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BEFORE THE
IIIINOIS POIT,UTION CONTROL BOARD

I}I THE FTATTER OFI

SOLIO WASTE
RUTES FOR THE
IITJINOIS FOUNDRY AND
STEEIJ INDUSTRIES
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HOTICE 0^ FILTNG

To: Ms. Dorol'.hy Gunn, Clerk
Illinois Pollution Cont;ol Board
State of Illinois Center
100 vl. RandolPh
Chicago, Illinols 50601

Persons on Attached List

PTJEASE TAKE NOTICE that I have today filed with the
Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control Board an original and
nine coples of the Illinois steel Group,/!1ll19i" cast Metals
associaiionts REVIEW OF ECONOMIC IMPACT IMPLICATIONS OF PROPOSED

RULEMAKING and the AFFIDAVIT of CharLes Wesselhoft regarding
service of the original proposal in i:hls matter on the Department
of Natgral Resources, coples of whicL are herewith served upon
you.

III,INOIS STEEL GROUP
IILINOIS CAST METALS ASSOCIATION

Dated: FebruarY 4t 199f

Jamee T. Harrlngtonl Eeq.
Charles W. I'lessel.hoftr EBq.
ROSS & HARDIES
150 N. Michigan Avenue
Chicago, I11i;rols 50601
(3L2) 558-1000
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CERfISICATE OF SBRVICB

The undersigned certifies that on the 4th day of-
February, lggL, copiis of the Illinois Steel Group/Illinois Cast
Metals issociationi s REVIEW Of ECOHOMIC f!{PACT IMPLICATIONS OF
pRoposED RUIE!'IAKING and the AFFTDAVIT of Charles wesselhoft were
served upon those listed below by detrtositing said docur.enLs in
the u.s.-tdail, first class, postage paidl at 150 N. Michigan
Avenue on or before 5:00 PM.

Larty EasteP
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

2200 Churchill Road
Springfieldl Illinoie 62706

Bonnie EYnon-MeYer
Illinois DepartnenL of Natural Resources

325 W. Adams, Room 300
Springfieldr Illinois 62704

Janes T. Harrlngton, Esq.
Charleg W. Wesselhoft, Esq.
ROSS & HARDIES
150 N. Mlchigan Avenue
Chlcagor Iltinois 60601
(3L21 558-1000
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ITJIJINOIS

IN THE ITATTER OF:

SOI,ID T|ASTE
RULES FOR TEE
ILLTNOIS FOT]NDRY AND
STEET, INDUSTRIES

811.801

!.:

B .I'ORE TEE
POLjJUIIIO}I CONTROL

R90-25)
)
)
)

RSVIEW OP ECONCI{IC II'TPACT
IIIPLICATIONS OF PROFOSED RT'IEIIAKING

the following is a briefr section-by-section discussion
of the economic impact implications of the rl"linois Steel
Group/IlLinois Cast I'tetals Association solid waste rulemaking
proposal. t{hile rnany of the section discussions indicate only
smatt or no economic irnpact, the proposal, taken as a whole, vrill
produce significant eost savings for the affected industry wiLh-
out any appreciable increase in regulatory oversight or
expense. The ISG/IC}IA proposal will also significantly decrease
the anount of solid waste going to the State's chenical waste
landfills, thereby conserving a rapidly dwindling resource.

Following the discussion portlon of this document is a
table which sumrnarizes the economlc irnpact of each section and
provides references to the R88-7 Economic Impact $tatement for
those secLions ctith changes in impact. Aleo provided is a list
of affected facilities and an estimate of the number of persons
ernployed by these companies, Finallyr a fu11-!9xt _gopy of _therute propegal is attached which has been "red-linedrr to indicaLe
where-Bolrd language has been used or modified in the ISG/ICMA
proposal.

T, Dlscussj!_ofq

Scope and ApplicabilitY.
The language in the sectlon is enbirely new. The
R88-7 EcIS dlgcussed lncreages in diaposal cost,s
for the prlmary metaLs category in broad terms in
Chapter 7 at section 7,2. The informat,ion pres-
ented therer however, does not provicle sufficlent
detail to eetimate costs. The proposed language
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811,802

811.803

811.804

9t 1.805

811.901

8r1.902

r.rill have a majat positive economic impact on
affected induetry and is not expected to have any
negative inpact on the environment.

DeterminaLion of 9laste Status.

