
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1139 

again, of the procedural p r o t o c o l s f o r an exception and the 

outcome t h a t may come i f there's o b j e c t i o n t o i t t h a t has 

some t e c h n i c a l m e r i t i t may r e s u l t t o a hearing. 

Okay, Subsection B. This i s a l t e r n a t i v e c l o s u r e 

methods. The i n t e n t of the proposed p r o v i s i o n i s t o a l l o w 

operators t o propose an a l t e r n a t i v e closure method t o waste 

excavation and removal or o n - s i t e deep-trench b u r i a l . 

For c l a r i f i c a t i o n , the references t h a t you see 

f o r t h i s p r o v i s i o n are only f o r temporary p i t s and closed-

loop systems. 

I f the operator wishes t o request an exception t o 

any of the requirements of e i t h e r of the two s p e c i f i e d 

c l o s u r e methods — which would be those t h a t are l i s t e d 

above •<— any s p e c i f i c exception t o i t , t h a t request f o r 

exception should be pursued under the general exceptions 

under subpart A and not made up under t h i s p r o v i s i o n . 

A request f o r an a l t e r n a t i v e closure method would 

be a request f o r something other than the two s p e c i f i e d 

c l o s u r e methods which are waste excavation and removal or 

deep-trench b u r i a l . 

A possible example would i n c l u d e u t i l i z i n g t he 

s o l i d i f i e d p i t contents t o construct a tank b a t t e r y . That 

would be an example of such a request. 

The OCD's i n t e n t i s not t o l i m i t the ima g i n a t i o n 

of the a p p l i c a n t by l i s t i n g which a l t e r n a t i v e s are 
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approvable. I f we i d e n t i f y which ones are approvable, i t 

would put a r e s t r i c t i o n on applicants t o propose something 

d i f f e r e n t , and t h a t ' s not our i n t e n t w i t h t h i s p r o v i s i o n . 

There are several footnotes t o t h i s . Footnote 

63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68 — i f I'm not mistaken, a l o t of 

these were based on something t h a t ' s not proposed i n t h i s 

r u l e . I n the d r a f t v e r s i o n provided t o the task f o r c e , i n 

order t o pursue t h i s exception, OCD o r i g i n a l l y proposed an 

economic demonstration as p a r t of the c o n s i d e r a t i o n f o r on-

s i t e c l o s u r e . 

We received several comments from task f o r c e 

members regarding the assessment of such a demonstration. 

OCD a c t u a l l y reviewed the inform a t i o n a v a i l a b l e a t the APPA 

[ s i c ] website t h a t was suggested by a c e r t a i n p a r t y t o 

po s s i b l y be used t o make a determination on the 

i n f o r m a t i o n . What we d i d determine was t h a t the 

i n f o r m a t i o n was q u i t e outdated. I b e l i e v e i t was — the 

most recent i n f o r m a t i o n a v a i l a b l e on t h a t website was from 

December of '03, 2003. 

Q. Now what website was t h i s ? 

A. I t was — I ' l l have t o f i n d the comment. I t was 

a suggestion provided by one of the task f o r c e members, and 

— l o o k i n g a t my comments here, there's — which one i t 

would be. I f someone sees i t , please l e t me know. Do you 

see i t , Wayne? I'm sorry? 66, i t was the footnote 66. I t 
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