
 

 
 
 
DATE: April 5, 2013 
 
TO:  Clean Water Services Advisory Commission (CWAC) Members  
  and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Mark Jockers, Government & Public Affairs Manager  
   
SUBJECT: REMINDER OF AND INFORMATION FOR APRIL 17 MEETING 
   
This is a reminder of the CWAC meeting scheduled for Wednesday, April 17, 2013.  The 
CWAC meeting packet will be mailed to Commission members on April 8.   The Agenda will 
also be posted to Clean Water Services’ website on April 8 at CWAC section of our website.  
 
Food will be served for CWAC members at 5:30 p.m. prior to the meeting.  
 
Please call or send an email to Mark Jockers (JockersM@cleanwaterservices.org; 503 681-
4450) if you are unable to attend so food is not ordered for you.  
 
Enclosures in this packet include:  
  

• Agenda for April 17, 2013 Meeting 
• Regional Conservation Strategy Executive Summary 
• March 20, 2013 Meeting Notes 

 
 
Note:  Background materials on the Permits and Design and Construction Standards will be sent 
to Commission members on April 15 in advance of the meeting.  Background materials will also 
be posted to the CWAC section of the website in advance of the meeting.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2550 SW Hillsboro Highway    Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 
Phone: (503) 681-3600    Fax:  (503) 681-3603     www.CleanWaterServices.org 
 

http://www.cleanwaterservices.org/AboutUs/OurStory/CWAC/default.aspx
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Clean Water Services Advisory Commission 
April 17, 2013 

 
AGENDA 

 
6:30 p.m.  Welcome 
 
6:35 p.m.  Review/Approval of Meeting Notes of March 20, 2013  
 
6:40 p.m.  Overview of the Regional Conservation Strategy and opportunities for 

partnership in the Tualatin Basin   
As a charter member of The Intertwine Alliance, Clean Water Services 
collaborated closely on the recently published Regional Conservation Strategy.  
Staff will provide an overview of the Strategy and how it can link to meeting the 
District’s business goals.  

• Bruce Roll and Rich Hunter, Watershed Management Department 
 

Action requested: Information 
 
7:30 p.m.  Clean Water Services Permits and the D & C Standards Update Process 

An informational presentation on the history and drivers for the District’s federal 
NPDES and MS4 permits and how the permit requirements and other water 
quality related land use planning requirements are ultimately reflected in the 
Design and Construction Standards.  

• Raj Kapur and Roger Dilts, Regulatory Affairs Department  
• Nora Curtis and Damon Reische, Conveyance Department 
 

Action requested:  Update and background information  
 

 
8:20 p.m. Announcements 
 
8:25 p.m. Adjournment 
 
Next Meeting: May 15, 2013 
 





































 



Clean Water Act 
• Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act Amendments 
(1972)  
 established the core of the 

program we know today  
• 1977 Amendments  
 focused on priority 

pollutants and effluent 
guidelines  

• Water Quality Act (1987)  
 focused on water quality 

issues and storm water  
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Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
• Clean Water Act 

 ID waterbodies that do not meet 
standards – 303(d) list 

 TMDLs for waterbodies that do 
not meet standards 

• The amount of a pollutant a 
waterbody can assimilate & 
still meet standards. 
• WLA assigned to point source/ 

LA assigned to non-point 
sources 

• NPDES permit used to assign 
WLA to point sources 
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Tualatin TMDL History - Part 1 
• Nutrients causing nuisance algal 

growth (1980’s) 
 pH and dissolved oxygen exceedances 

• 1988 TMDL (1st watershed in nation) 
 Ammonia/dissolved oxygen 
 Total phosphorus 
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1988 TMDL Implementation  

• $325 million to upgrade AWTFs 
to meet TMDL requirements 
 Nitrification to remove ammonia 
 Advanced chemical treatment to remove 

phosphorus  
 >99% removal of ammonia and 

phosphorus 

• Land use based controls 
 Urban controls 
 Forest Practices Act  
 Water Quality Management Plans for 

Agriculture  
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TMDL Results 

• Eliminated pH 
exceedances 

• No Algal Mats 
• Improved DO 
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2001 Tualatin TMDL 
• 2001 TMDL  

 Temperature – Primary focus 
 Addressed tributary WQ issues  
 Wasteload allocations (WLAs) for Municipal storm water 

• New TMDLs developed for… 
 Temperature 
 Bacteria 

• 2001 Temperature TMDL Implementation 
 Stringent limits for point sources/thermal load trading 

program 
 In urban areas, relied on the riparian protection provisions 

from the 1988 TMDL to meet temperature requirements 
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NPDES Permit Program Hierarchy 
• Clean Water Act 

 Require NPDES Permits 
 

• Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 122)/ Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OARs) 
 Define permit requirements 
 

• NPDES Permit 
 Effluent limits, monitoring requirements, reporting requirements, 

compliance conditions, boiler plate 
 

• Reports/plans to meet permit req’ments 
 Examples: Stormwater management plan, recycled water plan, industrial 

pretreatment program documents, etc. 
 

