
Clean Water Services  
Clean Water Advisory Commission 

Meeting Notes 
 

July 12, 2017 
 

Attendance 
 
Commission members in attendance included Chair Tony Weller (Builder/Developer), 
Vice Chair Mike McKillip (District 3-Rogers), Molly Brown (District 2-Malinowski), 
Lori Hennings (Environmental), John Jackson (Agriculture), Judy Olsen (Agriculture), 
Stu Peterson (Builder/Developer), Erin Poor (District 1-Schouten), Richard Vial (District 
4-Terry), Matt Wellner (Builder/Developer), and Kevin Wolfe (Business), as well as non-
voting members David Waffle (Cities) and Bill Gaffi (Clean Water Services District 
General Manager).   
 
Commission member Art Larrance (At-Large-Duyck) did not attend the meeting. 
 
Attending from Clean Water Services were Elle Allen (Development Services 
Supervisor), Nora Curtis (Conveyance Department Director), Mark Jockers (Government 
and Public Affairs Manager), Anne MacDonald (Senior Water Resources Program 
Manager), Damon Reische (Development Services Division Manager), Diane Taniguchi-
Dennis (Deputy General Manager), and Tom VanderPlaat (Water Supply Manager). 
 
Shannon Huggins also attended the meeting as a member of the public. 
 
 
1._Call to Order  
Mr. Weller called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.  The meeting was held in the Tualatin 
Room at the Clean Water Services Administrative Building Complex in Hillsboro, OR. 
 
2.  Previous Meeting Notes 
There were no comments regarding the Meeting Notes from June 14, 2017. 
 
3.  Design & Construction Standards Update 
Mr. Reische (presentation attached) noted that Clean Water Services is about a year into 
what is expected to be a three-year process of updating the D&C (Design and 
Construction) Standards in response to stormwater-related requirements in the NPDES 
(National Pollution Discharge Elimination System) permit renewed in April, 2016.  He 
reviewed the major drivers, timeline/deadlines, and process for the D&Cs Update, and 
the Commission’s role as charged by the Clean Water Services Board of Directors, all of 
which have been presented in detail at previous Commission meetings.   
 
The three major issues and deadlines under the NPDES permit are the 1,000 SF (square 
foot) treatment threshold (requiring treatment for development activities which add or 
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modify impervious areas of 1,000 SF or more), due April, 2017; LIDA (Low Impact 
Development Approach) prioritization (requiring  LIDA as the first choice for treatment), 
due April, 2018; and hydromodification (requiring development activities to address the 
changes to watershed hydrology as a result of increasing impervious area during 
development), due April, 2019.   
 
Phase 1 of the D&Cs Update, covering the 1,000 SF threshold and LIDA prioritization 
requirements, was completed in April, 2017, with LIDA a year ahead of deadline.  
Revisions mostly affected Chapter 4 of the D&Cs, but there were also changes to 
Chapters 1, 2, and 6, as well as Appendix B.  Staff has developed educational materials 
about the updated rules, as some projects (such as a lot partition, or a new home on a 
previously unbuilt lot in an existing development) that were not subject to the old 
regulations will now be affected.  Mr. Reische also described some of the coordination 
with city and county building/planning departments that will be needed under the updated 
rules.  Staff is already working to smooth that transition.   The updated D&Cs document, 
along with other resources for homeowners, builders, and developers, is available on the 
Clean Water Services website.  It will be updated again when Phase II is completed. 
 
Phase II will primarily address the hydromodification-related requirements in the NPDES 
permit.  One part of this effort will be clarification and definition of stormwater 
management “approaches” rather than stormwater management “facilities.”   The new 
requirements will recognize that managing water quantity with facilities such as upland 
detention ponds is not the only way to protect water quality.  For instance, a VC 
(vegetated corridor) is not a facility, but in limited circumstances (such as trails or a 
residential lot where it is difficult to get stormwater out to the street) it could be used as a 
treatment approach.  Phase II will also emphasize site planning requirements that help 
prevent runoff in the first place, as well as standards for enhancing resiliency of natural 
resources to accommodate runoff.  Overall, Clean Water Services is looking toward 
addressing hydromodification by restoring/managing entire stream reaches for 
stormwater, rather than managing stormwater lot by lot or development by development.  
The projects on Bethany Creek in the North Bethany area are examples of that. 
 
