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STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

I. Whether Complainant was required to notify the relevant jurisdictions, the 
District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia, prior to commencing the enforcement 
action in the instant case, pursuant to 42 USC §6991e(a)(2), and, if so, whether 
Complainant proved that it gave the required notice. 

2. Whether Respondent may be charged with noncompliance for periods for 
which it did not retain records, beyond the period when record retention was required by 
the regulations. 

3. Whether, for reasons stated in Respondent's Brief. Euclid violated the relevant 
tank release detection regulations. 

4. Whether, for reasons stated in Respondent's Brief, Euclid violated the relevant 
line release detection regulations 

5. Whether, for reasons stated in Respondent's Brief, Euclid violated the relevant 
corrosion protection regulations. 

6. Whether, for reasons stated in Respondent's Brief, Euclid violated the relevant 
spill prevention regulations 

7. Whether it is appropriate to penalize Euclid on the basis that it did not 
conform to the EPA's policies or internal interpretation of the regulatory scheme, where 
Euclid demonstrated compliance with the plain wording of the regulations. 

8. To the extent that respondent may not have conformed exactly to the District 
of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia and federal tank and line release detection, corrosion 
protection or spill prevention methodology, or the exact wording of the financial 
responsibility regulations, is imposition of a high level of penalty appropriate under the 
circumstances where Euclid did substantially comply 

9. Whether for reasons discussed in the Respondent's Brief, imposition of 
penalties at the level at which they were imposed is proper 
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STATEMENT OF THE NATURE OF THE CASE 

This is an appeal from a civil penalty proceeding brought under $3008(a) of the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (herein RCRA). The Respondent, Euclid of Virginia, Inc. 
("Euclid"), operates 23 retail gasoline service stations located in three jurisdictions, the 
District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia. In the First Amended Complaint, Euclid is 
charged with violating various provisions of 42 USC $6991 through 6991i of the federal 
underground storage tank regulations, as well as the related statutes and regulations 
promulgated by the District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia. 

In this action, Euclid was charged with violation of the following 
provisions: (I) tank release detection, (2) line release detection, (3) corrosion protection, 
(4) overfill protection, (5) spill protection and (6) financial responsibility. All of the three 
jurisdictions have approved state programs, which have been authorized pursuant to 
$9004 of RCRA, and all three jurisdictions regulate each of the six categories of 
violations that are alleged. 

After a trial on the merits, the Administrative Law Judge sustained the 
Complainant (herein the "EPA") on 69 of the 70 counts which were addressed at the 
hearing. Of the 74 Counts in the Amended Complaint, four Counts, Counts 19, 64, 65 
and 72 were withdrawn by the EPA. The ALJ held that, with respect to Count 47 the 
EPA did not present sufficient evidence. Of the $3,362,149 in penalties requested by the 
EPA, the ALJ awarded $3,085,293 in fines. 

Euclid appeals the decision of the ALJ in imposing this penalty for the 
reasons set forth herein. 

The ALJ also entered a Compliance Order. Euclid has been under 
continuous examination by the EPA and believes that it has already satisfied the 
Compliance Order. The Compliance Order reads that Euclid shall comply, "to the extent 
[Euclid] has not already done so." Initial Decision at 116. Euclid does, however, contest 
the Compliance Order to the extent that it is interpreted as requiring Euclid to comply 
with standards which are more stringent than set forth in the applicable regulations. An 
example is Count 18, where the ALJ imposes a standard which clearly exceeds the 
Maryland requirements for corrosion protection. If the Order has not been satisfied in 
connection with the information provided to the EPA after the hearing, Euclid has no 
objection to satisfying the requirements of the Compliance Order to the extent of the 
applicable regulations. For that reason, the portion of the Initial Decision consisting of 
the Compliance Order is not a subject of this Appeal, provided, however, that the EPA 
provide a statement of any aspects of the Order which have not been satisfied to-date and 
give Euclid an opportunity to object to the EPA's requirements. Euclid's acquiescence to 
the Compliance Order should not be deemed an admission against its interest for any 
purpose. 

Brief for Respondent Page 9 



ARGUMENT INCLUDING RELEVANT FACTS 

1. Whether Complainant was required to notify the relevant jurisdictions, 
the District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia, prior to commencing the 
enforcement action in the instant case, pursuant to 42 USC §6991e(a)(2) and, if so, 
whether Complainant offered the required proof that that it gave the required 
notice. 

