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CONCURRING OPINION (hy D. Anderson):

I concur with the result in this casge. However, I differ
from the majority on twe matters leading to the result: first,
I would not acknowliedge that it wight be a fense to vielation
of permit conditions that the permit was not reculred; and,
second, I would.not extend the Reynolds raticnale to this case.
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Joos held that the onsite permit exce
because the waste was genefa%%* at a
disposal site. This is very similar
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te different from the
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The on-site exemption was intended toe apply to waste
generated by a manufacturing ocoperation and disposed of on-site.
For example, a facility manufacturing autcmobile seats is allowed
to landfill fabric trimmings at the site without a permit, This
is vastly different from Pielet's operation in which it processes
waste automcbiles, salvaging part and landfilling part., The
exception was not intended to apply to this.

In this case automobiles which have served their original
purpose are discarded by owners. They become waste prior to
transportatlon ko Pielet's facility for processing. The waste
is generated by the owners of the automobiles, not by Pielet's
salvage operation. It is therefore not generated “at Pielet's
disposal, site, the on-site exemption is inapplicable and a
permit is required.
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in Illinois. This overlocks the uﬁl@h“ fact of Safety~-kleen's
operation: it owned the solvents which it leased to users, It
was the generator as well as the processor of ?Qe solvents,

which were therefore not waste from Safety-kleen'’s perspective.
A holding that wvaluable material is not waste would remove the
entire solvent recycling industry from Chapters 7 and 9, This
is inconsistent with the Board's carefully limited language in
Safety-kleen.
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