The Phase II kickoff will be a public meeting August 8.  Mr. Reische reviewed some of 
the elements to be considered in developing the hydromodification rules for the D&Cs.  
There will be several public meetings, an email list, and information will be posted on the 
Clean Water Services website (www.cleanwaterservices.org/dncupdate) as Phase II 
proceeds.   Public and stakeholder input was very helpful during Phase I, and staff hopes 
for similar participation during Phase II.  Questions or comments can be sent to 
DnCupdate@cleanwaterservices.org.   Mr. Reische noted that proposed standards will be 
posted/released as soon as each piece is drafted, as was done during Phase I per 
Commission suggestion.  Staff will also provide updates at Commission meetings.  Mr. 
Reische reminded Commission members that their charge from the Board is to be a 
sounding board for public and stakeholder comments, and to host public meetings if 
particularly contentious issues arise. 
 
Questions and comments regarding the Design & Construction Standards Update agenda 

http://www.cleanwaterservices.org/dncupdate
mailto:DnCupdate@cleanwaterservices.org
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item are included in Appendix A. 
 
4.  Stormwater Management by Reach 
Ms. MacDonald provided information about how Clean Water Services will meet the 
new NPDES permit requirements for addressing hydromodification (presentation 
attached).  Hydromodification refers to the changes in natural hydrology (the movement 
of water through a landscape) associated with changes in land use that increase 
impervious area.  As Mr. Reische mentioned earlier, Clean Water Services is moving 
toward managing the entire reach of a stream to accommodate stormwater, rather than 
just managing stormwater on one lot or one development at a time.  The goal of the 
stream reach approach is to provide a suite of enhancements—the right things in the right 
places—to an entire stream that will create a robust and resilient infrastructure to last for 
decades.   
 
Phase II of the D&Cs update will translate the stream reach strategy into standards as part 
of the hydromodification plan required by the NPDES permit.  The purpose of the 
hydromodification plan is to protect, enhance, and/or restore the beneficial uses for water 
(“fishable, drinkable, swimmable”) as required under the federal Clean Water Act. The 
stream reach approach to hydromodification is in keeping with the other watershed-based 
features of the permit.  Ms. MacDonald noted that the stream reach approach can make it 
easier to integrate requirements of the Endangered Species Act and other regulations 
from a variety of federal and state agencies.   
 
Ms. MacDonald described how streams in the watershed began to change in the 1800s as 
trapping, logging, and farming developed, and as more settlers moved in towns grew into 
cities with more pavement and concrete.  The increasing impervious area of urbanization 
changes runoff patterns—more water comes off faster over a shorter period of time than 
it would if the landscape had remained in its natural state.  This “spike” in runoff pattern 
results in erosion, stream incision, and decreased infiltration into the soil, each of which 
in turn creates other conditions that ultimately cause problems for fish, other animals, 
plants, and people/communities.  The hydromodification plan is intended to protect 
water’s beneficial uses by mitigating these adverse effects. 
 
Stream reach stormwater management will still include current practices such as 
detention, infiltration, and vegetated facilities, but will also integrate stream and wetland 
and corridor enhancements as supplemental to LIDA.  Streams can again access their 
natural floodplains, spreading out and slowing down the water from a storm event to 
allow time for infiltration and to dissipate the energy that would cause erosion and 
incision.  Vegetation can be optimized to promote and maintain infiltration over the long 
term.  Real-time controls can make detention facilities more effective by tracking storms 
on NOAA (federal National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) radar and 
monitoring actual rainfall data from weather stations to regulate the outlet so runoff is 
released below the erosion threshold; the facility is a pond when detention is needed, but 
otherwise functions as a vegetated stream corridor.  Natural helpers such as beavers can 
also be part of the strategy.  In addition to the work in North Bethany mentioned earlier 
by Mr. Reische, Ms. MacDonald described the plan for Abbey Creek as an example of 
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balancing upland and stream corridor efforts in an integrated stream reach approach to 
managing stormwater.   
 