The applicable law requires the EPA to notify the state officials prior to 
commencement of an enforcement action such as the instant case. 42 USC $6991e(a)(2) 
states: 

(2) In the case of a violation of any requirement of this subchapter where such 
violation occurs in a State with a program approved under section 6991c of this 
title, the Administrator shall give notice to the State in which such violation has 
occurred prior to issuing an order or commencing a civil action under this section. 

The Initial Decision at page 3, observes that the majority of the Counts in the 
Amended Complaint involve State, as opposed to Federal, regulations. The regulatory 
schemes for D.C. and Virginia were approved by the EPA before and during the period 
covered by the alleged violations, and so there is some overlap between the federal and 
the state regulatory scheme with respect to these two jurisdictions. The Initial Decision 
cites to the relevant provisions of the federal and state statutes and regulation on these 
points at page 3. 

As noted in the Initial Decision at page 7, the EPA concedes that there was no 
formal, written notification to any of the three state jurisdictions preceding the 
commencement of this action. The EPA invited the Tribunal to consider the fact that 
there had been involvement of the state environmental personnel in the investigation of 
Euclid as satisfying the notice requirements. Under this rationale, the Initial Decision 
rejects Euclid's contention that the notification requirements of 42 USC §6991e(a)(2) 
were not met. 

The difficulty with this position is that, in the instant record, there is absolutely no 
evidence that any form of notice, oral, written or otherwise, was ever given to any of the 
3 states involved, even though all of the states have an environmental compliance 
program which was approved prior to the filing of the Complaint. Rather, despite a 
statement on the record by Euclid's legal counsel at the close of Complainant's case that 
Euclid would seek verification that the appropriate notice had been given, and 
Complainant's representations on the record that the notice would be provided, the 
Complainant never did introduce any evidence that it gave notice. Regarding the 
required notifications of the State, Complainant's counsel stated on the record that: 
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. . . . I believe that, that the notifications were verbal and we will put on - 
one of our witnesses will, will be testifying. Anyway, she will testify that she 
provided this notification to the state. Tr-1 at 43. 

No witnesses were called and no evidence of notice was produced. The EPA 
relies solely on inferences to meet the notice requirement. These inferences, 
Complainant argues, may be drawn from the representations that the Complainant and 
some personnel from the environmental departments of the three jurisdictions were 
jointly engaged in an investigation of Euclid. The record is devoid of any indication that 
any particular notice was given, the content of the alleged notice, whether the alleged 
notice was oral or written, the date of the alleged notice, or anything else pertaining to the 
alleged notice. 

Inferential notice is insufficient under the statute. In order to properly bring this 
action, the EPA must affirmatively and explicitly notify the states some time prior to the 
filing of the Complaint. In the trial of the action, the EPA must plead and prove that it 
provided the notice. 

In Harmon Industries v. Browner, 191 F3d 894 (1999), the court addressed the 
specific requirement of prior notice. The court held that the notice provisions of the 
statute were to be interpreted under the plain meaning standard. Under this standard, 
giving notice means providing notification to the states. The court stated: 

Rather than serving as an affirmative grant of federal enforcement power as the 
EPA suggests, we conclude that the notice requirement . . . reinforces the primacy 
of a state's enforcement rights under RCRA. Taken in the context of the statute 
as a whole, the notice requirement operates as a means to allow a state the first 
chance opportunity [sic] to initiate the statutorily permitted enforcement action. If 
the state fails to initiate any action, then the EPA may institute its own action. 
Thus the notice requirement is an indication of the fact that Congress intended to 
give states, that are authorized to act, the lead role in enforcing the RCRA. 

Earlier in the opinion, the Court noted: 

The plain language of section 6928 allows the federal agency to initiate an 
enforcement action against an environmental violator even in states that have 
received authorization . . . . The only requirement, according to the EPA, is that 
the EPA notify the state in writing if it intends to initiate an enforcement action 
against an alleged violator. 