• Local ordinances/standards to implement permit 
req’ments 
 Examples: Ordinance 27, Resolution & Orders , etc. 
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TMDL Hierarchy 
• Clean Water Act 

 ID waterbodies that do not meet standards – 303(d) list 
 TMDLs for waterbodies that do not meet standards 

 
• Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 130)/ 

Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) 
 Define how TMDLs are developed and implemented 
 EQC Orders adopting TMDLs 
 

• Implementation 
 NPDES permits for point source allocations  
 TMDL implementation plans for non-point source allocations 

 
• Local ordinances/standards to implement 

TMDL plans 
 Examples: Ordinance 27, Resolution & Orders, etc. 
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Tualatin River Watershed 
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Watershed-based NPDES Permit 
• Watershed based permit issued to Clean Water Services (1st in 

nation) 

• Integrated multiple wastewater and stormwater permits into a 
single permit  

• Included water quality trading provisions for temperature and 
oxygen demanding pollutants 

Durham 
WWTF 

RC 
WWTF 

Hillsboro 
WWTF 

FG 
WWTF 

Construction SW Industrial SW 

MS4 

Watershed-based, 
Integrated Municipal 

NPDES Permit 

SW from RC 

Municipal SW 

SW from DM 
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Stormwater Discharges 
• Discharge from the public stormwater system (MS4) 

into waters of the State also requires an NPDES 
permit. 

• Unlike permits for discharges from wastewater 
treatment plants or industrial sources, MS4 permits 
do not impose numeric effluent limits. 

• Instead, the permittee must operate under a written 
Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) describing a 
suite of programs that are intended to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants from the MS4 to the 
“maximum extent practicable.” (MEP) 

• The MS4 permit describes the elements that the 
SWMP must contain, as well as prescribing other 
program requirements.  
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What the SWMP must address 
• Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 
 Discharges other than stormwater to the MS4, 

including spills and illegal connections 
 

• Industrial and Commercial Facilities 
 Stormwater discharges from other than residences. 

CWS is the agent for DEQ’s 1200Z permitting program. 
 

• Construction Site Runoff Control 
 Stormwater pollutants from erosion and construction 

wastes. CWS is the agent for DEQ’s 1200C permitting 
program. 
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• Education and Outreach 
 Public education and staff training 
 

• Public Involvement and Participation 
 Requires public involvement in specified aspects 

of MS4 program development, revision and 
reporting. 

 
• Post-Construction Site Runoff 
 Addresses discharges of stormwater from 

development after construction is complete 
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• Pollution Prevention for Municipal Operations 
 Addresses street maintenance, pesticide use on 

municipal properties, runoff from municipal 
facilities that  manage municipal waste, and 
releases from fire-fighting training. 

 
• Stormwater Management Facilities Operation and 

Management 
 Addresses the inventory, inspection and 

maintenance of pipelines, water quality      
facilities and other MS4 infrastructure,                 
as well as private water quality facilities. 
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And… 
• In addition to the SWMP, the Permit requires 

programmatic improvements and strategic planning, 
such as: 
 Assessment of hydromodification impacts related 

to MS4 discharges, and 
 Development of a retrofit strategy to provide 

treatment in developed areas that lack stormwater 
controls. 
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How the Design & Construction 
Standards Fit In 
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Role of the 
Design & Construction Standards 

D&C 
Standards 

Storm & 
Sanitary Sewer 

Conveyance 

O&M 
Storm and 

Sanitary Sewer Watershed 
Based Permit 

Title 3, Goal 5 
DEQ 1200-C 

Agent 

Runoff 
Treatment & 

Control 

Vegetated 
Corridors 

Erosion 
Control 

Pump 
Stations Permitting 

Process 
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1999—ESA listings & Title 3 

• NMFS lists Upper Willamette 
 steelhead and chinook salmon as 
 ESA threatened  

 

• November:  At request of Washington 
 County and Cities, USA managed 
 development of Title 3 Functional 
 Plan submitted to Metro 
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2000— 
Riparian Protection Increases  

•  February: D&C Standards 
 revised 
 
 Is a key component for 

Cities’ Compliance with 
Metro’s Title 3 

Washington County population 445,342 
(42.94% increase since 1990) 
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2004—Watershed-based permit 

• February: DEQ issues watershed-based permit 
 to Clean Water Services 
 First in the nation 
 Integrated permits for 4 POTWs, MS4, and 2 

POTW 1200Z stormwater 
 

• March: D & C Standards revised 
 Strengthens protection of water quality 

sensitive areas via vegetated corridors 
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June 2005—Healthy Streams Plan 

• Comprehensive update of subbasin 
 plans 

• Submitted by County and Cities to 
 Metro as the Washington County 
 Title 3/Goal 5 substantial 
 compliance package 

• Partners with Metro, Washington 
 County and Cities 
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What are Vegetated Corridors? 
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What are Vegetated Corridors? 