Ms. MacDonald reviewed the main considerations for developing the hydromodification 
plan and related D&Cs updates.  One important consideration is the design storm (the 
simplified parameters—duration, intensity, and peaks—which stormwater facilities must 
be able to accommodate).  She anticipates discussion of changing the current design 
storm criteria, as well as how to apply it in the context of an entire stream reach.   
 
Ms. MacDonald described the staff work already underway on the hydromodification 
plan, and outlined two partnership projects being implemented. 
 
Questions and comments regarding the Stormwater Management by Reach agenda item 
are included in Appendix B. 
 
5.  Tualatin Basin Water Supply Project/Scoggins Dam Repair   
Mr. VanderPlaat provided an update on the Tualatin Basin Water Supply (Joint) Project 
and the Scoggins Dam seismic upgrade (presentation attached).  The dam and Hagg 
Lake—the reservoir behind it—are owned Bureau of Reclamation, a federal agency.  The 
Tualatin Valley Irrigation District (TVID), Clean Water Services and the Cities of 
Hillsboro, Beaverton and Forest Grove are the primary users of the water in Hagg Lake.  
Clean Water Services uses its allotment to augment flow in the Tualatin River during the 
summer and fall as part of the water temperature requirements under its NPDES 
(National Pollution Discharge Elimination System) permit.  Up to 70% of river flow 
during the late summer and early fall is water released from Hagg Lake and cleaned 
water from treatment facilities.   
 
Clean Water Services has been working with other water users and potential users to 
study and plan for future water supply, looking 50-100 years into the future.  That group 
first met 17 years ago and the future is arriving:  following a dry spring in 2015, Clean 
Water Services and Tualatin Valley Irrigation District used all of the stored water that 
was available to them during the summer and fall.   
 
The idea of raising Scoggins Dam to increase the storage capacity of Hagg Lake emerged 
from the water supply planning group after evaluating a number of possibilities for future 
water sources.  In the midst of discussions about a possible dam raise, new information 
came to light about the Cascadia subduction zone and the probability of a major 
earthquake.  Reclamation’s SOD (Safety of Dams) program inspection determined that 
Scoggins Dam is its most “seismically challenged" and would need substantial 
modifications to withstand such a quake.  Since then, the idea of constructing a new dam 
about a mile downstream has gained attention in light of the costs and logistics of seismic 
upgrades to the existing dam.   
 
Mr. VanderPlaat noted that following years of discussion and an act of Congress, 
Reclamation’s SOD Program is now allowed to partner with other agencies seeking 
additional benefits including increased storage.   CWS is now working on the Tualatin 
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Basin Water Supply Joint Project, with Reclamation as the lead agency and Clean Water 
Services as the cooperating agency.  Formalizing the partner relationship should make for 
a smoother process and also save time and money as the seismic requirements and the 
supply needs can be addressed together. 
  
Mr. VanderPlaat reviewed the seismic options considered under Reclamation’s SOD 
program as well as the water supply possibilities being discussed.  The two most 
promising alternatives for meeting seismic requirements and increasing the existing water 
storage capacity of 56,000 acre-feet are a 25-foot raise of the existing 40-year-old earthen 
dam (in addition to seismic upgrades) which would increase capacity by 30,000 acre-feet, 
and a new roller-compacted concrete dam constructed in a natural gap downstream which 
would increase capacity by 50,000 acre-feet.   
 
