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COMMENTSAND RESPONSESTO TH1~IEPA’S USEDOIL 807 PERMITTING
PROPOSALAND AUGUST23’~HEARING TESTIMONY

Re:DocketR 99-18

Mr. Dragovichstatedthat unpermittedfacilitiescaneasilyrelocateandchangecompany
namesandthatinspectionsareinfrequentatunpermittedfacilities.
Response:Facilitiesrelocatedueto customerdemandsandindustrychangesandneedto
beableto reactto thesedemandsandchangesquickly to survivein theverycompetitive
usedoil industry. Inspectionsdo not haveto beinfrequentatusedoil facilities. Thatis an
agencypolicy choice. Undercurrentrequirements,facilities arealreadyrequiredto
notify any changein locationor operationsofany off-specificationusedoils underUS
EPAandIL SpecialWasteRegulations.

Mr. Dragovichstatedthat theproposedregulationswouldnot regulatemarketersofon-
specificationfuel if theusedoil alsometthedefmitionof “re-refinedoil” in Section3.36
oftheIllinois environmentalProtectionAct (415 ILCS 5/3.36)(”Act”).
Response:Placinga requirementonEPA on-specificationusedoil thatit alsomustmeet
thedefmitionofre-refmedoil to notbe considereda specialwasteis unrealistic. “Re-
refmedoil” is usedoil thathasbeenre-refinedto makeanewlubeoil basestockfor
lubricatingoil anddoesnot applyto theusedoil fuel universe. It wasneverUSEPA’s
intentionorunderstandingthaton-specificationusedoil would meetsubstantiallythe
samestandardsasnewoil. USEPAdid saythaton-specificationfuel oil wasvirtually
equivalent.to virgin fuels. Flowever,their comparisonswerenot only againstnewoil, but
all virgin fuels, includingcoal, dueto thefactthatusedoil couldbeandis usedasan
alternativeto coal. IEPA is concernedthateventhoughtheoil wason-specificationit
could still havenovaluedueto ahighBS&W level, andthat aspectcausedthemconcern
aboutallowingunpermittedstorageofsuch. To addressthe“value” issue,NORA
proposedamaximumBS&W limit alsobe placedonon-specificationfuel. This would
allow recyclersandgeneratorsalike to beableto determinewhenausedoil destinedfor a
fuel exitsregulationasaspecialwaste. Havingthatdefmitionbe achievedonapermitby
permitbasisandbe defineddifferently, from permitto permitwould causealot of
confusionto recyclers,andespeciallygeneratorsoftheregulatedcommunity. Imagine
time confusionif IEPA orUS EPAleft up whatthedefmitionof ahazardouswastewason
anindividualpermit by permitbasis. In eithercase,generatorswouldbe totally confused
becausethis definitioncouldpotentiallychangeeverytime theyuseda differentrecycling
or disposalcompany. Wefeelauniversaldefinition mustheachievedfor all to goby in
thestate,andthattherequirementof it meetingthere-refineddefinitionis inappropriate
andunacceptable.

Mr. Dragovichmentionedfifty-six formerusedoil managementsitesthat [EPAhasor
will haveto acton.
Response:It wasfailedto mentionhoweverthatmostofthosesitesaregeneratorsites.
Evenundertheproposed807permittingprogram,generatorsiteswould be exemptfrom
permitting,sotheseexamplesarelargely irrelevant. Mr. Dragovichalsostatesthatmany