This section is identical in substance to 9LL.2O2
with the exeeption of the addition of a specific
leaching procedure. The rnodification w:.11 have no
effect on economic inPact.

Sampling FreguencY.

This section is entirely new. It will have minimal
economic irnpact upon the affected industry or
soclety as a who1e.

Waste Classification.
The existirtg rule includes a lirnited classification
system at 811.202 in conjunction with the "defini-
tionI section, e10.103. The proposed language pre-
sents a much expanded classification system. The
cLassification process itself will have no economic
impact on affected industry. However' the results
of- the cLassification process will have a major
positive economic impact on the affected industry
and should have no negative impacte on gociety as a
whole.

Waste Classification Table.

This gection is e:rtirely nevi. It will have no
direct economic impact on af,fected industry or
society.

Scope and AppJ-icabilitY.

This section is entirely new. It will have no
economic impact upon affected industry or society.

LimitaLions on Use.

This section is entirely new. The ability to pJ.ace
wastea of thig class in set,t'ings other than land-
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811.903

8r1.904

811.100r

811 " 
1002

8r.1 .1003

8L1.1004

811.1005

fi1ls will have a major positive economic impact on
affected industry and is also expeeted to have a
positive economic impact on society.

Certification.
This section is entirely new. Compliance with the
cerbification requirements will have a limited
economic inpact upon affected industry.

Notification of Ose.

This section is entirely new. Compliance $rith the
notification reguirenents wilI have a limited
economic iinpact upon affected irrdustry.

Scope and ApplicabilitY

This section is identical in substance to
811.,201. There is no change in economic impact.
Design period was discussed at 4.2.6 of the EcrS-

Design Period

This section is identical in substance to
811.203. There is no change in economic impact.

I

Fina1 Cover

Thig secti.on is identical in substance to 81I.204
excepl the final cover thickness requirement has
been- reduced from three feet to 1.5 feet.

Final cover requirements are discussed in the EcIS
at section 4,2.5. This change will have a major
positive economic impact on affected industry.

Final Slope & Stabilization.
No change fron 811.205. No change in economic
impact.- The economi.c irnpact of this section was
not digcussed in the EcIS.

Leachate SamPling.
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811.1006

811.1101

811,l-102

811.1103

81r.1104

811.1105

No change in sampling frequency or reporting
requirelnen!. No change'in economic impact.-
Leichate collection is discussed at 4.2.2 oE the
EcIS.

Load CheckLng.

No change from 811.2O7 except 811.1006(b)(3)
requirei sarople analysis on ennual basis.
Blf.207(b)(3J provided no clear frequency for thi;
analysis.- No change in economic impact. - !9ad
checking costs are discussed at 4"2.L2 of the EcIS.

Scope and ApPl-icabilitY.

No substantive change from 811.301.
No change in economic impacL. Thj.s section $tas not
discussed in the EcIS.

Facility Location.

No change fron 811.3O2.
tlo change in economic impact. Permitting-
reguirefrent costs were discussed at 4.2.10 of the
EcIS,

Design Period.

Design period reduced from 30 to 20 years beyond
the est-imated operabing l.ife. Economic impact of
30 year period discugsed in 54.2,6 of EcIS. Reduc-
tion in period will have major impact on indusbry.

Foundation and Mags Stability Analysis.

No substantlve change frorn 811.304. No change in
economic impact. The econonic irnpact of this
section was discuesed ah 4.2.8 of the EcIS.

Foundation Construction.

No substantive change from 8I1.305. No change in
economic impact. Foundation construction costs
were not discussed in Lhe EcIS.
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81i..1106

( 811. 30e )

( 811.313 )

Liner Systems.

This section is based upon section 8I1-306. Host-
ever' the leachat,e collection and treatmenL
reguirement has been deleted (ineluding the lan-
guage of sections 811.307 through 811-.?09), as has
6een tne language allowing alternate liner technol-
ogies (811.306(d) (5) and 811.306(e) ). Also'. the
minimurn conpacted earth liner thickness has been
reduced from five to three feet.

The three foot clay liner is discussed at 4'2.L and
tables 4"I & 4.2 of the EcIS. The economic impact
of a five foot liner was not discussed. Leachate
collection $tas discussed at section 4.2-2 of the
EcIS.

The deletion of the leachate collection requirement
and the reduction of the clay liner thickness will
result in a major reduction in the current rule's
economic irnpaci on industry" The de.Letion of the
alternate liner technology language wilI have
little economic imPact.