Vegetated Corridors (sometimes 
called Buffers or abbreviated V.C.): 
A corridor adjacent to the Sensitive 
Area that is preserved and 
maintained to protect the water 
quality functions of the Sensitive 
Areas 

Water Quality Sensitive Ares (Sensitive Areas):  Existing and created wetlands; 
rivers, streams, and springs (intermittent or perennial); natural lakes, ponds, and 
in-stream impoundments 
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Enhancement 

Encroachment 
Mitigation 

Enhancement, Encroachment & 
Mitigation 
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Levels of Encroachment 

• Minor Encroachment (formerly Buffer Averaging) 
• Tiered Alternatives Analysis 
• Allowed Uses 
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Payment to Provide 
• Started with R&O 04-09 Design and Construction 

Standards (prior to 2004 all encroachments 
mitigated on the ground). 

• Allowed for payment of fee to District in lieu of on 
the ground mitigation (District uses funds to create 
VC Mitigation). 

• Initially restricted to projects that were making 
payment to DSL for wetland mitigation 

• Broadened under R&O 07-20 to allow payment for 
encroachments under 300 sq. ft. 

• Current Fee: $2,500 + $2.22 per square foot of 
Mitigated area over 1,000 sq. ft.  
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Enhancement 

Encroachment 
Mitigation 

Payment to Provide 
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Payment to Provide 
$ 2,500 + $2.22 per square foot of Mitigated area over 1,000 sq. ft.  

Encroachment = 15,000 SF 

Base Fee =  $  2,500 
 + $2.22 x 14,000 SF = $31,080 
Total =   $33,580 
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Fully Buffered Wetland Mitigation 

60,000 sq. ft. 

10,000 sq. ft. 

25,000 sq. ft. 

45,000 sq. ft. 
Deficit 
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Clean Water Services  
Clean Water Advisory Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
March 20, 2013 

 
Attendance 
 
The meeting was attended by Commission Chair Tony Weller (Builder/Developer) and 
Commission members Molly Brown (District 2-Malinowski), Alan DeHarpport 
(Builder/Developer), Erin Holmes (Environmental), John Kuiper (Business), Mike 
McKillip (District 3-Rogers), Art Larrance (At-Large-Duyck), Judy Olsen (Agriculture), 
Stephanie Shanley (Business), Richard Vial (District 4-Terry), and David Waffle (Cities), 
and Clean Water Services District General Manager Bill Gaffi. 
 
Commission members Lori Hennings (District 1-Schouten), Jerry Ward (Agriculture), 
and Sandy Webb (Environmental) did not attend. 
 
Attendees from Clean Water Services included Bob Baumgartner (Regulatory Affairs 
Division Manager), Clayton Brown (Source Control Manager), Vince Chavez (Source 
Control Investigator), Peter Corduan (Source control Investigator), Mark Jockers 
(Government and Public Affairs Manager), Kathy Leader (Finance Manager), Carrie Pak 
(Engineering Division Manager), Damon Reische (Development Services Supervisor), 
and Sheri Wantland (Public Involvement Coordinator). 
 
1.  Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order at 6:32 PM by Chair Tony Weller.  The meeting was 
held in the conference room at the Clean Water Services Administration Building.   
 
2.  Introduction of New CWAC Members 
Mr. Jockers introduced three new Commission members:  Erin Holmes, Art Larrance, 
and Richard (Rich) Vial. 
 
Ms. Holmes is the USFWS (United States Fish and Wildlife Service) Tualatin River 
National Wildlife Manager.  
 
Mr. Larrance owns Raccoon Lodge and Cascade Brewing in the Raleigh Hills area and 
was a member of the FACT (FOG Abatement and Compliance Team) group working 
with Clean Water Services to address FOG (Fats, Oils, and Grease) issues.  
 
Mr. Vial is an attorney with a law firm of Vial Fotheringham in Portland.  Mr. Vial lives 
in rural Washington County and also serves on Washington County Planning 
Commission.  
 
Mr. Jockers also announced the Board’s appointment of former Beaverton City Councilor 
Cathy Stanton to the Commission effective September 1, 2013. Ms. Hennings’s term has 



 
 
 
been extended until Ms. Stanton assumes the position in September.  
 
3.  Review/Approval of January 16 Meeting Notes  
Mr. DeHarpport moved to approve the minutes of the January 16, 2013 meeting.  Mr. 
McKillip seconded.  Motion passed.   
  
4.  Election of Chair and Vice Chair 
Mr. DeHarpport moved to nominate and elect Tony Weller as Chair and John Kuiper as 
Vice Chair.  Ms. Olsen seconded.  Motion passed with two abstentions.  
 
5.  Confirmation of Budget Committee Members 
Mr. Jockers reviewed the criteria and duties of the Budget Committee.  Members are 
appointed by the Board for staggered three-year terms.  Current members are Ms. Brown, 
Mr. DeHarpport, Ms. Hennings, Mr. Kuiper, and Mr. Weller. The Committee will meet 
Friday, May 3 from 9 AM to 1 PM. 
 