usedoil managementsitesthat operatedbefore1985havehadenvironmentalproblems.
Herewewantto pointout two importantpoints. First, theactualFacility Management
Standardsdid notbecomelaw until 1993 in Illinois, not 1985. Secondly,theproblemsat
thosesitesmayhavebeendiscoveredrecently,or actiontakenon themrecently,but the
problemswereactuallycreatedin thesixtiesandseventiesfor themostpart. Also, again,
therearemajorproblemswith theexamplesin Attachment2 to Mr. Dragovich’s
testimony. Examplesone,two, four, andten,arenot “usedoil problems”. Theyare
problemsthatoccurredbut therequirementsoversuchactivities areregulatednot bythe
EPA, but bythe StateFireMarshalland/orOSHA. And in thecaseofexamplenumber
two,(whichwasourfacility) theexplosionwasdueto aweldingcontractorerror.
However,dueto thefactwehadalreadybroughtthetankfarm facility uptotheUsedOil
ManagementStandards,thefacilities tankfarmhadimperviouscontainment. Therefore,
eventhoughtherewasanexplosionandaninstantreleaseofover 15,000gallonsofused
oil, over99%ofthat oil wasrecoveredandno environmentalharmoccurred. This
exampleprovesthattheusedoil performancestandardswork and if tankreleasesdo
occur,theimpervioussecondarycontainmentandapplicableSPCCrequirements
adequatelyaddressthepotentialenvironmentalharm. Examplesfive, six, seven,twelve,
thirteen,andfourteen,areTSCAviolations andwouldnotbe regulatedany morestrictly
under807 permits. Theremainingproblemsareall well addressedunderthecurrent739
regulations.

Mr. Dragovich’sstatedthataccordingto thecurrentrequirementsofParts739 and809,
usedoil generatorsare alreadysubjectto themanifestingrequirementsofPart809, and
thatthesegeneratorshaveobtainedIllinois ID numbersandarecurrentlyusingmanifests.
Response:Automotiveusedoil generatorshavenotpreviouslybeenrequiredto obtain
Part809ID numbersandmanifesttheiroil dueto time factmostrecyclershavein thepast,
andarestill, usingtheold multi-stopmethodofusingonemanifestfor theload, plus a
log ofwherethat loadsoil camefrom. Weknowofno recyclersin thestatethathave
beentold by [EPAtheyhadto discontinuethispractice. We alsodo notknow of any
notificationsentoutto recyclersconcerningthis issueor to automotivegenerators
alertingthemto thefactthattheynow neededto obtainID numbers,afteryearsofIEPA
telling themtheydidnotwhentheyinquiredorwereinspecteddueto themulti-stop
permits. This apparentchangeof agencyphilosophywastotally unknownby the
regulatedcommunity,andrecyclersandgeneratorswere notnotifiedofthis change. In
fact, in 1996we weretold to go on doing thingsaswehadunderthe old multi-stop
permituntil theagencycouldbetterdeterminehowtheywantedto handlethesituation.
The[EPA also toldNORA thattheagencywasconsideringdroppingthemanifesting
requirementsfor usedoil in Illinois, in 1996. Apparentlymuchconfusionexistscurrently
in this area. Howevem;weestimatethatlessthan 10%ofautomotiveusedoil generators
haveIL EPA II) numbersandaremanifestingtheirindividual oil pick-ups. Sothis
requirementwouldrequiretensofthousandsofautomotivegeneratorsto register. We
alsowanttheBoardto beawarethatevenwhenmanifestingusedoil, no copiesare
requiredto be sentto theagency,asis thecasewith hazardouswaste. Therefore,the
trackingaspectofthemanifestingrequirementsis basicallylost to theagencyanyway.
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In Mr. Dragovich’sprefiledtestimony responseto Mr. Harris’sstatementthat his
previoustestimonyfailed to identify asingleactualproblemthatwouldnot beaddressed
by theUsedOil ManagementStandards,therealissuesurfaces.As is undercurrent
regulation,usedoil recyclersareultimatelyresponsibleasto howthey will run their
facilities andoperationsto achievecontinuingcompliancewith theregulations.Under
the807 proposal,[EPA wantsto makemoreofthosedeterminations.For instance,[EPA
states“the contentsofthetankmayimpacttherateofcorrosionthatwill occurin ametal
tank”. The “contents”in a usedoil facility arenormallyoil. Internalcorrosionjustis not
aproblemin therealworldofoil storage.Tanksusedfor usedoil storageexperience
little internalcorrosion,evenaftermanyyearsofuse.By reviewingtheproposed
managementstandardsissuedto LenzOil in 1995andour responseto them(previously
submitted),youcanseetherecanbea largedifferenceofopinionMwhatis neededto
achievecomplianceby therecyclerversestheagencyin this oneinstance.This is where
theconcerncomesintoplay, thatthepermitandconditionsfelt neededbytheagency
couldbecomeoverkill, costingtheIL recyclertheir competitivenessversestheiroutof
statecompetitorsdueto thecostsincurredcomplyingwith theseoperatingconditions,
andstraightjacketingthepermitteefrom beingable to quickly reactto customers,
industry,orcompetitorschangesandchallenges.We’renot againstregulation,butwe
arean unsubsidized,standaloneindustryandbecauseof suchneedto operatefreelyin
thefreemarketsystemwearecompetingagainst(our out of statecompetitorsandthe
virgin fuel market). Going ~y further n the7~regulations~yjil~ allowti~tt~