Mr. VanderPlaat described and compared construction methods and materials, timelines, 
costs and how they would be shared, capacity versus fill reliability, and 
environmental/community factors for each alternative.  Environmental impact studies and 
feasibility design studies are underway to further evaluate each alternative.   Reclamation 
will conduct drilling this summer to assess whether the soils and rock at the potential site 
of a new dam are suitable for construction.  Clean Water Services has begun a feasibility 
design study of the new dam.  Reclamation will provide the feasibility design study for 
the dam raise.  Information developed through these and other activities will affect the 
final decision. 
 
The cost per acre-foot of water a new dam would be less, and storage capacity would be 
far greater, than that of upgrading and raising the old dam.  However, the Stimson lumber 
mill just below the existing dam would need to be relocated to suitable property and 
more/different landowners would be affected than if the existing dam were raised.   
 
The project, whatever its final form, is already in Reclamation’s funding pipeline, though 
it is uncertain how long it might take for the funds to become available.  Estimates of 
costs and shares still vary widely at this point in the process, but Reclamation would pay 
85% of the costs for the seismic upgrades to the existing dam and Tualatin Project 
repayment partners (CWS, TVID, and the Cities of Hillsboro, Beaverton and Forest 
Grove)  would each pay a share of the remaining 15%.  Reclamation would not pay for 
any costs associated with raising the existing dam to increase storage capacity; this cost 
would be incurred by CWS—the project beneficiary. Reclamation would help pay for a 
new dam in an amount equivalent to 85% of the cost for retrofitting the existing dam with 
seismic upgrades.   
 
Mr. VanderPlaat noted that Reclamation would own the completed project, though it has 
recently suggested that local water managers consider title transfer from federal 
ownership to local ownership.  Clean Water Services and the other repayment contractors 
first explored the idea in 2006 in hopes it might be a way to move forward more quickly 
than allowed by the federal process, but Reclamation indicated a title transfer for 
Scoggins Dam would take 6-8 years.   
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Mr. VanderPlaat concluded with a review of communication efforts amongst project 
stakeholders and decision-makers, and Mr. Jockers added kudos to the Oregon 
Congressional delegation and Clean Water Services Board of Directors Chair Andy 
Duyck and other members of the Board for their support in handling meetings with 
Reclamation staff.  Mr. Jockers also noted conversations about the water supply project 
are generally well-received as the public safety aspect makes it a less partisan issue than 
many. 
 
Mr. Jockers observed that the combined total investment in future community 
infrastructure with this project and the Willamette project will be close to $2 billion. 
 
Questions and comments regarding the Tualatin Basin Water Supply Project/Scoggins 
Dam Repair agenda item are included in Appendix C. 
 
6.  Announcements 
Mr. Jockers said there is no Commission meeting planned for August.  The next meeting 
is scheduled for September 13, 2017. 
 
7.  Adjournment 
Mr. Weller adjourned the meeting at 8:41 PM. 
 
(Meeting notes prepared by Sue Baumgartner)    
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Appendix A 
Clean Water Services Advisory Commission Meeting Notes 

July 12, 2017 
 

Questions and comments regarding Design & Construction Standards Update: 
 
1. Has the “LIDA and Homebuilding” info sheet (mentioned in the presentation) been 

shared with the homebuilders association? 
1.1. It was just put up on the website a couple of weeks ago, but direct outreach is a 

good idea and staff will follow up on that.   
1.2. We will also talk about outreach efforts at the Phase II kickoff meeting. 

 
2. Please clarify the sizing criteria from rain gardens to planters—is it 6% to 9%, as it is 

in some other jurisdictions in the metro area? 
2.1. It’s 6% for certain types of facilities—there is no longer a distinction between 

LIDA facilities and traditional vegetated facilities.  They are now all considered 
“water quality approaches” for stormwater.  For something like a traditional 
vegetated facility with a residency time, the flow through the facility would be 
used for sizing. 

 
3. How does allowing an exemption to use a VC as a water quality treatment approach 

for stormwater stop anyone who lives near a riparian buffer from just using that 
instead of the stormwater system? 
3.1. It is not an exemption; projects still have to meet the requirements in the design 

standards.  Some projects will have specific and unique circumstances—trails 
would be the most common—that make traditional water quality treatment 
options for runoff impractical.  In such situations, a VC can have value as a 
treatment option. 