191 F3d at 898-899 (Emphasis added). 

Brieffor Respondent Page 11 



The policy reasons behind this express statutory notification requirement are 
obvious. Not only does the notification requirement allow the states with approved 
programs to take whatever actions they may deem appropriate, but it also protects the 
entity, such as Euclid, which is the subject of the investigation. This prevents the entity 
that is the subject of the investigation from being forced to report to two different, and 
potentially conflicting, regulatory bodies. The states have roving inspectors who 
regularly visit UST sites to monitor compliance. The Respondent is under continuous 
regulatory supervision of the states. The states are constantly monitoring Respondent's 
compliance with the regulatory requirements and Respondent is constantly interfacing 
with state inspectors and regulators. In addition, the approved state-specific compliance 
regulations deviate from the regulations promulgated by the EPA. This deviation is a 
result of perceptions by the states that unique characteristics of state law, business 
practices, and the state's ecology are appropriate reasons for state-specific regulations. 

It is therefore critical that the states be given notice that the EPA intends to bring 
an enforcement action, particularly of the magnitude of this enforcement action. The 
notice requirement is minimally burdensome on the EPA. All that is required is that 
some notice be given prior to commencement of the case, and that the notice inform the 
state that of the name of the intended respondent and a brief indication of the nature of 
the alleged violation. 

In its post-hearing brief, Euclid cited Brenntag Great Lakes LLC RCRA-05-2002- 
0001, reported at 2002 WL 3 1926407. In Brenntag, there was proof that the State of 
Minnesota had requested the EPA to enforce the environmental laws: 

In the case at bar, the EPA is not attempting to contradict the actions of the state. 
Instead, it is undisputed that the state asked the Federal government to enforce 
this case and gave them the materials to prosecute the case. Affidavit of Kim S. 
Kuck. 

Brenntag, Opinion Denying the Cross-Motions for Accelerated Decision 

The Initial Decision in Brennta~ also quotes from the applicable RCRA notice 
requirements and holds that the notice requirement was met because the affidavit states 
that it had been the state which requested the EPA to commence the enforcement case. 

In the instant case, the EPA did not demonstrate that any of the three jurisdictions 
had requested it to commence the instant case, or that the EPA notified any of the 
jurisdictions that the investigation would lead to the commencement of the instant case. 
As pointed out in the Initial Decision, at page 4, the EPA conducted a broad investigation 
of Euclid's operations in 2001, about a year before filing the instant case. These 
investigations could have had a number of outcomes distinct from filing the instant case. 
Even to the extent that the state personnel were aware of these investigations, and may 
have assisted the EPA, there is no indication that any of the states received any prior 
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notice, much less a prior written notice as required by Harmon Industries , or even any 
notice-in-fact. 

Commenting in the Brenntag case on the language of the statute, this court 
observed: 

The provisions of section 3008 are quite clear. They provide that when a 
State, like Minnesota, enacts its own hazardous waste program which is approved 
by the EPA, the Federal government must give the State notice before taking 
enforcement action. A fair reading of these statutory provisions is that such 
Federal enforcement action is based upon a particular state's hazardous waste 
regulations, which, by law, take the place of the Federal hazardous waste 
regulations. 

In the context of citizen enforcement of RCRA, the U.S. Supreme Court has held 
that prior notification is a jurisdictional prerequisite. Hallstrom v. Tillamook County, 493 
US 20, 110 S.Ct. 304, 107 L.Ed.2d 237 (1990)(citizen7s suit required to be dismissed for 
lack of jurisdiction where notice not given to the EPA because the "plain language" of 
the statute required prior notice); U.S. v. Power Enaineerin~ Co., 125 F.Supp 2d 1050 
(D. CO, 2000)(Declining to follow H a m n ,  supra as to "overfiling" in a state but 
sustaining its holding as to requiring notice by EPA to state prior to filing). 

It is not sufficient from an evidentiary standpoint that the ALJ infer from what he 
believes to be the conduct of the investigation by the EPA that the states "must have 
known" that the EPA intended to file the instant case. The EPA had ample opportunity, 
at trial and in the post-trial process, to demonstrate that it complied with the clear notice 
mandate of §6991e(a)(2). If the EPA had evidence of compliance with the notice 
requirement, it would have been a simple matter to bring this evidence before the 
tribunal. The fact that the EPA chose not to do so can only be interpreted against the 
EPA, which has the burden of proof on this point. Accordingly, it has not been shown 
that the EPA complied with the clearly articulated statutory notice requirements and so 
the case should be dismissed. EPA must affirmatively prove by sufficient evidence that it 
notified the states. Hazardous Waste Treatment Council v. U.S. E.P.A, 886 F.2d 355 (DC 
Cir. 1989) interpreting 5 USC §556(d). 