ppm. If this is what is desiredby government,thenwefeelthegovernmentwould also
needto subsidizetheindustryto enableit to competein the free marketdueto the
additionalburdensplacedon it from acostandreactioncompetitivestandpointby further
regulationthanwhat739 prescribes.

In Mr. Dragovich’sprefiled testimony,he answereda questionwehadposedconcerning
multi-stoptypepermits. Mr. Dragovich’s testimonyherereflectsanotherlongterm
problemrecyclershadunder807 permittingin thepast. Multi-stoppermitsshouldbe
issuedunderPart809transporterpermitsandnotunderPart807 facility permits. Multi-
stoppermitsareatransportationissuenota facility issue. Outofstatecompetitors
collectingusedoil in Illinois needmulti-stoppermitsand[EPAhasno authorityto issue
themunderSection807. If required,havingmulti stoppermitsissuedunderSection809
would level theplaying field for instateand.out ofstaterecyclersalike operatingin
Illinois.

Mr. Dragovichstatedthattheproposedamendmentsto Part809would eliminatethe
manifestingandspecialwastehaulingpermitrequirementsfor all usedoil transportedto
ausedoil collectioncenteror aggregationpoint.
Response:However,asproposed,809.211restiictsa generatorofover220 poundsa
monthofspecialwastefrom seiftransportingtheirusedoil in small shipmentsoffilly-
five gallonsor lessto ausedoil processingfacility unlessthey obtaina specialwaste
haulingpermit. Wefeel thatthesegeneratorswhowant to haul small amountsoftheir
usedoil to ausedoil processingfacility for recyclingshouldbe allowedto do sowithout
atransporterpermit, asis allowedunderSection739. Requiringapermitto do such,asis
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thecasewith theagency’sproposal,reducestheincentivefor suchgeneratorsto recycle
theiroil. Generatorsthatgeneratelessthan220 poundsof specialwasteamonthare
alreadyexemptfrom obtainingaspecialwastehaulingpermit andmanifestingunder
currentregulation,up to fifty-five gallonsat atime, andarefreeto taketheirusedoil
anywherefor recycling. Therefore,this partofIEPA’s proposalonly effectsgenerators
ofover 220poundsof specialwastepermonth. Currentlytheymusthaveaspecialwaste
haulingpermit under809 and manifestthe oil. UnderEPA’s proposal,theywill nothave
to do this if goingto acollectioncenteroraggregationpoint, but wouldhaveto if going
to a 807 permittedfacility like ausedoil processor.NORA’sproposalcontainsa
provisionto drop this requirementfor aspecialwastehaulingpermit andmanifestingfor
any andall generatorsthatwantto selftransportfifty-five gallonsor less at atime for
recyclingto aoil collectioncenter,aggregationpointorprocessor.This would, where
economicallyattractiveto thegenerator,furtherencourageusedoil recyclingover
IEPA’s proposal. Wehavegeneratorscurrentlydeliveringsinglefifty-five gallon drum
shipmentsto ourprocessingfacility. Someofthemmaybeover220 poundspermonth
generators,but this informationis veryhardto obtainandtrack. Allowing all generators
to transportfifty-five gallonsor lessthemselveswithout a permit andmanifestwould
allowusto encouragesuchselftransportation.Dueto thefactwehaveahardtime
tellingif thegeneratoris exemptornot, we currentlydiscourageall unmanifested
deliveries.We canseeno reasonto restrictsuchactivities.