 
4. In Table 4.1, why is the VC as a filter strip an allowable public system but the 

vegetated corridor preservation is not? 
4.1. That wording is a carryover from the previous version of the D&Cs and refers to 

maintenance, not ownership.  We were trying to recognize the filtering benefit 
from a VC while staying consistent with VC-related standards that were already 
in place.  A VC is a treatment approach, but it isn’t a facility; we were/are not 
looking for active maintenance of a VC. 

4.2. There may well be a few such inconsistencies and conflicts in the newly revised 
D&Cs from Phase I; staff expects to find/hear about them and clarify in Phase II. 

 
5. Will the change in VC acceptability affect development projects that began under the 

old rules during the last boom, and now are moving again under the new rules? 
5.1. VCs were never allowable as the treatment “facility.”  The new rules don’t take 

anything away; they just add the ability to use some of a VC as a filter strip in 
very specific circumstances. 
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5.2. Again, staff expects to find a few things that don’t line up and will take a look at 
that, too.     

 
6. How difficult was it to permit (through DSL—Division of State Lands, Corps—US 

Army Corps of Engineers, and other agencies) the Clean Water Services pilot project 
(shown in one of the presentation slides) on Bethany Creek that used grade controls 
and plantings instead of upland detention? 
6.1. It wasn’t hard at all—it was essentially a stream restoration project.   
6.2. The Bethany Creek headwaters were part of an earlier private project that turned 

an old pond back into a stream but allowed for the area to flood as a way to 
manage runoff with real-time controls.  That project was also approved by DSL 
and the Corps. 
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Appendix B 
Clean Water Services Advisory Commission Meeting Notes 

July 12, 2017 
 

Questions and Comments regarding Stormwater Management by Reach: 
 
1. Wouldn’t the vegetated detention pond (shown as an example of real-time controls) 

be for a regional facility?   Are we going to be doing real-time controls for a 10-lot 
subdivision?   
1.1. Yes, the pond shown is a regional facility.   
1.2. No, given the current economics we don’t anticipate that requirements for real-

time controls will be part of this D&Cs update, but maybe in 20 years…?  We 
want to build infrastructure that will be in place for 50-plus years, so we just 
might find ourselves retrofitting small ponds 20 years from now.   

1.3. The use of real-time controls is one way we’ve been able to add flexibility and 
resiliency while reducing the footprint of a hard facility design.  Passive controls 
are meant to handle that single design storm, but with real-time controls we’ve 
been able to successfully manage a wide variety of storms—including one that 
was way beyond the design storm—without harming the system downstream.   

 
2. We need to think about amphibians (such as red-legged frogs and other species that 

are in trouble) as we’re doing this (having detention areas that are sometimes ponds 
and sometimes not); it creates an ecological trap if they lay eggs and then you release 
the water. 
2.1. The pond shown (in the slide picturing examples of real-time control equipment) 

was formerly a nursery company’s irrigation storage.  When the site was 
developed, they restored the stream and now they basically have this inline pond 
that provides some detention ability.  However, we are not looking to go in and 
create instream detention ponds.  There may be opportunities for detention by 
reconnecting to the natural floodplain, but that would be a more natural process 
not involving real-time controls.   

2.2. The point to remember about real-time controls is that if you do need an upland 
detention pond, using that technology can reduce the size of pond required to 
accommodate the runoff.   

 
3. It seems like inline ponds could provide an opportunity to work on an event scale.  

It’s hard to time these various little projects to actually be of any benefit, depending 
on where they are in the basin and how each interacts with the rest of the system.  But 
it could be an advantage to be able to change the controls at inline ponds in various 
locations to cause flooding sooner or later than it might otherwise occur.  Timing 
really plays into this, but doing things in “silos” as we are now, we don’t have that 
perspective.   
3.1. Your point about timing is a good one to keep in mind for other ecological 

functions as well. 
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3.2. Timing would also relate to considerations for wildlife (as a beneficial use of 
water) under the Clean Water Act.    