The remaining discussion in this brief is offered without prejudice to the 
Respondent's contention that the Tribunal below is without jurisdiction due to the failure 
of notice. 
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2. Whether the penalties imposed are excessive. 

In the instant case, the EPA has attempted to inflate the failure to follow its 
guidance into reasons for enhanced penalties. Euclid does not contend that it complied in 
all instances with all of the regulations. However, Euclid's operations over an extensive 
period of time show no environmental degradation. There were no leaks, no spills, 
nothing of the kind. Many of the alleged violations were caused not by Euclid but rather 
by certified tank installers and other state-certified outside contractors. All of the 
personnel who installed and maintained Euclid's UST systems were licensed by the 
respective states. The penalties were excessive particularly counts related to line release 
detection, corrosion protection, overilll prevention and spill prevention, where the 
contractors had the direct responsibility for installation and maintenance. The alleged 
violations are summarized at page 6 of the Initial Decision. 

The tank release detection counts involve a disagreement between Euclid and the 
EPA regarding the proper method of inventory reconciliation. Euclid performed 
inventory reconciliation by taking an inventory sheet with delivery and ending inventory 
recorded for all locations on a daily basis. This sheet was reviewed daily by a manager 
and then entered into a spreadsheet by Euclid's president and reviewed more frequently 
than monthly. The EPA guidance suggests that the tank release detection be performed 
on a tank-by-tank basis, but none of the applicable regulations make this explicit. 

Even assuming that Euclid did not fully comply with the tank release detection 
standards, the penalty levels were set at a level far in excess of what even the alleged 
violations would have warranted. 

With respect to line release detection, Complainant introduced evidence of water 
intrusion into the sumps which are used as a containment vessel in the event of a line 
leak. Complainant also complains of tight "boots." Respondent had the sumps installed 
and maintained by state certified personnel. Respondent also contracted with a state 
certified remediation company to remediate sump problems. 

With respect to corrosion protection, Complainant introduced evidence that 
testing was not performed properly, but Euclid used only certified testers. There were 
complaints about the installation and maintenance of the systems, but again, the systems 
were installed and maintained by certified contractors. Most agregiously, Complainant 
argues that the wrapping of the small metal fittings which are a component of a fiberglass 
system does not qualify as meeting the corrosion protection requirements where, as 
recently as late 2006, the Maryland Department of the Environment recommended. this 
method. 

The overfill drop tubes were observed by Complainant to be improperly installed, 
so that they did not penetrate deeply enough into the tanks, and in one instance that a tube 
was upside down. Obviously these tubes were installed by the contractor who installed 
the tank or by a maintenance contractor. All contractors involved with UST's in all 3 
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jurisdictions must be certified. 

The spill containment facility was also maintained by a certified contractor. 

In all of these instances, the ALJ upheld the EPA's assignment of major or 
moderatelmajor levels of environmental impact, resulting in most instances in the highest 
matrix values in the regulations. The ALJ, also without any direct evidence to sustain 
these findings, held that Euclid was, for the most part, highly uncooperative, highly 
negligent, that the violations were willful, and that Euclid had a high level of 
noncompliance. 

With respect to the allegations related to tank release detection, the matrix values 
asserted by the EPA and accepted by the ALJ were all Major or Moderatemajor. The 
evidence at the trial, discussed at length below, showed, at worst, that Euclid maintained 
a tank leak detection system at all facilities at all times. At best, the evidence shows that 
Euclid was slow to upgrade some of the systems. On the basis of that evidence, the ALJ 
sustained 

This characterization of the penalties had the following effect. It charged that 
Euclid was directly at fault and involved in the alleged violations, and then this method 
increased the penalty charged by to an average of 147% of the Major or Moderatemajor 
levels identified in the case. The direct effect of this excessive characterization was to 
charge Euclid in the aggregate more than $1,230,000 in penalties under the Counts 
involving tank release detection. 

For the line release detection counts, the same penalty categories were utilized. 
Evidence supporting noncompliance with line release detection standards consisted 
entirely of inferences drawn from missing line release detection records. Without 
exception, those test records which were available indicated that the sites passed the line 
leak tests. Joint Stipulation 7 reads, "Respondent has never used its own employees to 
perform line leak detector tests and line tightness tests on any UST which it has owned 
andlor operated, but it has always used paid contractors to perform such testing." 