Mr. Dragovichstatedthat “the requirementto obtainaPart807 permitwouldnot be
unduly burdensometo a well-runfacility which is currentlyoperatingin compliancewith
Part739.”
Response:Well, that depends.It dependson theadditionalconditions,designand
operatingstandardsimposedon thefacility. As we stated,we feelthe 1995 proposed
permitdraftto LenzOil wouldbeundulyburdensome.Further,Mr. Dragovich’s
testimonythatthefederalregulationsallow statesto be morestringent,andimposestate
regulations,seemto indicatethe agency’sthinkinghasnot changedmuchsincethe 1995
proposedpermitdraft. Furtherevidenceofthis is thefactthat Mr. Merrimanstatedatthe
hearingthat “this is just theproposalto requirepermitsto go backto thestatusquo, and
isn’t evencompletelythestatusquo becausewe’ve left out someandbecausewe’ll be
implementingthroughthatpermitPart739”, andthatthepermitswould be lessonerous
thanthepastpermits(I believehemeantoverthe 1995proposedpermit), becausecertain
tImings that739 hasdoneandto clarify obligationsandto limit testingandsomeother
kinds ofthings. Mr. Dragovichalsoindicatedin thehearingthat[EPA would notbe
hying to establishoperatingstandardsunder807permit conditions. Howeverbecause
thecomplexityoftheprevious1995draftpermit, andsecondly,becausethedraftpermit
waspromulgatedtwo yearsafterthe739regulationswereadopted,we aresomewhat
skepticalofhow far [EPAwantsto go concerningpermit conditions,etc. If theyonly
want to enforce739 conditions,whydid theyaddsomuchmoretwo yearsafteradopting
the739 regulations,asproposedpermitconditions?Most stateshaveseenthefolly of
addingmorestringentstateregulationson top ofthe739 regulationsduetojustthe
reasonswehavebroughtup in thesecommentsand ourpreviouscomments. illinois oil
recyclerseitherneedto competefreely in themarketplace,or atleastasfreelyastheir
competitors(virgin fuel distributorsandoutofstateoil recyclers).
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Mr. Dragovichstatedthatrequiringausedoil marketerwhomarketsusedoil otherthan
thatgeneratedby its own activitiesfrom thesitewhereit is generatedto obtainan Part
807 permit is consistentwith theAct becausethedefinitionof “transferstation” in
Section3.83 oftheAct includesshipmentsof wastethatarestoredfor lessthan24 hours
if transferis involved, Section3.47 includestransferstationsin thedefinitionofstorage
site, andSection21(d)oftheAct requiresall storagesitesto obtainapermit.
Response:Usedoil that sits somewherefor lessthan24 hoursis in transit. Those
locationscouldbedifferenteverytimedependingon wheretheoil is comingfrom. In
thesesituations,lime oil is not in atransferfacility nor in storageat all, it’s stoppedin a
truck awaitingsomeoneelseto addto it ormove it further. Requiringpermittingfor each
and everyplacethis mayneedto be done,everytime it mayneeddone,is impossibledue
to constantlychangingneedsof therecycler,suchaswheretheoil is ultimatelygoing,
who andwhereit’s comingfrom, etc. This requirementwould severelyrestrictthe
recyclersmosteconomicalmeansoftransportin manycases. Therearealreadyadequate
DOT andoil pollution actlawson thebooksto regulatethis typeofactivity. In addition,
this activity is not permittedfor evenhazardouswasteshipments.Also, concerning
actualtransferfacilities, werealizedafterreadingtheAugust23~’hearingtranscripts,that
therewasnotmuchdiscussionabouttransferfacilities. Transferfacilities arebecoming
muchmoreimportantto recyclersin an effort to keeptransportationcostsaslow as
possible.Mr. Dragovichstatesin [EPAprefiled testimonyto theAugust231~1hearingin
responsenumberthreeandnumbertwelvethat transferfacilities shouldbepermittedasa
“facility” underPart 807, andwouldbeunderIEPA”s proposal.Underpart739
regulations,atransferfacility is asafacility usedfor hulkingup loadsofusedoil andcan
hold oil for up to thirty-five days,and is consideredpartof the~ nsortersactivities.
This oil is usuallyuntestedor uncertifiedasto meetingtheEPA specifications.Where
oil is heldunder24 hoursIhe “facility” is notconsidereda transferfacility underSection
739 regulations. [EPAnot only wantsto permit transferfacilities, but alsotransporters
andmarketersthatstoreoil lessthan24 hoursas statedabove,and statesthattheAct
providesfor this. This is veryodddue to thefact thatevensomehazardouswaste
marketersor~ mdhazard traisferlisare notrequircdt~kt~jii~ny
typeof“facility” permit asfar aswe know. In fact, the739 transferfacility regulations
aremuchmorecomprehensivethanthehazardouswastetransferfacility regulations(Part
723),requiringimpervioussecondarycontainment,which is ~ required,evenat
hazardouswastetransferfacilities. We questionwhyusedoil marketersorbrokersand
usedoil transferfacilitiesneed“facility permits”, andneedto beregulatedmoreheavily
thanhazardouswastetransportersandtransferfacilities in manycases? Also, aswe
statedin ourpj~vjp~~pjmmmentsandabove,if arecyclerleasesa sp~tasa 24 hourpoint,
orleasesall orpartofa small tankfarm for useasatransferfacility, requireingthe owncr
ofthosepropertiestQ~taina “faciljtypennit” would effectivelyremovethemfrom the
marketfor usedoil recyclers,causingseveretransportationandcompetitiveissuesfor
Illinois recyclers. As statedin ourearliercomments,we wouldhaveno problem
notifying IEPAoflocationsoftransferfacilitiesandcertifyingtheymeettheUsedOil
ManagementRequirementsas arequirementofour SpecialWasteTransporterspermit,
but thatburdenhasto be on time recyç eflicility_own~or as statedwewill find
no oneinterestedin leasingusstorageorproperty. Dueto thefactthis is a