 
4. The graph showing December 2015 rainfall as an example of how storms are 

exceeding design storm conditions is comparing apples to oranges.  The current 
design storm was developed because of phosphorous issues and was based on a 
summertime event; it was never intended for wintertime treatment.  
4.1. Yes, but if the goal is infiltration rather than just filtering through, the current 

design storm may not be the most useful one to look at.   
 
5. What about the warmer, wetter winters and more intense storms that are supposed to 

arrive with climate change; will that affect the design storm revision in the current 
D&Cs update, and might it affect how soon we next review the design storm?  
5.1. Yes, the idea is to make the system resilient, no matter what.  The City of 

Portland has been looking at this in great detail and Clean Water Services has 
been talking with people at Portland State University about it.  It may become a 
regional conversation.   

 
6. Anything we can do besides project-specific facilities is great, but there will still be a 

need for project-specific facilities and now they’ll have to be bigger because of the 
hydromodification requirements.  If we change the design storm, would that increase 
facility size even more?   
6.1. We are trying to look at focusing our effort not on a project-by-project detention 

vault, for example, but on moving into the stream corridor instead.  Where the 
site/project circumstances are appropriate, we want to look regionally—even in 
areas of infill-type development.  This is where fee-in-lieu comes in.   

6.2. Fee-in-lieu is a fantastic option. 
 
7. Keep in mind that many property lines are done along creeks—project boundaries 

don’t line up with the neighbors’ property and then you have multiple landowners 
who may or may not wish to cooperate with each other or with a developer—so in the 
non-expansion areas it will be hard for any one developer to do his required frontage 
because he can’t even get to the half on the other side.  
7.1. Different sets of tools will be necessary on the infill areas than what we’re able to 

use in the expansion areas. 
 
8. Most facilities I designed never saw a design event.  We should lower the design 

event and retrofit existing facilities to actually be useful.  We have land designated 
for flood control that never gets used. 
8.1. We are also looking at retrofits as another part of our permit.  We have another 

real-time control pilot project at a facility that was already in place on Butternut 
Creek, to explore whether an existing structure can be made more efficient.  

   
9. It would be helpful to have real data and look at what a rainstorm actually is.  Those 

(storm types shown in presentation) don’t look realistic based on my 30 years of 
experience.   
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9.1. Traditionally, a design storm would be applied over the entire tributary area, but 

that’s not how Nature works.  Rain doesn’t come down uniformly over a basin, 
so if you use that peak design storm over the whole area you are going to 
overestimate the flow.  There needs to be an “area depth reduction” factor 
applied.   

 
10. Because we don’t know what the future holds we need to think with flexibility in 

mind, but concrete and steel are not very flexible.  It makes a lot of sense to move 
toward more natural solutions that can accommodate a broader range of events and 
are less expensive, too.   
10.1. It will be decades before those natural solutions can be put in place 

everywhere, but you can’t just shut down development in a basin while you’re 
waiting for that, so there will have to be an interim solution.  The overall 
direction is great, though.    
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Appendix C 
Clean Water Services Advisory Commission Meeting Notes 

July 12, 2017 
 

Questions and comments regarding TBWSP/Scoggins Dam Repair: 
 
 
1. Would the existing dam still need seismic upgrades if a new one was built 

downstream?   
1.1. No, there would be no need to reinforce it.  There would be no need to breach it, 

either, though it would need to be notched to allow for flow.   
 

1.2. What is “reservoir restriction” (in the slide showing Joint Project Alternatives)? 
Reservoir restriction would simply lower the water level by 20-30 feet without 
any changes to the existing dam.  Neither Reclamation nor Clean Water Services 
sees this as a realistic approach for Scoggins Dam, but it is just one of the options 
that Reclamation must consider for every dam it evaluates.   