Landf i11 Gas Collection/I'lonitoring -

As r steel and foundry industry facilities will not
be disposing of puLiescible wastes in landfills
qualifying for this subpart'' all sections concern-
fng gas coLl"ection and monitoring ('rere deleted.
rh6 Eeletion will have no economic impact'. Gas
management syatems were discussed at 4.2.3 of Lhe
EcIS.

Intermediate Cover.

The language of this section was not included in
the requiriments for low risk landfills. There vras
no discussion of daily cover costs in the EcIS
because, apparentlyr ene gtt.313 requirenents do
not signifllantly vary from the previouslY existing
807.305(b) requiiement. The deletion of ,daily
cover requirements will significantly reduce. the
economic 

-impact on the affected industry. These
costs vrere not discussed in the EcIS.
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811.1r07

811. 1108

811.1109

811. 1110

Final Coverr ; ,

Final cover design requirements are identical to
the 811.314 requirements except that minirnum allow-
able Lhicknesses of both the lovt perneability and
final protective layers have been reduced from
three to one-and-a-half feet.

Final cover cost impacts are discussed at section
4.2.5 of "the EcIS. The reducti.on in the two liner
thicknesses will resu.lb. in a major cost savings to
the affected industry.

The language of 8I1.314(b)(1) was also modified to
change the timing of low permeability layer con-
struction. This change should not have an economic
impact.

Hyd:ogeologic Site Invest,igations.

This section is identical to section 811.315.
There is no change in economic impact.
Investigation costs were discussed at 4.2.7 of the
EcIS.

rPlugging and Sealing of Drill Holes.

This section is identical to section 811.316.
There is no change in economic impact. These costs
were not discussed in the EcIS.

Groundwater fmpact Assessment.

Groundwater impact asseasment requirements remain
the same as those of 811"317 except that the cotr-
taminant transport model. requirement has been
deleted.

Modeling costs are discussed at section F3,
Appendix D of the EcIS. The deletion of the model-
ing requirement will result in a major cost savings
to the affected indust,ry.

;1

,lj

j
'I

:

1
.j
,f
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8t_r.1111

8r_1 . 1112

811. 1113

811.1114

Design, ConstrucLion and Operation of Groundwater
tlonitoring Systems,

The language of this section is identical in sub-
stance to 811.318. There isi no change in econornic
impact. Groundwater monitoring program costs were
discussed at 4.2.4 oE the EcrS.

Groundwater Monit-oring Programs.

The ldnguage of this section is identical in sub-
stance to 811.319 wiLh the exception of
811.319(a) (3) concerning organic chemicals monitor-
ing. That language hi,ts been deleted.

The cost of the organic chemical monit.oring is
discussed at F2, Appendix D of the EcIS. The
deletion of the organic chemical nonitoring
requirement will have a small economic impaet on
the affected industry.

Groundwater Quality Standards.

This section is identical in substance to
811.320. There is no change in economic impact.
The economic impact of this section was not
discussed in the EcIS.

Waste Placement.

The language of this section is identical in sub-
stance to 811,321 except that allowances have made
for the redirection of lvaste placement if it neces-
sary to protect placement equipment or if that
equipment is temporarily unavailabl.e.

A1so, language concerning the placement of waste
over the leachate collection system was deleted as
leachate collection syetems are not included in the
subpart K requirements.

Finally, the timing reguirement for the placement
of the base layer of waste in the landfill has been
changed from "immediate" to "as soon as prac-
t icable . 'r
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Section 811.321 vras not identified in the EcIS as
having a significant economic impact. fhat
analysis remains unchanged,

8ll.lll5 Final Slope and Stabilization
The language in this section is identical in cub-
stance to that of 811.322 except that language
referring to gas venting has been deleted. This
was-'done because of the lack of putrescible wast,e
in affected facilities.

'fhis deletion will have no effect on economic
irnpact. These costs vrere not discussed in the
EeIS.

811.1116 Load Checking.

This section is identical to 811.323. There is no
change in economic impact. Load checking costs
were discussed at 4.2,L2 of the EcIS.

814.601 Scope and Availability.
This section is identical in substance to

r 814.301. There is no change in economic impact. i

This section's economic impaet wag not discussed in
the EcIS. 

l

8L4.6OZ Applicable Standards. i

t'tuch of this section is identical in substance to
8L4"3o2.However'the1anguageconcerning1eachate
drainage and collection of 814,302(a) (4) was .,:
deleted as the referenced leachate collection .)

reguirements had been deleted from Part 811.
Language was also added bo that found at
8L4.302 (b) (2) to allow a faci.Lity to forego
leachate ilrainage and collection-if federil McLts :
are not being exceeded in the l.eachate.