“transportation”issueandhingesonwhereandhow manyusedoil generatorswe service
in agivenarea,it would notbeprudentto purchaseourownfacility or landfor this
purposebecauseit maybeashortertermneed. Leasingorrentingis amuchsmarter
businessdecisionfor theselocations,andtherefore,requiringthe“owner” oftheproperty
to obtainthepermitwould persuade99%oftime “owners” to n~ioffer suchan
arrangementto ausedoil recycler. In addition,we alsofeel it would beimpossibleto list
accurately24 hourtransporters“facilities”. As stated,thesewill constantlybechanging
dueto customerandindustrychangesandareoftennot evena leasedproperty,perhaps
justa customersparkinglot in manyinstances.

In Mr. Dragovich’sfinalprefiled testimonycomment,he statesthat 60%of automobile
drivers changetheirown oil. This is averyimportantpoint. Sixty percentofall
automotiveoil soldgets into therecyclingsystem,completelyvoluntarily. Why do these
generatorsusethe“system”? Becauseit costsgeneratorsverylittle to nothingto do so.
Puttingexpç~sivepenj~çpn4jtions_anddesignand~
facilitiesin Illinois will insurethecostsg~ed alongto time transportertrying to sell
theoil to therecyc~,~ndthento theoil collectionDo-It-Yourself(DIY) point, with the
DIYers mmntimatelypayingforitjfijwQways~reducedlocationsavailableto dropoff the
oil due to IL m~cy~l~~sgQing.putofbusiness~
theDTYers will, haveto i~yt°~g~Lridoftheiroil. Underthis scenario,wepredictthey
will still “get rid” oftheoil, butnot asmuchwill go into the recyclingsystem,that’sfor
sure. Coststo generators(DIY andcommercial)for recycling,heavily impactsgenerator
proper.disposalhabits,veryhea~~ily.USEPAunderstoodthis in developingthe279 (IL
739)standards.Toornilc ensiveregulationofusedoil canactually,be worsethan
too little, for theenvironment.

Mr. Easteptestifiedthatthreeproblemsareaflenencounteredat usedoil facilities. Let’s
addresstheseproblems:

1) Flandling: Underthe739 managementstandards,areaswhereusedoil is
loadedorunloadedmustnowhaveimpervioussecondarycontainment.This,
hasstoppedthecontaminationissuesfrom handlingtheMr. Eastepeludedto.

2) Storagein tanksandcontainers:Again, totally theseareasarerequiredto
haveimpervioussecondarycontainmentwhereoverfill oftanksor leaking
containerscouldoccur.

3) ~quipmentandpiping, Buriedpipingis now regulatedby theUST
regulations. Abovegroundpiping is againrequiredto haveimpervious
secondarycontainment,asis anyprocessingequipment.