Later in the meeting, Mr. Jockers pointed out that the Budget Committee terms of Mr. 
DeHarpport and Ms. Hennings will expire before the May 3 meeting.  Mr. Vial moved to 
recommend to the Board the re-appointment of Mr. DeHarpport and Ms. Hennings.  Mr. 
Waffle seconded.  Motion passed.   
 
6.  FOG Control Program Progress Report 
Mr. Baumgartner (presentation attached) reviewed the rationale for formalizing a 
program to deal with FOG (fats, oils, and grease), outlined the prioritized steps for its 
three-phase development and implementation, and described recommended revisions for 
implementation based on feedback since the last update to the Commission.  Mr. 
Baumgartner noted the work done by the FACT (FOG Abatement and Compliance 
Team) group convened by Clean Water Services and the progress in changing the state 
building code for plumbing to address FOG control.  Mr. Baumgartner displayed a slide 
showing the three program development and implementation phases, with colored circles 
denoting how the steps for each phase have been prioritized.   
 
Several Phase I implementation steps, plus an item from Phase II, are already completed 
or underway (circled in blue).  The next set of program implementation actions will 
include four Phase I items and two Phase II items (circled in red).  This prioritization is 
based on feedback from FACT and the Commission to implement the FOG Program 
using a triage approach—focus on a few activities with the biggest impact for the effort 
required—and to emphasize education and technical assistance rather than enforcement.  
The Commission will help evaluate progress and effectiveness of these activities before 
addressing the need for any changes to existing rules and regulatory aspects of the FOG 
Program.  The remaining items (uncircled) will be re-evaluated later, as the program 
evolves. 
 
Mr. Weller asked about measuring outcomes of FOG Program efforts.  Mr. Baumgartner 
said one simple metric is the frequency of cleaning that is required for sewer lines 
identified as high-FOG.  
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Mr. Baumgartner said the triage approach identified several activities for focused effort 
in the next phase of the FOG Program: 
 

1. Provide voluntary plan review for new construction.   
2. Conduct inspections and follow-up with High and Very High FOG FSEs that are 

on sewer lines that require frequent FOG-related cleaning, FSEs on lines that feed 
into the newest pump station (Lower Tualatin), and FSEs or others associated 
with SSOs or illicit discharges. 

3. Update agreements with cities to ensure common goals and consistent message, 
and to reflect the different plan needed by each city based on distribution of high-
priority FSEs. 

4. Expand educational outreach to multi-family housing units and to households on 
high-FOG sewer lines in residential areas. 

 
Mr. Baumgartner said that offering plan reviews helps get appropriate grease removal 
devices (GRDs) installed correctly right from the start, which pays off in fewer inspection 
follow-ups and is more efficient and cost-effective than trying to improve maintenance 
and management practices for poorly-designed systems.  Now that the building code 
updates are in place, FSEs have welcomed the assistance.   
 
He said that of the 1,700 FSEs within the Clean Water Services District boundary, 126 
(about 15%) were identified as the highest priority.  Focusing inspections and follow-up 
education on these FSEs will address the largest and most serious FOG-related problems 
first, an efficient and effective use of limited resources for the greatest impact.  Less 
significant sources of FOG will be addressed later.  Mr. Baumgartner added that FOG 
production depends on the type of food produced, number of meals served, whether the 
facility is dine-in or to-go, and management practices.  For example, a convenience store 
or coffee shop is generally  a Low FOG producer, while a commercial food processor 
would be Very High because of the large volume—even if the products were relatively 
low FOG. 
 
In addition to the focused efforts described above, Clean Water Services has begun to 
gather a variety of FOG-related information from cooperating FSEs to help guide future 
education and technical assistance efforts.  There has also been initial outreach to FSEs 
regarding how best to develop a plan for retrofitting existing establishments for improved 
FOG control.  Some of the information gathered will also be background for discussions 
of the role that enforcement actions should play.  For now, Clean Water Services will 
continue its practice of using enforcement as necessary if compliance is not achieved 
using other approaches. 
 
Mr. Baumgartner said once the outlined efforts are functioning and there is some 
information to report, he will return to the Commission to discuss steps that should 
follow.  He asked Commission members to accept the FOG Program Progress Report 
included in the pre-meeting materials and to recommend it be forwarded to the Board of 
Directors, unless there were points not captured or other guidance or redirection the 
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Commission wished to offer. 
 
Mr. McKillip asked if a fee is charged for plan reviews and technical assistance.  Mr. 
Baumgartner said there is currently no charge, but the idea of program-supporting fees 
may be discussed after more information is gathered and reviewed.  He added that fees 
can be charged to FSEs for re-inspections necessary due to noncompliance.   
 
Mr. Weller commented that the prioritized program implementation as outlined tonight 
seems like a sane approach to the FOG problem and accepted the report for forwarding to 
the Board of Directors.  
 
