA to spend the time and the effort
to get the necessary information so that we can develop a sound
solution to the pollution problem. And I realize that there is
a threat of losing grant money for that, but I still feel that,
in the long run, it is a less-costly procedure to get a good,
sound solution to our pollution problem.

I also want to state that I am 100 percent opposed to
Phase 2 as proposed in the EIS. I think that Phase 2
represents a consideration of growth, and I do not feel that
growth is -- this is the proper forum for considering growth
for our community. Phase 2 has nothing to do with solving the

pollution problem which currently exists in Neskowin.

Growth is not a question that should be answered by

414 414,

415 415.

416 416.

417 417.

Comment noted.

The EIS addresses those issues which may be impacted
by this proposed project. A number of issues have been
raised which will not be affected by construction of this
system. Data on these issues was not incorporated
because it would not add to the base from which
decisions must be made.

A number of commentors indicated their opposition to
Phase 2 of this proposal.

The sewerage project should not determine future
growth. The Tillamook County Comprehensive Land
Use Plan and Zoning Regulations will dictate the
pattern and level of growth.
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County, State, or Federal agencies. 1It's a question that needs

to be answered by the citizens of Neskowin, and we need to
consider that within the current guidelines developed by those
agencies; but it is a question that Neskowin citizens need to
determine the answer for. And I do not feel that the solution
to our pollution problem is the proper forum for making a
determination for the future growth of Neskowin.

Therefore, I urge you in your decision-making process to
focus on solving the pollution problem rather than focusing on
future growth of our community. Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Marnie.

I'd like to ask a clarifying question. This issue came up
several times last night about Phase 1, Phase 2. Jerry, the
EIS deals with both phases, it looks at the environmental
impact from both phases; but as far as funding considerations
that are now being considered, don‘'t they only apply to Phase
1? Or maybe Richard can help with that.

Norm Sievertson: Ken, let me try to tespénd to that gquestion
or this concern.

Margot Thompson: Could you introduce yourself, please.

Norm Sievertson: My name is Norm Sievertson, and I am with
EPA. I've worked with Jerry up in the Seattle office.

EPA's grant program has certain criteria that must be
followed to develop a facility plan that would be considered

for funding. One of that criteria is that a municipality,

417
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sewer district, whatever, must consider alternatives to satisty

the existing pollution or health concern. Those alternatives
must be evaluated on a dollar basis based on present worth cost
to determine which alternative appears to be the least costly
from a dollar standpoint, if you will.

To assure that the evaluations are based on a common
ground and to respect the fact that in many communities growth
is certainly anticipated, supported, and desirable in many
communities, EPA's criteria requires that alternatives be
compared on a 20-year planning period. This means that a
solution, any alternative, if you will, to be considered would
be based on what the facility planner expects to be in the area
20 years down the road. This is a planning projection, if you
will,

The Neskowin Sanitary District in its facility planning
efforts had come up with population projections, the Phase 2
projections, if you will. That is a projection based on the
Neskowin District's assessment of what they think would be
here. It may have been impacted by the engineer preparing the
plan for Neskowin. I suspect that the County population
projections were somehow coordinated with that or maybe the
projections in Neskowin based on that; but at any rate, the
facility plan includes an estimate of the population 20 years
down the road within the service district that would be

considered to be served by this facility.
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The facility plan recognizes that there's initial need.

That initial need, Phase 1, if you will, is what they really
intend to serve now. But to satisfy EPA's criteria, they took
a look into the future based on their estimates of what they
think might be here and based alternatives on that 20-year
solution.

The facility plan, as I understand it, recognizes a
20-year solution, compares alternatives, and proposes to
construct facilities in the two-phase approach, Phase 1 to
serve what exists now and a little more, if you will, as far as
population is concerned. And at some future date, there
probably will be a time for the Neskowin District, perhaps the
County as well as the citizens in this area, to make some
decision on are we really going grow as we projected in the
facility plan? Was that an ambitious projection that we want
to adjust now?