As with the tank release detection counts, the direct effect of the excessive 
characterization of the line release detection counts resulted in a computed penalty again 
in excess of $1,280,000 in the aggregate. Since a line which is leaking on day one will 
not spontaneously stop leaking on day two, a passing line leak test on day two is also 
proof that the line was not leaking on day one. Euclid did not maintain records of all of 
the tests performed if there were passing line leak tests. The penalty imposed here is 
clearly excessive. 

With respect to corrosion protection, even though the corrosion protection was 
performed by state-certified independent contractors, the ALJ sustained the 
Complainant's characterization of the alleged violations as Majormajor or 
Moderatemajor. The ALJ also sustained factors ranging up to 65% for noncooperation, 
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negligence, willfulness and history of noncompliance. As a result, the penalty charged is 
clearly excessive. The penalty imposed for tank cathodic protection is in excess of 
$300,000 in the aggregate. 

Counts involving overfill drop tubes penalize Euclid for the failure to install the 
drop tubes according to the specifications of the EPA's expert. The evidence at trial 
clearly indicates that these drop tubes were installed according to the manufacturer's 
specifications. In any event, the drop tubes were all installed by independent third-party 
state-certified contractors. For the overfill counts, based on absolutely no evidence of 
Euclid's involvement in the installation of these facilities, the ALJ imposed a penalty in 
excess of $129,000. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a spreadsheet which reproduces the penalty 
calculation from the Complaint as sustained by the ALJ. It is Euclid's position that, in 
the event that penalties should be imposed, they are calculated improperly given the facts 
proven by the EPA at the trial. As can be seen from an analysis of this Exhibit, in order 
to sustain penalties at this level, the ALJ utilized the highest penalty levels in the 
regulations. 

Of particular concern to Euclid is the fact that in many instances, the ALJ 
imposed a penalty which is higher that the penalty requested by the EPA. There is no 
evidence in the record, or discussion in the Initial Opinion, which would justify the 
imposition of higher penalties. As is evident from reviewing Exhibit A, where a negative 
number in parentheses indicates a higher penalty than the penalty requested in the 
Complaint, for many of the Counts, increases ranging from a few hundred to almost ten 
thousand dollars per Count were imposed. A total of $155,326 in penalties was asserted 
in excess of the penalties requested in the Complaint, as detailed on Exhibit A. 

In U.S. v. DiPaolo, - F . S u p p . 2 d ,  2006 WL 378041 1 (S.D. NY 12/15/06), 
the court discussed the appropriateness of de minimus penalties. De minimus penalties 
are not inappropriate where the penalty is fair to the respondent while satisfying the 
articulated purposes of RCRA. In DiPaolo, the respondent had a default order entered 
against it at the administrative level. The EPA sued to reduce the administrative default 
to judgment, and also to assess an additional $42MM in additional fines occasioned by 
the respondent's repeated disregard for deadlines imposed at the administrative level as 
well as the respondent's ignoring information requests, failing to comply with the ALJ's 
compliance order and other improper conduct. 

The court in DiPaolo held that under the circumstances a de minimus penalty of 
just over $9,000 was warranted instead of the forty-two million dollar penalty which 
would have been assessed under the EPA's regulatory penalty guidelines. The court 
noted that draconian penalties are never appropriate. Furthermore, a penalty should be 
gauged to encourage compliance and any penalty assessed must be measured under this 
standard. 
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Finally, the DiPaolo court noted that the absence of a release of gasoline into the 
environment indicated that a penalty on the higher end of the penalty scale was not 
appropriate. The tanks in the DiPaolo case were not cathodically protected, they lacked 
release detection and in many other ways were seriously out of compliance. 

In the instant case, there was no release of gasoline or other controlled substance 
into the environment. Euclid did not fail to install automatic tank gauging equipment. In 
some instances, the equipment was installed after the applicable deadlines but during the 
entire period Euclid was monitoring the tanks and lines for releases. 

Regarding line release detection, corrosion protection, overfill prevention and 
spill prevention, Euclid relied on state certified contractors to install and maintain this 
equipment. 