7.  Design and Construction Standards Update 
Ms. Pak noted that development activity has increased recently compared to the last two 
years, with six different subdivision applications submitted for plan review just last 
month.  While the Design and Construction Standards (D&Cs) update is driven by 
upcoming changes in regulatory requirements, the hope is that it will also streamline the 
development approval process, especially as the number of projects increases.   
 
Mr. Reische explained that the D&Cs includes requirements for storm and sanitary sewer 
system construction, treatment of stormwater runoff from impervious areas, construction 
site erosion control s, and vegetated corridors (the protective areas—also known as 
buffers—around water quality sensitive areas).  There have been several revisions since 
2000; the last major revision was in 2007 and was about twice as “big” as this one.  Mr. 
Reische reviewed (presentation attached) the schedule and key topics for this update. 
The update will reflect changes in the Clean Water Services NPDES (National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System) permit including  the incorporation of a 1,000 square foot 
development/redevelopment impervious area treatment threshold.  The update will also 
include modification to stormwater treatment requirements to accommodate changing 
development patterns, incorporation of alternate mitigation strategies for vegetated 
corridor encroachments , incorporation of specific erosion control practices for stream 
and wetland restoration projects, address possible conflicts with state plumbing code, and 
clarifying language in existing standards.   
 
As outlined in Mr. Reische’s presentation, the first phase of the update was a series of 
stakeholder outreach meetings held last fall, and reviewed with the Commission in 
January.  The second phase included several technical discussion meetings on key topics, 
with all stakeholders invited to discuss each topic.  Results of those meetings will be 
summarized for the Commission tonight.  The third phase will involve consolidating all 
comments and drafting updated language.  A group of city and county representatives 
will act as an in-house advisory group during the drafting, and there will be a stakeholder 
meeting to review the draft before it is released for public comment.  The Commission, as 
the community-representative sounding board charged with assisting in the public 
involvement process, could host a forum for additional comments on complex or 
controversial topics if needed.   
 
Mr. Reische summarized the four recent technical discussion meetings: 
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1) Water Quality Treatment Requirements for Redevelopment.  Various alternatives 
to the existing redevelopment treatment requirement listed in Table 4-1 (in the 
current D&Cs) were discussed.   The goal of the redevelopment requirement is to 
get treatment of at least some of the existing untreated impervious area on a site. 
The current standards require a “disproportionally” larger existing area being 
treated for a relatively small redevelopment project, potentially resulting in 
stormwater treatment improvements that may exceed the cost of the original 
project.  One example is the Cornelius Fred Meyer site, where the 5,000 sq. ft. 
redevelopment project was big enough to trigger stormwater treatment 
improvements be applied to half of the 15-acre site.  The goal is to have the water 
quality treatment requirement be reasonably proportional to the redevelopment 
project while continuing to get treatment for additional untreated impervious areas 
on a site.  If the requirement is significantly disproportional and small 
redevelopment projects trigger treatment of entire site, it can result in the project 
being dropped because of the extra expense, so there is no improved treatment at 
all.  Consensus was the simpler, the better; redevelopment area should be driving 
factor, not site size ; some interest in basing it on cost or facility size.   

 
2) Water Quality Treatment Requirements and Vegetated Corridor Requirements for 

Trails.  Water quality (WQ) treatment is complicated for trails, as they are linear 
(and their length means they quickly reach the square footage that triggers 
treatment requirements—especially with the upcoming 1,000 sq. ft. treatment 
threshold) and have no conveyance system for getting runoff to treatment.  Trails 
are also often placed in vegetated corridors (VCs), limiting the space and 
techniques available for treatment of runoff.  The technical meeting resulted in 
collaborative discussion and many ideas for potential approaches/designs for 
treating runoff from trails.  Some support for boardwalks instead of asphalt or 
concrete trails.  Strong opinion, from some, that placing a trail in a vegetated 
corridor (VC) should be avoided.  Current standards require enhancement of all 
VC area on a site, regardless of actual project size.  This is often an issue for 
parks projects, since the frequently have large VC areas, though can also come up 
with other types of projects.  Support for the idea of a “proportional 
enhancement” rule limited to small projects on sites with a very large VC area.  
There was a lot of discussion and many questions about how it might work in 
practice.  Didn’t seem to be seen by most as “relaxing” rules to the detriment of 
the environment.  Would add requirement to also enhance any very small VC area 
left over after meeting initial requirement.  Consensus that concept is appropriate 
for small projects on sites with large VC areas, to avoid disproportionate 
requirements for those projects but also to ensure that even small areas are not 
overlooked (similar to concept in #1 for WQ treatment requirements for 
redevelopment).   
 

3) Construction Site Management Requirements.  Important topic but seemed to be 
non-controversial.   Discussion on appropriate Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) for non-storm water pollution control.  Could result in BMPs being  
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added to existing standards, to better address existing NPDES permit conditions.  
Agreement that best approach is to come up with workable BMPs.  Suggestion for 
inspectors to carry spill kits. 
 