And we recognize, the EIS I'm pretty sure points this out,
that there's some decision point coming up for the Neskowin
citizens five or six years down the road; and I think that -~ I
hope that answers the question.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Norm. That helps. I hope that might
help others. I know a number of people talked to me about that
last night, and I couldn't really answer it either.

Lana Kowalski to be followed by Randall Koch.

Lana Kowalski: My name is Lana Kowalski. I grew up in
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Neskowin as a child: and with wy husband, Mike, we've owned a

home in the core area for 18 years.

My -- my mother often took us to the beach on warm summer
days when I was a little girl, and we used to walk by the old
Neskowin campgrounds, which is where the Neskowin Lodge
condominium is presently located. At the edge of the creek,
there used to be a small, little wooden building; and it was
the public restroom for the park.

There was a pipe that ran down the back side, and it
emptied into the creek. In the summer, the pipe didn't quite
reach the water level, so as people used the restroom, there
was a discharge into the creek. The water in the creek at that
place was kind of a dark, murky, gray-green color; and you
really couldn't see the bottom of the creek. But that was
okay, because we never looked. We always looked away. And
then we hurried on down to Proposal Rock to play where the
incoming ocean had, hopefully, diluted the contamination.

And so here we are today, and many of us are still turning
our heads and looking away from the pollution that's happening
in the middle of our community. As a health care professional,
I believe that if there's a health problem existing, it must be
addressed and as soon as possible. How many tests do we need
before we admit that many of our antiquated septic systems
aren't doing the job anymore?

Trying to identify failing systems still leaves us with

418
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the ongoing problem. Septic systems will continue to fail, and

our creek will continue to be polluted. We need a sewer systen
for the core area, and all other concerns must be secondary to
ridding our community of the health risks that now exist. We
must not continue to turn our heads away from a problem with
stopgap solutions and hope that the problem will go away.

We must come together as neighbors and as friends and as
concerned citizens and support a permanent solution now while
the funding is available. I join others who support the
implementation of the proposed project in Neskowin.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Lana. Randall Koch.

Randall Koch: My name is Randall Koch. I'm a homeowner on
Slab Creek, or Neskowin Creek as its referred to in the report,
and there are -~ I have concerns as someone who actually
doesn't live in the core of Neskowin but lives near the area.

First, I'd like to state that I'm sure everyone is very
concerned about the pollution that affects the creek and wants
to find a solution that works. There are so many complexities
involved here with the implications of any action that I think
it's very difficult to come up with a solution; and there's
been a lot of work done, obviously, and research on many
people‘'s parts.

In Mr. Sievertson's questioning, 1 just was -- had
underlined something about that, so I want to speak to that

also. As regards the higher, long-term population growth rate

418 418. Comment noted. A number of commentors indicated

|

their support for the project. Please also refer to
Response to Comment 89, Letter No. 20.
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on page 4-23 of the report, it -- the facilities plan projects

a higher, long-term population growth rate within the NA -~
NRSA boundary than either the historic growth rate or the
projected County growth rate and that the higher growth rate
within the proposed project they say is appropriate based on,
you know, growth of population in coastal areas.

And yet on 4-25 in a survey done about the quality of life
and the community impacts, of 50 people surveyed, 36 said that
they wanted to maintain the quiet, residential, family-oriented
character of the Neskowin area and do not want commercial
development, which is implied that the incre;sed population
will be -- as was read earlier, will be -- and the Phase 2 plan
would all be based on increased desire to come here and
commercial development.

So just in those two pages, it seems like the desires and
implied growth in the area are directly contradictory to the
desire -- the desire of the people in the community as pointed
out, you know, just within two pages. It seems to be
contradictory. One thing says we -- that this is going to be
needed, and yet it's against the desire of the community to
have that growth. So anyway, that kind of speaks to what was
addressed there by Mr. Sievertson.

The implications for people who do not live within the

core of this report is kind of why I want to bring this up in

the report, in this testimony, and that is that it seems to be

419.

420 420

421 421,

Comment number not used.

Growth as discussed in the EIS does not necessary imply
commercial development. The Comprehensive Land
Use Plan and Zoning Regulations will determine the
development which may occur in Neskowin.