All threeof theseexamplesarenowregulatedby theUsedOil ManagementStandardsto
adequatelyprotecttheenvironmentandstop theproblemsthatMr. Eastepeludedto.
Also, leaksandspills in theareasarealsorequiredto hepromptly cleanedUI) underthe
UsedOil ManagementStandards.

Mr. Eastepprovideda summarylist ofproblemusedoil sites. All thesesitesoperated
from the1960’sor70’s on, however,all but two neveroperatedundertheFederalUsed
Oil Facility ManagementStandards(IL Part739 Standards).In fact, all but two were
closedprior to theUsedOil Facility ManagementStandardsevenbeingenacted.The
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two thatcontinuedto operatein the90’s, aftertheUsedOil ManagementStandardswere
enacted,haveproblemsstemmingfrom pastactionsfrom the60’sthroughthe80’sthat
areplaguingthosesites. Thepoint hereis that themajorproblemsandpollution
encounteredhappenedbeforethecurrentFacilityManagementStandardswereenacted
andcouldnothappentoday,legally, underthosestandards.

Mr. Eastepalsobroughtup anotherveryimportantfact. Hestatedthatfrequentlyused
oil recyclersclaimnot to havethefundsto properlycleanup theirfacilities. Iwantto
stateherethatI believethis is not a “claim”, andmustbetruewhenclaimedfor one
importantreason.If my companycannotcleanup an ownedfacility, I personallycould
be held liablefor theseexpenses.I wouldn’t wantthat, no onewouldwant that. No one
would subjectthemselvesandtheirfamilies to thatpossibility, unlesstheyhadno choice.
So thatbeingsaid,why do somenothaveenoughmoney?Theunfortunatefactis
becausethereis not a lot ofmoneyto bemadein this business.If therewas,you would
seePennzoil,Exxon, etc.in this business.Therearesomelargercompaniesin this
business,but theyhavecontinually lostmoneyin it. Only time smaller,nimble, quickerto
reactindependentcompanieshavesurvived(andprosperedattimes) in thisbusiness.Are
we all makingenoughmoneyto makesureeverypossibleexpensewill becoveredif we
wereto latergo outofbusiness?No, we arenot, in somecases.Is that bad? Yes,but
whatarethe alternatives?
-Chargethegeneratorsavery highcollection/recyclingfee sowecanbeassuredofthat
money?No, notwhen60%oftheoil needingrecycledcomesfrom completely
unregulatedvoluntaryDIY oil changers.Thoseusersofthe“system” alongwith a lot of
rural commercialgeneratorswill ~ usethesystemif thecostsarehigh. This would also
resultin recyclersvolumes plummeting,forcingrecyclersto chargetheonesstayingin
thesystem,doingtherightthing, evenmore,furthercompoundingtheproblem.
-Havethegovernmentsubsidizetheindustry?I think recyclerswould readilygo along
with that, butwherewill thestateorfederalgovernmentcomeup with thatmoney,and
aretheywilling to do so?
Thestatecoulddo somethingsthatwould helpoil recyclersimmensely. Oneis to drop
thesalestaxon all recycledoil products. This wouldgive usan instantpriceadvantage.
Andsecondly,requireorevenjust suggestthat anyburnersexplorethepossibility of
usingRecycledUsedOil Fuel, in theirair permits. Evenasuggestionherewould tell
burnersRecycledFuelOil is ok in thestatesand[EPA’s eyes. Thiscouldmakeahuge
differenceandnot costthestateanything! Many potentialburnersarescaredofhow the
stateandIEPA will reactto themwantingto burnRecycledFuel Oil. If anyonehasany
othersuggestions,ourselvesandNORA wouldbevery interestedin hearingthem.