4) Vegetated Corridor Mitigation Strategies.  Focus on how to deal with VC 
mitigation when wetland impacts are being mitigated through a mitigation bank, a 
fairly recent issue as mitigation banks for projects within the Clean Water 
Services District boundary have been available only for the past couple of years.  
With DSL (Department of State Lands) emphasis on use of mitigation banks, 
there is also more use of the PTP (payment to provide) option for VC mitigation.   
Questions and some strong opinions about the relationships between VCs and 
isolated wetlands, the use of wetland mitigation banks or VC banks, best locations 
for such banks, and using a function-based approach to decide where best to 
mitigate for disturbed VCs. 

 
In discussion following 1) above, Mr. Gaffi mentioned the increasing regulatory pressure 
to provide water quality treatment of stormwater in existing built-up areas (retrofitting).  
Ms. Pak said that is part of what is driving the move to refine the treatment requirements 
for redevelopment projects.  Another factor is the interest in retrofitting from 
environmental groups, who would like to see treatment for impervious areas that 
otherwise would not trigger any requirements (such as those little projects that end up not 
getting done).  She added that the current standards do not “credit” or encourage 
redevelopment projects which convert impervious area to pervious area, which reduces 
runoff.  Mr. Reische hopes to include some type of incentive for this in the updated 
D&Cs. 
 
A lengthy discussion followed the summary of 4) above.  There were numerous questions 
and clarifications about what was required in the past and what is required now, as well 
as acknowledgment of confusion when terms such as vegetated corridor and buffer are 
used interchangeably or that the terms enhancement and mitigation have one meaning in 
some agencies and a different meaning in other agencies.  There is also the complexity of 
wetlands being regulated by DSL and VCs being regulated by Clean Water Services.  Mr. 
Vial, Mr. DeHarpport, and Mr. Weller noted the dissatisfaction from developers at the 
meeting regarding the requirement to mitigate for VCs associated with isolated wetland 
impacts being mitigated at a wetland bank.  There is also some discomfort with the idea 
of banks and mitigation occurring outside the Clean Water Services District boundary.  
Mr. DeHarpport said it appears Clean Water Services is the only jurisdiction in Oregon 
that requires mitigation for the VC.  Mr. Weller pointed out that the development 
community doesn’t disagree with the requirement that onsite wetlands must have a VC or 
that VC deficiencies on the site must be addressed.  He added that one reason for the 
requirement is that VCs are part of the strategy for complying with the Clean Water 
Services NPDES permit.    
 
Mr. Gaffi suggested looking for flexibility in the permit language that might allow for 
some leeway in VC mitigation situations.  He pointed out that when a wetland is 
mitigated through a wetland bank, there is a VC around that bank which may reduce the 
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need to mitigate for the VC associated with the mitigated wetland on the project site.   
 
Ms. Pak agreed, and noted this issue may return to the Commission for further 
discussion.  She is available to answer any questions from Commission members and 
suggested it may be useful to provide some history and definitions at a Commission 
meeting 
 
Mr. Larrance observed that these situations are mostly going to be infill projects that have 
not been developed yet for good reason.  Mr. DeHarpport agreed, adding that relaxing the 
current standards to allow an isolated wetland fill without mitigating for the VC would 
make that infill development more attractive, which would help minimize the UGB 
(Urban Growth Boundary) expansion.  He also pointed out that as there really are not 
very many isolated wetlands around, the overall effect on the Tualatin Basin would be 
minimal.   Mr. DeHarpport added that by contrast, allowing expanded use of proprietary 
treatment systems could have a big basin-wide impact. 
 
Mr. DeHarpport went on to explain that a proprietary treatment system is an underground 
stormwater vault that can function as well as an above-ground vault as long as it is 
maintained, but maintenance concerns have been a stumbling block to their expanded 
use.  He feels it is a double standard to allow them only in high-density areas when their 
function and maintenance should be identical in single-family subdivisions.  Ms. Pak 
acknowledged the debate about the filter cleaning/replacement cycle.  She said Clean 
Water Services is testing the cleaning/replacement frequency of some prototype “filter 
vaults” and will likely bring the results to the Commission. 
 
Ms. Pak said several additional topics came up during the technical meetings:  
requirements for planting density; forming a committee to look at planting density; need 
to change design storm specifications and measurement increments to meet new NPDES 
permit standards for treating 80% of annual rainfall amount; and further discussion of the 
treatment threshold.   
 
Mr. Reische expects a large amount of feedback on some portions of the update, but the 
final draft of the update should be presented to the Commission for recommendation to 
the Board in late 2013 or early 2014.   
 
Mr. Reische concluded with a reminder to check the Clean Water Services website for 
information about the D&Cs update, including notes from stakeholder and technical 
meetings, and to call him or Ms. Pak with any questions.   
 