The siting of the holding lagoons outside the urban
growth boundary will not change the location of the
boundary. Appendix C of the DEIS indicates that sewer
service can not extend beyond the urban growth
boundary of Neskowin.
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indicated that people who live near the plant up the valley

will be then included in the NR -- NRSA in that the sewer line
will run up to the plant and include the people in the
urban-growth boundary who right now are outside of that
urban-growth boundary.

That seems to be the implication as pointed out on 4-16¢,
and we will also be impacted by the odor of the plant as it's
aerated over the land there and stq;ed all summer, accumulating
there. People know where the wind flows up that valley, and
right now, we -- on many days we can smell the salt air of the
coast; and that's something we really cherish, when we can
smell the salt air and go, "“Yeah, it is 4 miles away." 1It's
wonderful to smell that. Well, I'm sure that would not be
quite the same smell if there was a sewage treatment plant, in
my case, .7 miles down the valley.

So there are a couple of major impacts that this has on
us. We would be -- as far as I can conclude, we would be under
the jurisdiction of the Sanitary District, which -- we've gone
to a lot of trouble and expense to comply with the County
sanitary conditions so that our sewer systems do comply. And
they're -- ours -- in my case, it's about 12-years-old and was
over-built to consider the implications of, you know, being
there on a full-time basis; and we would now be at the whim of

someone down here who has a completely different situation and

needs and desires.

421

422 422,

423 423,

There may be odors associated with the sewage
treatment plant. In order to mitigate for this impact,
EPA’s preferred alternative is to locate the sewage
treatment plant at the site of the existing plant. The
sewage effluent to be stored in the lagoons at the
Simpson timber site will be highly treated effluent with
minimal potential for odor.

Please refer to Response to Comment 421.
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I feel it would be kind of -- I'm not too pleased with the

implications of being included in a district that probably
doesn't have my considerations very much in mind. Also, this
-- this implies that with the sewer going out the valley and an
expanded urban-growth boundary that there would probably be
interest in people locating out that valley, because they could
hook up to the sewer and would probably want to change the
zoning out there away from farm and woodlands to -~ since
they're inside the urban-growth boundary, they'd probably want
to have some development going on out there. And there's been
a lot of effort that has gone in to preserve those wood --
woodland and farmland zones so that there would be a limited
growth out there.

And my other main concern goes along with the concerns of
these other groups about the impact of effluent and any
worst-case scenario, which if there is a chlorinated,
dechlorinated situation of effluent going back into the creek,
somebody makes a mistake and you chlorinate Slab Creek from 1
mile up, you're pretty much going to eradicate the -- well,
it's going to be pointed out in the report if the -- if the
life in the stream is impacted by a chlorination spill in the
middle of the time when they are -- when the fish are
migrating, which is the time they are going to be pouring the
effluent into the creek, between February -- no November and

March, you could pretty much destroy the whole fish run in a

424 424

Ultraviolet (UV) irradiation is the preferred method of
disinfection. Chlorination and the potential for chlorine
spills into Neskowin Creek will not exist under the
current proposal. During times that the UV disinfection
system is being maintained, effluent will be held in the
storage lagoons. Discharge will only occur when the UV
is operable; chlorine disinfection as a back-up will be
unnecessary.
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stream which is a class one natural stream right now, which is

a very rare item, as can be pointed out by the Trout paper.

It's very unusual in a sense of a stream that carries a
native run of fish. So those would -- kind of a minimum of
research -- I really see a lot of problems with this particular
solution, and I think that the -- that there needs to be more
research to find out the total impact that would be indicated
by Alternative 1. I think Alternative 2 is very far-reaching
and out of proportion to the desires of the community, and I
think that some alternatives and the goals of the community
need to be kind of aired.

It seems like the only time I ever come to a hearing is
when it's a red flag, and there's a problem. But somehow,
without being a city, this community needs to understand what
its desire is in the future, come up with a mission that these
things can address; so you're not going on one basis, and we're
going on another basis, or we're always going sideways.