Theusedoil recyclingsystemin placecurrentlyin Illinois, hasevolvedquite abit into
moreofa commoditytypeoperationsince[EPA moreor lessexitedthepicturefor the
mostpart in 1996. Manychangeshavetakenplacein this industry in thepastfewyears.
Muchmoreoil is beingstoredin commercialstoragefacilities, destinedfor useasafuel
in far awayplaces,thanjust afew shortyearsagowhenmanymoreendmarketsin
Illinois existedfor theoil. What’sneededis justa little moreoversightbytheagencyto
makesureeveryoneis playingby therules(the739rules),nothingmore. EPA currently
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holds theauthorityto overseethisactivity, without 807 permits,using809 and739
grantedauthorities

In closing,wefeel it’s becomingclearto theBoardwhy wedon’twant thestraightjacket
thatPart807permittingwould entail. [EPA seemsintent on telling recyclershowto run
manyfacetsof theirbusiness,withoutknowinghowthosebusinessesactuallyoperate,
function,andsurvive in therealworld. Also, a detailedpermitthatmaywork todaymay
not tomorrow,in this everchangingindustry. The807Proposalis astraightjacket
recyclerscan’t contendwith in this changingindustryandarecipefor economicand
environmentaldisaster,we feel. NORA’s counterproposalto permitrecyclersetc. under
Part809 will give [EPA theorganizationalstructureto permitus, without all theexpense
to therecyclerin applyingandobtainingthepermit we would haveunderPart807, plus
it would limit [EPA’s leewayto addexpensivepermit conditions. We alsoestimatethat
thepermittingtime andexpense,from startto finish, wouldbeapproximatelyonehalfof
807 permitting. In addition,NORA’s proposaldefmeswhat is andisn’t aspecialwaste
concerningusedoil with abright line that theregulatedcon’imunity(recyclersand
generators)canseeandunderstand.It allowsusto operatefreely,butwith an
organizationalstructurethat[EPA canuseto monitorusmorecloselythanwhat is in
placenow. WehopetheBoardand[EPA understandour concerns,andfeel NORA’s
809 permittingproposalhasmerit. We would be willing to work with the agencyin
developingthesepermits. Wefeel theBoardshouldadoptNORA’s proposal.

Wehavealsosubmitted,asrequestedacostestimatefor theengineeringportionof
submittingPart807 permitapplications. We estimateanadditionalminimumof$5000in
companycosts.

~eLenz, President
LenzOil ServicePeoria,Inc.

IvHJbr
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Robert M. Randolph, RE., M.B.A.
President & CEO

September2, 1999

Mr. Mike Lenz
LenzOil Service,Inc.
3001 SW. Washington
Peoria,Illinois 61602

Randolph & Associates,Inc.
Consulting Engineers - Surveyors
9!! W Pioneer Parkway, Peoria, IL 61615
309-693-8844 . -800-831-922!
FAX 309-693-6655
http://whw.randolphinc.com

Re: CostEstimatefor DevelopmentofPermitApplicationsfor UsedOil Facilities
RATJob #901.001

Dear Mr. Lenz:

Per your request, Randolph& Associates, Inc. has reviewed the information provided by the
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), Division of LandPollutionControl, regarding
the proposed permit application process for used oil facilities.

Our review included the following applicable forms and their associated instructions:

• LPC-PA1
• LPC-PA3

• LPC-PA4
• LPC-PA8
• LPC-PAI3
• LPC-PA16

“GeneralApplicationfor Permit”
“Applicationfor a SolidWasteManagementPermit to DevelopTreatment
and/orStorageFacilities”
“Applicationfor OperatingPermit”
“CertUication ofSitingApproval”
“Applicationfor a Permitto Developa UsedOil StorageFacility”
“Notice ofApplicationjbr Permit toManage Waste”

Baseduponreviewoftheapplicableforms andinstructions,thefollowing is a list of
supplementalitemswhichwill be requiredto be addressedin eachpotentialapplication:

• Development of Hydrogeologic Information
• GroundwaterModelingor Classification
• U.S.G.S.7.5 minuteQuadrangleMap
• TopographicMapwith Contoursof theSite
• PlanSheetsof theEntire Facility
• ProcessFlowDiagrams(PFDs)
• NarrativeDescriptionoftheFacility Operations
• DescriptionofEachPieceofEquipment

ENVIRONMENTAL • CJVIL • SURVEYING • MUNICIPAL • TRANSPORTATION
INDUSTRIAL • MECHANICAL • ELECTRICAL HVAC • STRUCTURAL • FOUNDATION



Mr. Mike Lenz
LenzOil Service,Inc.
September2, 1999
Page2

• WasteCharacterizationPlans
• WasteAnalysisPlans
• Residuals(DescriptionofHandling/DisposalofResidualWastesGeneratedattheFacility)
• ContingencyPlans
• ContainmentSystems
• StormwaterRun-on/Run-off
• InspectionProcedures
• ClosurePlans
• PostClosureUse
• Site Suitability
• DemonstrationsofCompliancewith Existing Regulations