The deletion of the 814,3021a)(4) requirement will i
produce no change in economic impact. The ability "i
of facilities to prove that their leachate is un-
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contaminated and thereby gain an exenption from
leachate management requirements will produce a
major reduction in economic impact. The-costs of
eo;plianee with leachate nanagement requiremerits
are discussed at section 5.2.L of the EcfS.

Fina1ly1 the design period calculation language of
8L4.3A'2(b)t3) $ras modif ied to ref lect the 20 year
design period limit of 811.1103. Language pro-
hibiaina a reduction of the design period was
deleted.

Design period length affects post closure care
cost; wnicn are discussed at section 5.2.5 of the
EcrS. Reductions in design period wiIl produce a
major reduction in economic impact on affected
industry.

Scope and APPlicabilitY.

This section is identical in substance to
814.401" There sil} be no change in economic
inpact. This section's economic impact vtas not
discussed in the EcIS.

Applicable Standards.

This section is largely identical in substance to
8L4.402. However, the references to leachate col-
lection were deleted to be crcnsistent wibh prior
deletions. This should have no change in economic
impact.

The prohibition againsL additional waste stream
auth6rizationg in 814.402(b)(?) has been modified
to a1low the grant of authorization if ttre waste
stream is conpatible with previously authorized
waste streams. The economic impact of the waste
stream prohibition $ras not discussed in bhe EcrS.
I{ovreverl Lhe potenbial exists that it could have a
maior impact brr affected facilities. The proposed
laiguage- would elirninabe that potential.

The language of 8L4.402(b)(3) was revised to pro-
vide foi bhe use of federal !{CL's as the concentra-

814.701

8).4.702
I
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bion limits aL the facil-ity boundary. That section
had required use of Illinois Public and Food
ProcesJing water Supply Standards. The eeonomic
impact of this change is difficult to determine.

Finally, this seetion does not include the prohibi-
tion against reducticns in mininum design period
found it ara.402tb) ( 4) (c) . As not,ed above, reduc-
tions in design period wiIl produce major reduc-
tions in economic imPact.

Scope and ApPlicabilitY.

Thig section is identical in substance to
814.50L. There is no change in economic impact.
The econornic impact o! this section was not
discussed in the EcIS.

Standards for Operation and Closure.

This section is identical in substance to
8L4.502. There is no change in economic impact.
Closure costs srere discussed at 5.2.4 oE the EcIS"

8r4.801

8L4.802

'i
$
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SUUUERY OF ECONOHIC IT.'PACT
OF PROPOSED RI'IEI'IAKING

*

PROPOSED
sEcTIOl{
Nt I'{BER

811.801gLt AO2
81 1.803
811 .804
81.1 .805
8L1-.901
8LL.902
gLL.903
811.904

811. tOOl
811.1002
811.1003
81L. L004
BLL.LOO5
81 1.1-005
911.1101
aLL,1: 02
811. L.r03
gLL.LLO4
gLL.LLOS
8t 1.11"06

(gLL.3Oe)
( 811. 313 )
8LL.ILA7
Bll..1l.o8
811. 1109
811.11.10
811.1111
BLL.LLLZ
811. . 11.L 3
BLL.LLL4
BLL,1.LL5
BLL.LL'.6
8L4,60L
8L4.602
8L4,70L
8L4,702
81.4.80L
9r4.802

CTIANGE IU
ECONOIiIC

II,TPACT

IrlAitOR
NONE
SI.|ALL
NONE
NONE
NONE
llA.toR
S}IALL
SMALL
NONE
NONE
I.TAJOR
NONE
NONE
NOHD
NOI{E
NONE
I.TAJOR
NOHE
I{ONE
}IAJOR
NOI{E
}IAJOR
ItlA^tOR
IIONE
lfolfE
l.lA"70R
NONE
SI{ALL
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
I{ONE
r,tAitoR
NONE
t'lAirOR
TIONE
NONE

CHANGE TN
TILING

REQUINEUEHT?