We need to come up with a mission that we all have and
desire and then focus on that as part of the solution.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Randall. Nancy Schwieger, and she'll
be followed by Marvin Greenbaum.
I agree with Randall's comments. I

Nancy Schwieger: Okay.

also live up Slab Creek Road, and in my opinion, it's not
acceptable to have any kind of sewage facility, especially

releasing effluent to Neskowin Creek at any time, whether it be

424

425

423.

This comment was submitted as part of the written
comment. Please refer to Response to Comment 95,
Letter No. 22.
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summer or winter.

The degradation of Neskowin Creek, it being a class one
stream for fish and game, has already put restrictions on when
and how people fish the creek because of years of abuse. If
you are going to be doing more environmental -- the possibility
of more environmental damage or significant impact would, in my
opinion, possibly leave Neskowin Creek dying.

There's a scenic route and a bicycle route written up in a
lot of books, papers, so on and so forth, saying that this is a
beautiful way to see the countryside through United Nations'
Bio-Reserve, which is a unique environment which Neskowin Creek
is a part of. And it would be a wonderful way to drive along
the sewage treatment plant for Neskowin.

I'm assuning -- I'm assuming that our zoning laws would
change, and it would decrease our property values. Air quality
and noise impacts would be significant. We live less -- or
approximately a half a mile away from the proposed site, and I
really enjoy getting out in the morning and smelling the fresh
air, the sea air; and I'm afraid the effluent smell would
definitely decrease the reason that I moved to the area, which
was to get out of the core area and to enjoy a forested
environment which was close to the ocean.

I don't think Neskowin Creek should be sacrificed so that
I think Neskowin should have a

Neskowin can have a sewer.

sewer. I think there should be other alternatives which would

425

426

427a

426.

427a

Please refer to Response to Comment 421, and
Response to Comment 422.

The facilities planning process has evaluated a number
of sites along with the development of the treatment
alternatives. As noted in the EIS, the number of
suitable sites for the proposed project is very limited.
Please also refer to Response to Comment 354.
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bypass using Neskowin Creek to release effluent. t

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Nancy. The last person I have that is

signed up to speak is Marvin Greenbaum. Would anybody else
like to speak after Marvin?

Marvin Greenbaum My name is Marvin Greenbaum. I live on Slab

Creek Road, 8105 Slab Creek Road. I am a little bit

embarrassed. I don't think I have too much intelligent to say
about this matter, mainly, because I only learned about it's
impact on me last night -- possible impact on me. I guess I
consider myself a socioeconomic impact point living up Neskowin
Creek, and I understand that one of the options is to put a
treatment plant halfway to my home up there.

I have been a resident -- I have been a land owner in
Neskowin since 1973 and a resident since 1980, so anybody who
has been around here that long must be aware of the concerns of
the Neskowin community about pollution and sewage disposal. I h
must say, though, that up until last night, I considered it a
Neskowin Beach problem and not my own. As of last night, I
think I've changed my ideas.

I have just a couple of points that I can make, not having
very intelligent comments to make at this time. The first is
that I'm dismayed that the recent proposal to place a potential 427
treatment plant up Slab Creek Road has never even come to my 427'
attention prior to last night. Now, that may be my fault, but

somehow I would see as -- that's one of the proposals that it

EPA diligently attempted to advise the Neskowin
community of the EIS process. It is unfortunate that we
were not effective in informing all interested parties.
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has not been more broadly broadcast to the people living along

that road is quite a concern of mine.

I don't know who -- where to place the blame for it. I
assume that maybe I have to, because I wasn't more aggressively
informed: but I assumed that perhaps the Neskowin Regional
Sanitary Authority did not consult the people who were living
along that road. I could not be informed about that.

I want also to point out that the -- I was involved as one
of the land owners in the changing of the name from Neskowin
Creek to Slab Creek Road a number of years ago in the effort to
obtain a more historic connection with the people who live
there with the Neskowin area. It was originally called Slab
Creek -~ Slab Creek, I understand. And we were instrumental in
having that changed back to Slab Creek.