Under the circumstances, imposing a fine of such a magnitude as was imposed by 
the ALJ in this instance is not warranted. Likewise, it is not appropriate to accept the 
EPA penalty guidelines for imposition of a penalty without a review of the actual conduct 
of the Respondent. Euclid never released anything.into the environment. Judging Euclid 
liable under the levels of environmental impact, as was done in computing the penalty in 
the Initial Decision by the Tribunal in the instant case, is not warranted. If these levels of 
penalty are appropriate for a respondent who has only technical violations, what levels 
would be left to penalize an entity which actually harmed the environment? 

The EPA did not prove that Euclid failed to conform its conduct to the 
environmental regulations. At best, for the most part, the EPA proved that Euclid did 
not comply up to the highest standards set forth in the EPA's guidance. 

In general, the factors to be considered when imposing a penalty as specified in 
42 USC $6928(a)(3) are: 

(I) the application of the twin statutory penalty factors of "seriousness of 
violation" and "good faith efforts to comply;" 

(2) the economic benefit of noncompliance 

If a respondent demonstrates good faith efforts to comply with the regulations, 
this factor should be considered in the penalty computation. It is Euclid's position that 
the Tribunal totally discounted its clear evidence of actual and good-faith compliance and 
imposed a penalty based on a standard derived from the EPA's "wish list" compliance 
practices. 

Moreover, in the instant case, the economic benefit, as found by the Tribunal, is 
minimal for all violations. A table of economic benefit is shown below: 
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Count/Initial Avoided Cost 
Per 1.Dec. Penalty 

e detection 1 $ 1.275 1 $ 180.100 1 
21p. 50 
3 1 ~ .  115 

61p. 25 Tank release detection I $ 6,141 1 $ 89,878 1 

4/p. 52 
51v. 115 

Line release detection 
Financial Res~onsibilitv 

Line release detection 
Financial Res~onsibilitv 

7Ip. 54 
8 1 ~ .  78 

$ 907 
None 

9Ip. 27-28 
101~. 29 

$ 85,304 ( 
$ 22.866 / 

$ 907 
None 

Line release detection 
Corrosion Protection 

1 llp. 54 
121~. 55 
131~. 79 

$ 35,977 1 
$ 17.998 1 

Tank release detection $ 1,876 
Tank release detection / $ 978 

$ 605 
$ 484 

$ 21,016 1 
$ 13.683 1 

Line release detection 
Line release detection 
Corrosion Protection 

14Ip. 80 ' Corrosion Protection 

171~. 82 
181~. 84 

22/13. 32 Tank release detection / $ 2.489 1 $ 26:414 1 

$ 50,499 
$ 21.934 

None 
$ 3,652 
$ 605 

15Ip. 31 
16/11 56 

2Olp. 57 

$ 907 
None 
None 

$ 2,500 1 
$ 56,288 
$ 73.604 

Tank release detection 
PPP 

Line release detection 
Corrosion Protection 
Corrosion Protection 

- 

24Ip. 59 Line release detection $ 1,210 $ 27,527 ' 
Line release detection $ 1.210 $ 42.680 

$ 15,262 1 
$ 11,495 ) 
$ 3.000 1 

$ 968 1 $ 47,962 
None / $ 7,177 

Line release detection 
Overfill Prevention 

23Ip. 58 Line release detection I $ 302 1 $ 15,152 ) 

1 31lp.64 Line release detection I $ 1,2 10 1 $ 129,9 10 ( 

$ 1,210 
None 

26Ip. 97 
271~. 62 
281~. 63 
291~. 98 
301~. 33 

$ 34,075 
$ 15,000 

Overfill Prevention 
Line release detection 
Line release detection 

Overfill Prevention 
Tank release detection 

Corrosion Protection 
Overfill Prevention 

L 

35Ip. 35 
361~. 65 

Tank release detection 1 $ 4,452 I $ 85,964 1 
k%!!%k-Cine release detection $ 1.210 1 $ 68.035 

$ 528 
$ 1,5 12 
$ 1,210 

$ 528 
None 

37Ip. 93 

L 411~. 89 Corrosion Protection 1 None 1 $ 3,004 

$ 6,930 
$ 47,371 
$ 45,540 

$ 101,689 
$ 4.455 

Spill Prevention 
Tank release detection 
Line release detection 

Brief for Respondent 

$ 
$ 

Corrosion Protection 
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None 
$ 7,285 - 
$ 1,512 

381~. 116 1 Financial Resoonsibilitv 
None 

$ 168,985 
$ 162,387 
$ 

None 

1 

$ 




























































