NO
NO
NO
l{o
NO
NO
NO
NO
vEs
t{o
NO
NO
t{o
NO
NO
NO
NO
HO
NO
NO
NO 4.2.L,
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
Io
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

R88-7 ECIS
DISCUSSION

SECTION NO.

Not Discussed
Not Discussed
Not Discussed
Not Discussed
l{ot DLscussed
,\ot Discussed
Not Discussed
l{ot Discussed
Not Discussed
Not Discussed

4.2.6
4.2.5

Not Discussed
4.2.2
4.2.L2

Not Discussed
4.2.LO
4.2.6
4 ,2.A

Not Discuseed
4,2.2, Tables 4.L & 4.2

4.2.3
Not Dlscussed

4.2,5
4 .2.7

Not Discuss€d
Appendlx D: !'3

4,2,4
Appendix D: F2
Not DLecussed
Not Dlscussed
Not Dlscuseed

4.2.L2
Not Discussed
5.2.Lr 5.2.5

Not Dlscussed
llot Dlscussed
Not Dlscussed

5,2,4
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IrfST OF AFFECTED FACfIJIIfES

I. ILLINOIS STE T, GROTTP

Acme Steel Company - Chicago, IL

A. Finkl & Sons - Chicago, IL

Granite City Division, National Steel Company

Granite City, TL.

Keyetone Steel & Wire Cornpany - Peo:ia, IL
L,aclede Steel Conpany - Alton, IIJ

tTV Steel Company, Chicago, IL

Northwestern Steel & $lire Companyr Sterling, IIr

Republic Steel Company, Chicago, IL

Thomas Steel Company - Lemont, IL

USS, Divieion of USX - Chicago, fL

Estimated Lotal number of employees employed by the
Illinois operations of the above conpanies ie 15,200

II. TLLINOfS CASE ITETALS A8SOCTATIOII

Alloy Englneering & Casting Co. - ChampaLgn, IL

Amerlcan Precieion Castings, Inc. - Chicago, IL

American Steel Foundrieg - Chicago, IL

Arrow Pattern & Foundry - Brldgeview, IL

Arzt Foundry Co. - Nlles, It
Aurora Induntr:les, Inc. - !{ontgomeryr lL

Batavia l'oundry & llachlne Co. - Batavia, fL

Beloit Corp. - Castings Divielon - Beloit, WI

Brass EoundrY ComPanY - Peoria, IL
"i!i



Brumund Foundryr Inc. - Chicago, IL

CaLerpillar Inc.- Mapleton' IL

Cen:ury Brass lrlorks, Inc. - Bel]-eville, IL

Chicago Aluminum Castings - Chicago, IL

Chicago Dubuque Foundry Corp. - East Dubuque' IL

Chicago l-tagnesium - BIue Island, IL

Christensen & Olsen Foundry Co. - Chicago' It

Decatur Foundry Co" - Decaturr IL

Deere & co. - East lt{oline Foundry - East Moline' IL

Dix-Superior Aiuminum Foundry - Chicago, IL

Elizabeth Street Foundry Co. - Chicago' IL

Ercelsior Foundry Co. - Belleviller IL

Faunt Foundry Co. - Chicago' IL

Francis & Nygren Foundry Co. - Chicago' fL

Gt{C - Central Foundry Division - Danvlller IL

Gunite Corporation - Rockford, IL'

Iltini Foundry Co' - PeorLat ILt

Lenfco fnc. - teadmine Foundry - Galena, IL

llanufacturers Brass & Aluminum Foundry - Blue Island, IL

llodern Foundry & Manufacturing Co. - lilaecoutah, Ir,

National Caotlngs Inc. - Melrose Park' TIJ

National Castings Inc. - Clceror IL

OeH Foundry, Tnc. - Rockford' IL

Rowe Foundry' E. - Martinsvil"ler fL

Sal.1-Ec1ipse - Rockford, IL

Shumway & Sons - Batavia, IL

-2-



Sperrlt & Contpany, D. R. - North Aurora, IL
St. Anne Foundry Co. - St. Anne, IL

Sterling SteeL Foundry, Inc. - St. Louis, MO

Universal Electric Foundry Co. - Chicago, IL

Vermont Foundry Company - Vermont, IL
$lagner Castings Co. - Decatur, fL
9fe11s llanufacturing Co. - Skokier IL
In addition to the above listed foundries, there are over
50 other known foundries operating in IIlinois. Estimated
employmenL in the ICIIA member companies Ls L7,000. The
employment figure for non-member companies is unknown,
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