 
2. What about future municipal water demand?   

2.1. Municipal and industrial demand projections are not included in these scenarios 
This project is looking only at increasing the supply of water for flow 
augmentation. 

2.2. Beaverton, Hillsboro, Forest Grove and other cities will be getting their future 
municipal and industrial water from the Willamette Water Supply Project.  
However, Hagg Lake is their cheapest source and it already exists, so additional 
capacity would provide an option for drinking water if needed further in the 
future.   

 
3. Weren’t the past demand projections (that prompted the water supply study) for 

municipal water?  Why would we need so much more capacity just for flow 
augmentation? 
3.1. Partly because changing regulations will require greater flow; partly because as 

the population grows the amount of wastewater moving through treatment plants 
will increase and the effluent will be warmer, so more flow of cooler water from 
the reservoir will be needed to counteract that; and partly because some 
carryover water will be needed, especially during drought years when the 
reservoir may not fill. 

3.2. Half of the thermal mitigation required by the NPDES permit comes from 
released water. 

 
4. It’s important to remember that water supply is long term—the horizon is 50 years or 

more.  Think about the people that decided to do Bull Run for the City of Portland 
and look at who all it supplies today; think about Forest Grove developing its own 
watershed back when all they had was a cannery and a few people, and Tualatin 
building its connection to Bull Run when its population was 4,000.   
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5. There is no disagreement with the value of foresight, but we should still be sure the 

demand and future demand justifies the building of so much capacity. 
 
6. How big is the Stimson mill site—what’s involved in relocating it? 

6.1. Stimson owns 640 acres (one legal section), encompassing most of the land 
between the existing dam and the potential downstream dam site.   

6.2. The actual relocation site would need to be about 80 acres.  Stimson would like 
to keep the mill in the same general area because of their local land and timber 
interests. The relocation site would need to have rail, power, and water service 
and be zoned appropriately (rural-industrial, which may require special approval 
from the state legislature).   

6.3. Clean Water Services has done a value analysis of the mill which recognizes the 
value of the rural jobs as well as the mill itself.  The cost of 
compensating/relocating the mill and about 23 other affected residents would be 
about $100 million, which is included in the preliminary cost estimates for 
constructing a new dam. 

 
7. Who will be doing the actual design and construction—will it go out on bid, will 

Reclamation engineers do it…? 
7.1. That is something that will have to be negotiated depending on which alternative 

is chosen.  Clean Water Services is doing the design study on the new dam with 
Reclamation review, and Reclamation is doing the design study on the existing 
dam with Clean Water Services review.   

7.2. Clean Water Services would likely be able to get construction done more quickly 
but it may be problematic to arrange for reimbursement from Reclamation 
instead of the other way around.   

 
8. Producing enough concrete for a project of this size could be a big issue—the 

construction industry already has trouble with a shortage of aggregate reserves.   
8.1. Yes, we have seen this first-hand as four bidders for a recent project withdrew 

because they couldn’t be sure of getting the aggregate they would need.  
8.2. It is very expensive to haul rock, so there must be a close source of aggregate or 

the costs for a new roller compacted concrete dam would go way up. 
8.3. Stimson has a former quarry near the potential new dam site and we will see how 

much rock might still be available there.    
 
9. The Willamette (drinking water) project will be done in 2026; when will this project 

be done? 
9.1. Roughly the same time; given recent conversations and activities, it looks like we 

would start moving dirt by 2023 and then it would be 3-4 years to completion.   
 
10. Which is better for Clean Water Services—owning the dam or having Reclamation 

own it?    
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10.1.1. We could likely build it cheaper and quicker if we owned it, but the time 
benefit is lost if the title transfer takes seven years and then we would also 
be giving up Reclamation’s share of the cost. 

10.1.2. It seems like the title transfer could be expedited with Congressional 
action, and then might Reclamation just be willing to write a check for what 
would have been their share in exchange for giving up the long-term liability 
of ownership?   

 