Mr. Waffle commented that city representatives like the consultative approach used 
during the update process and are eager to continue helping draft solutions.  They also 
like the idea of the pre-release meeting to review the draft changes.   
 
Mr. Weller noted that the two technical meetings he attended, one of mostly like-minded 
participants and the other not, had both gone well.  He commended Ms. Pak and Mr. 
Reische for adapting the update process to accommodate stakeholder concerns, including 
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the idea of holding another meeting prior to releasing the draft update.   
 
8.  Announcements 
The next meeting will be April 17, 2013.  
 
9.  Adjournment 
The meeting was declared adjourned by Mr. Weller at 8:33 PM. 
 
(Meeting notes prepared by Sue Baumgartner)   
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FOG Program Progress Report 
March 8, 2013 

 
Improved FOG Control 
In an effort to improve FOG control in food service establishments (FSEs), District staff 
convened the FOG Abatement and Compliance Team (FACT) comprised of District and City 
staff, FSE owners and managers, building and plumbing officials, and health inspectors. They 
met 12 times from July of 2011 through November of 2012 to explore barriers to FOG control, 
and to identify and prioritize potential solutions. The FACT concurred that by installing and 
properly maintaining appropriately-sized grease removal devices (GRDs), FSEs can reduce 
operating costs. Unfortunately, FOG control has been an afterthought and, coupled with varying 
interpretations of the Plumbing Code and a lack of consistent guidance on how to select effect 
GRDs, FSEs  were at a loss.  
 
Board and CWAC Support 
In support of an improved District FOG program, the Board of Directors charged the Clean 
Water Advisory Commission (CWAC) to receive input and provide recommendations. At five of 
their meetings, CWAC prioritized program elements. Based on CWAC input and the FACT 
work, staff drafted the following plan of phased action items to improve the FOG program. Many 
of the actions are completed or underway, and the sequence of some items has changed.  
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Plumbing Code Change 
Of all the ways to improve FOG control, the universally-supported idea was a commonsense 
amendment to the state Plumbing Code to clarify that all drains in food preparation areas must 
be connected to a grease removal device (GRD).  In addition, FSEs need data to help them 
make a business decision for effective FOG control. The FACT recommended case studies that 
illustrate the cost tradeoffs of GRD size and maintenance, to be coupled with education and 
outreach for FSEs and all those who influence their FOG control decisions (architects, plan 
reviewers, building/plumbing officials, plumbers, pumpers, etc.). 
 
Thanks to the FACT work and statewide efforts to improve FOG control, the Plumbing Code 
was amended surprisingly fast. As of January 1, 2013, all drains in food and beverage 
preparation areas at FSEs must connect to a GRD. Because the code applies only to new 
construction or remodeling that triggers a plumbing permit, the question remains:  How can 
existing FSEs be encouraged to improve FOG control?  
 
Statewide Education and Outreach 
Responding to the outcry from FSEs for data, technical assistance, and consistency,  ACWA 
has initiated a statewide FOG awareness campaign that will be led by District staff. On February 
14, 2013, a kickoff meeting of FACT members and representatives of additional groups that 
influence FSEs decisions about FOG control confirmed key messages, resources and networks 
to help develop and deliver training throughout Oregon.  
 
Next Steps 
Many of the phased actions for an improved FOG program are underway, and it is time to clarify 
roles and next steps. District staff recommends the next steps and communications plan 
outlined below. 
 
District staff will: 

1. Continue to implement the phased action items listed above. 
2. Continue to lead the ACWA/statewide outreach and education campaign. 
3. Brief City Managers and the Service Deliver Study Group on the Plumbing Code change 

and direction of the District’s FOG program.  
4. Schedule a final FACT meeting and thank the group for their service. 
5. Develop a triage plan to prioritize and respond to FOG problems (See next page).   
6. Request CWAC to approve this report and forward it to the Board. 

 
DRAFT Triage Plan 

Triage prioritizes options on the likelihood of a successful outcome. The FOG triage plan will 
provide data to support the development of a viable retrofit strategy and enforcement process. 
Staff will engage CWAC and local public works directors to refine the plan, which initially will:  
 

• Focus on known problems (excess line cleaning, pump stations, SSOs). 
• Apply our efforts to the greatest risks to the public sanitary sewer system.  
• Use applicable parts of the District’s Enforcement Response Plan for pretreatment, 

(ie re-inspection fees, cost recovery, administrative action). 
• Revise the performance standards for member Cities from the universal inspection of 

all FSEs once per year to an outcome-based inspection and re-inspection schedule. 
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Clean Water Services 
Design & Construction Standards Update 

Damon Reische, Development Services Supervisor 
Carrie Pak, Engineering Division Manager 

Clean Water Advisory Commission 
March 20, 2013 



Key Topics 
• Evaluation and clarification of water quality requirements for 

redevelopment, linear and partition projects and to address changing 
development patterns. 

