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Ms. Marie Tipsord I

HearingOfficer v
Illinois Pollution ControlBoard
1021 NorthGrandAvenueEast
P.O.Box 19274
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9274

Re:ProposedRulemakingsR-04-22andR-04-23.

I am writing to respectfullyrequestat leastone additional hearing,beforethe Illinois
Pollution Control Board proceedsto first notice in the above referencedmatter.My
rationalefor requestingtheadditionalhearingis asprovidedbelow.

As you know,United ScienceIndustries,Inc. hasparticipatedin thenumeroushearings
heldbeforetheIPCB sinceMarch ofthis yearrelatingto theabovereferencedproposed
rule. USI’sparticipationin thehearingprocesshasbeenatthe firm level and also asa
memberof theProfessionalsofIllinois for theProtectionoftheEnvironment(PIPE).

Early in therulemakingprocess,USI andmostof theothermembersofPIPEagreedthat
the best way to implement a fair, uniform and consistently administeredcosts
containmentprogramwould be to developa databaseofthecoststo performthevarious
tasksrequiredby theIllinois LUST program. Thenotionwasthatthis databasewouldbe
usedto developa statisticallyreliabledatasetthat could serve as a foundationfor the
entireIllinois EPA’ scostcontainmentprogram.

Our firm felt so strongly that a statistically reliable databasewas neededthat we
voluntarily developeda detailedwritten format that could be usedas a framework for
establishingsucha database.The formatprovidedthe conceptsof a standardizedwork
breakdownstructure(WBS), a standardbilling methodologyfor eachtask within the
work breakdownstructure, standardizedunits of measureand a table of standard
resourcesthat couldbeutilized for time andmaterialstasks. We alsoprovideda means
by which tasks andresourcescould be addedlremovedfrom the standardizedWBS and
table ofresourcesrespectively.Finally, weprovided paperformsthatcouldbeutilized
by owners/operatorsand their consultantsfor purposesof submittingbudgetproposals
andpaymentapplicationsto theIllinois EPA LUST Program.

USI presentedthis format to the PIPEBoard of Directorsin the late Spring of 2004.
PIPE embracedthe conceptand electedto presentthe concept to the IEPA for their
consideration.
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IEPA quickly rejectedthe format and suggestedthat the processof developinga system
to manageand administera databasewould be too complicated,too costly and too time
consuming. Onemain objectionwasbasedupontheirassertionthatLUST programwas
quickly running out of money andthat theresimply wasnot enoughtime to developa
database.

Upon, IEPA’s rejectionof theformat for thedevelopmentof a databaseof LUST clean-
up costs,USI and the manymembersof PIPE that electedto presentthe format to the
JEPA, decided to try and collaboratewith the JEPA to develop a jointly prepared
proposal. Ourhopeswerethat ajointly preparedproposalwouldbeconsideredin a more
favorablelight by the IPCB. Although, PIPE andthe Agencydid meeton numerous
occasionsandwere ableto reacha consensuson severalissues,thetwo groupswerenot
ableto reacha consensuson ajoint proposal. As a resultof the inability of the two
groupsto develop a joint proposal,PIPE has or will be submitting to the IPCB its
proposedchangesto SubpartH.

Although PIPE’s proposedchangesto SubpartH do not include languagethat would
requiretheestablishmentof a databaseto trackhistoricalcostsorserveasthefoundation
for a costs containmentprogram,the changesto SubpartH that areproposedby PIPE
would be implementedand administeredmost effectively through a reliable database
system. In fact, it is my belief that the majority of the PIPEmembershipwould be
supportiveof the establishmentof a databasethatwould beusedto administertheIEPA
LUST Program.

USI certainlystill strongly supportsthe developmentofa databasesystemcustomizedto
meet the distinctive needsof the IEPA LUST Program. In fact, USI believesthat a
databasesystemthat automatesportionsof thebudgetandclaimsreviewprocesseswould
providetheIEPAwith a meansof achievingseveraloftheirstatedgoals. Theseinclude:
I.) limiting the amount of technical reviewer (IEPA ProjectManager)time spent on
budgetreviews/issues;2.) minimizing the timeframefor reimbursement;and3) allowing
theAgencyto gain athoroughunderstandingofthecostsof clean-up.4.) maximizingthe
effectivenessof expendituresfrom theLUST Fund(containingcosts).

Since the August 9~’~hearing USI has developed a prototype of an automated
administrativesystem. This system,which USI envisions could be utilized by the
Agency in the administrationof their program,facilitatesthe creationof a statistically
reliabledatasetof Illinois LUST clean-upcostsandwould allow the Agencyto achieve
all ofits abovestatedgoals.

Further, becausethe systemis processoriented, it is flexible and would provide the
Agencywith appropriatemanageriallatitude anddiscretionsin setting interim threshold
pricing levels. Finally, sincethe systemis functional, it could be implementedvery
quickly therebymeetingthetime constraintsof theIEPA.
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For all of the abovestatedreasons,and becausethemanyefficienciesandsubtlebenefits
of utilizing an automatedbudgetaryand claims review systemarebestpresentedin a
face-to-faceforum, I respectfullyrequestthat the Board consideranotherhearingto
provideUSI with an opportunityto presentits proposedapproachto costscontainment
andtheassociatedprototypeofautomatedadministrativesystem.

If you haveanyquestionsorcommentsregardingthis matteror needfurther information,
•pleasedo nothesitateto contactme.

•Sincerely,

Jay P. Koch
UnitedScienceIndustries,Inc.
President
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