Baseduponreviewoftheinformationprovided,Randolph& Associates,Inc. estimatesthe
following costsfor developmentandpreparationofan LPC PermitApplicationfor atypical
UsedOil Facility (i.e. theLenzOil Facility locatedon SW. WashingtonStreetin Peoria,IL):

• CompletionoftheActualApplicationForms $3,000to $5,000
• Developmentof SupplementalInformationrequiredby theForms $8,000to $12,000
• DevelopmentofaTopographicMapUsingStandardSurvey

Equipment $4,000to $7,000

TotalCosts* $15,000to $24,000

*Note: Theseestimatesassumesomeuse of previously developed and existing information such

asContingencyPlans,Inspection Plans, and Equipment Description Lists.

Pleasefeelfreeto contactourofficeat 309-693-8844if thereareany questionsorif any
additional informationis required.My e-mailaddressis tsnarr@randolphinc.com.

Sincerely,

Randolph& Associates,Inc.

ToddW. Snarr,P.E.

Director,EnvironmentalEngineering

II.RAC_FSJIRAI-PEORIAIProjectsl9lOlPerinitApplicationCostRevIeWLTRto MikeLenz.doc



LENZ OIL PEORIA INC.
3001 S.W. WASHINGTON

PEORIA, ILL. 61602

(309)676-0211

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, theundersigned,on oathstatethat I haveservedtheattachedcommentson
theamendmentsto permittingfor usedoil managementandusedoil
transport35 IL ADM Code807 and809, DocketR99-18, by U.S.Mail,
uponthefollowing persons.

Personsontheattachedservicelist

SUBSCR1B~DANI? SWORNTOBEFOREME this c>(:)
dayof ~ y1-~~ , 19~9

(Th~/,~-~

- ~ThikiPublic ~,

~~“-~‘---—-~

~AL”
LISA M..L~NZ

NOTARY PuBUc,SiAT~oFIWNOIS
MY CCMM~S$~OEX S 03/03/01

-J

Notary Seal



— . esrn’aO £ errs FROM. ID. PAGE :~

• MatthewJ l)unsi
Chief, Fatvironment Bureau

• Office of the Attorney (leneral
100 WestRandolph St.. II iii Floor
Chicago, I I. (060I

Dorothy M. (hmn
Clerk of the I3oard
Illinois Pollution Control Board
100 West Randolph Street
Suite 11-500
•Oiiago IL

Cynthia Hilton
Executive Director
Assoc. ofWaste HanirdousMaterials Transporters
2200 Mill Road
Alexandria VA 22314

JeffreyJeep
LMCO Chemical T)istributors, Inc.
2100 Commonwealth Avenue
North Chicago, IL 60064

Jennifer Marsh
Chemical Industry Council of Illinois
9801 West I liggins
Suite 515
RosemonLlL600lN

Sanjay K. Sofia
Illinois Environmental Regulatory Group
215 Last Adams Street
,Springfldd IL 62701

‘1

Vicki Thw~uum
SCAR
Wm. 0. Stratton Bldg.. Room 700
Springfield, Ii. 62706

Kimberly A (Ieving
IEPA, I)ivision ui Legal Counsel
Assistant (‘ounsel
1021 North (mmd Avenue F~sst
Springfield, 11. b27t)4-9276

Christopher I larris
Oóneral Counscl
National Oil Recyclors Association
1439 WestBabcock
Bowman, MT 59715

Katherine D. Hodgo
Hodge & Dwyer
808 South Second Street
Springfield, 11.62704

Robert Lawloy
ChiefLegal Counsel
Dept. ofNatural Resources
524 South Second Street
Springfield, II. 62701-1787

Paul Pike
(MC-602)
Amcrcn Services
P.O. Box 66149
SLLouis,M063l66

Joel .1. Sternstein
Hearing Officer
Illinois Pollution Control Board
100 West Randolph Street
Suite 11-500
chicago, li.c,IRg)l

a

SERVICE E1IST (R9t-18)

C.

1.