• Evaluation of vegetated corridor enhancement and mitigation 
strategies to provide consistency with changes to State and Federal 
wetland mitigation policy. 

• Incorporation of specific erosion control Best Management Practices 
for stream and wetland restoration projects. 

• Modifications to avoid conflicts with State plumbing code. 
• Minor revisions to clarify existing standards. 



Process & Schedule 



Outreach Meetings 

• City/County Jurisdiction – October 4, 2012 
• Parks and Trail Planners – October 25, 2012 
• Presentation for the Tualatin River Watershed Council – 

November 7, 2012 
• Development Community– November 13, 2012 
• Progress Update for Clean Water Advisory Commission – 

November 14, 2012 
• Presentation for the Tualatin Riverkeepers – November 29, 2012 
• Progress Update for Clean Water Advisory Commission – 

January 16, 2013 
 



Technical Discussion Meetings 

• Water Quality Requirements for Redevelopment: – February 12, 2013 
• Trails & Parks, Treatment and VC Requirements – February 28, 2013 
• Construction Site Management Requirements – March 5, 2013 
• Vegetated Corridor Mitigation Strategies – March 19, 2013 

 



What's Next? 

• Consolidate stakeholder comments into a 
categorized list 

• Meet with City/County representatives  
• Draft updated language 
• Pre-Draft Release Meeting 



Water Quality Requirements for 
Redevelopment 

Before After 

Attendance: 44 people; 1/2 city/county representatives; 
1/2 consultants; 1 person representing an environmental group  
 



Water Quality Requirements for 
Redevelopment 



Water Quality Requirements for 
Redevelopment 

Feedback 
• Cities were most engaged stakeholder group 
• General consensus that simpler is better and site 

size should not be driving factor 
• Desire from some for some sort of analysis based on 

cost or facility sizing to determine thresholds 
• All agreed current standard needed fixed 



Trails & Parks, Treatment and VC 
Requirements 

Attendance:  
• 49 people 
• 1/3 consultants 
• 1/3 park district and city representatives 
• Several Washington County staff,  
• 3 developers, 
• 1 ODFW representative 
• 1 person representing an environmental group 
 

Treatment Requirements and Options 

Proportional Enhancement 



Trails & Parks, Treatment and VC 
Requirements 



Trails & Parks, Treatment and VC 
Requirements 

Feedback on Treatment Options 
• Collaborative discussion from trail planners 
• Many ideas on potential approaches to treating 

runoff from trails 
• Recognition of added difficulty in providing 

treatment within vegetated corridor 
• ODFW advocated for boardwalks in certain instances 
• TRK strongly advocated for avoidance of trail 

impacts in corridors, but supportive of treating 
runoff  



Trails & Parks, Treatment and VC 
Requirements 



Trails & Parks, Treatment and VC 
Requirements 

Feedback on Proportional Enhancement 
• Gratitude on part of park planners for District’s 

recognition of disproportionate requirement 
• Many questions on how a proportional enhancement 

rule might work 
• General consensus that proportional enhancement 

is appropriate for small projects on sites with large 
vegetated corridor areas 



Construction Site Management 
Requirements 

Examples: 
• Discarded Building Materials 
• Concrete Waste Management 
• Chemical & Hazardous Waste 
• General Litter 
• Sanitary Waste 

 

Non-Stormwater Pollution Control 
Goal: Prevent or reduce impacts to storm 
and surface waters from waste generated on 
construction sites 
 



Construction Site Management 
Requirements 

Feedback 
• About 29 stakeholders attended, approximately half  

representing cities/County, other half a mix of 
developers, builders, and contractors.   

• General agreement for coming up with workable 
BMPs 

• Lots of ideas on having spill prevention on vehicals 
• Important but noncontroversial topic 

 



Vegetated Corridor Mitigation 
Strategies 

Tualatin Valley 
Environmental Bank 

Butler Mitigation Bank  

Attendance: 45+ people;  
• ¼ developers/home 

builders 
• ¼ city/county  
• ¼ consultants 
• ¼ other 
• No environmental 

group representation 
 



Vegetated Corridor Mitigation 
Strategies 

Feedback 
• Desire from HBA to eliminate current vegetated 

corridor mitigation requirements for isolated wetland 
impacts being mitigated at a bank 

• Suggestions to allow for vegetated corridor 
mitigation outside UGB at wetland mitigation bank or 
vegetated corridor specific bank 

• Suggestion to use a functional based approach to 
determining if vegetated corridors are mitigated 
within UGB or at bank 



Other Topics of Concern from 
Technical Discussion Meetings 

• Treatment Threshold 
• Design Storm 
• Planting Densities 



What’s Next? 
• Consolidate stakeholder comments into a 

categorized list 
• Meet with City/County representatives to help 

choose best options for update 
• Meet with Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce 
• Draft updated language 
• Pre-Draft Release Meeting 
• Public Comment Period 



D&C Update Webpage  

Click Here 

www.cleanwaterservices.org/dncupdate 

OR 
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