I don't know whether it's come to people's attention that
there's a designation of Slab Creek as a scenic highway, and I
think that would be quite important. The site, I understand,
that's been talked about in one of the options is Simpson
Timber Company. We all know that timber companies aren't known
for their concern about scenic surroundings, for the most
part. And I'm quite interested in having that considered, what
impact the treatment facility would have on its -- on the ==
Slab Creek's scenic environment. Thank you.

Ken Brooks: Thank you, Marvin. Again, would anybody else --

Doug?

427

428 428. The lagoon berms will be visible from the road.
Appropriate landscaping should help to minimize the
| visual impact of the berms.
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Doug Marshall: If nobody else wants to speak. You know, once

you get me turned on, you can't get me shut off; but I'd like
to talk about composting toilets and some of that if anyone is
interested.

Ken Brooks: I don't think -~ you know, I think a better forum
might be afterwards or something. That really doesn't pertain
specifically to the draft EIS, and I think there are people
that do need to leave. We've been here for the last 2 1/2
hours. 1I'd like to very sincerely thank -- yes?

Mike Kowalski: Ken, I'd maybe make a quick statement, if I
might.

Ken Brooks: Okay.

Mike Kowalski: It just occurred to me that the Sanitary
Authority was not represented today. I made a few comments
last night, and I just wanted you to know that the Authority,
too, appreciates all of your comments and will take them into
careful consideration. We've heard a lot about what are the
negatives with the plan, and being a very comprehensive plan,
it can't be perfect. We know that.

I would urge you, though, as well, if there are positives
in the plan, we really need to know that, too. We need to
build on something that's generally thought to be positive in
the plan, or we have -- or we're going back to ground zero.
Thank you very much.

Ken Brooks: Yes, ma'am.
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Joyce_Anderson: May I say a few words?

Ken Brooks: Yes, ma'am.

Joyce Anderson: My name is Joyce Anderson, and we're a
landowner in Neskowin Heights. 1It's Lot 4. We've owned the
land for around 15 years, and we've waited to build for some
time, until we had the finances to do so. And for about the
last two years, we have wanted to build; and we've waited with
great expectation to hear what might come out of all of the
research being done in the last two years, and we do appreciate
that.

I really appreciate what the city, the town here, is going
through. I understand that totally. We lived in an area where
there were very few homes outside of Portland, and people came
and built near us, too. And I know some of what you're going
through. At the same time, I think it's hard to deny what's
going to come in this state.

One thing that is seen is that there will be some kind of
growth, and on the Table, I believe it was 3-43, I wonder how
much of that growth is full time or is part-time. What we
wanted to build was a small home that would be approved by an
architectural committee in this area, as we have in our area ir
Happy Valley. We wanted it for a family, which is a single
family. There's three of us.

We just want to come here on weekends. We don't want to

disturb anybody. We like people around here. We think people
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are interesting, and we like to get to know pecple. We enjoyed

going to a meeting the other night at the Sanitary Authority
and just finding out about the area and the history around
here.

I hope you'll consider us, too. We're part of Phase 2,
and I hear a lot of comments about that; but we've waited a
long time. And we'd really like a home to come to on the
weekends that wouldn't be rented out and would just be for us, 429
for the three of us. I want to thank all of you, the EPA,
everyone, for all of the time that you've given to all the
considerations on all of our behalf. Thank you all.

Ken Brooks: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else who

would like to speak?

Ladies and gentlemen, I would most sincerely like to
compliment you. I've been to a number of hearings, and I think
that the people that have spoken, both this afterncon and last
night, were some of the most well-informed. And I know this
issue is -- there's some different opinions on it. I think
you've been very tolerant and very cordial to each other, and
that's to be commended.

If there's no one else that would like to speak this
afternoon -- I said we've been going for 2 1/2 hours. I forgot
the clock hasn't been set back from daylight-saving time. So
it may have seemed that long, but it hasn't been gquite that

long. So at about 3:41, I'd like to adjourn this hearing.

429. Comment noted.
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