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Expectations of Meeting Articulated by Participants

Develop new ideas

Overcome obstacles

Adapt other’ s ideas

Work on technicd items

Develop amodd for partnering, effectiveness
Ascertain what' s therefwhat’ s useful

Make information more ble

| dentify little steps

How can IT and waste programs be integrated?
Direction? Customizable products

Clearer picture (EPA direction)

Partnering opportunities between EPA and states as well as between states
Learn from others

Purpose of Meeting as Articulated by EPA

1) Share state experiences on e-permitting
2) Identify how RCRA permitting can be made more effective via technology

The overdl god of this meeting is to develop plans that contain actions thet are
identifiable and doable. After the EPA and state presentations were made, the facilitator
utilized a specific process to accomplish thisoveral god. This process divided attendees
into smal groups to brainstorm specific topics, report back to the larger group on ther



conclusions, and then develop specific points or action items. A more specific
description of this process follows.

Introduction of the E-permitting Project: Vern Myers, EPA
Currently, the definition of an E-permitting system is broad. It includes:

Preparing and submitting gpplications
Manipulating information

Permit issuance

Compliance monitoring/reporting

EPA would like to determine what the focus should be for thisinitiative. The past year
has been spent talking with stakeholders about why the RCRA program should
investigate e-permitting. These conversations have led to the following findings:

E-permitting is flexible, but requires sgnificant resource investment.

If the system is being used only for RCRA permits, it is not worth the investment
due to the low volume of these types of permits.

It is best to start smdl and develop the system module by module.

Uniform processes better lend themsdves to eectronic permitting systems.

There will be a second stakeholder meeting in the fal (October) 2002 that will
include EPA, gtates, communities, and industry representatives. In August and
September we will vigt states to observe data systems dready in place. Thesevigts
will lead to the development of partnershipsto better utilize available EPA and date
resources.

The god of RCRA e-permitting is not to build a nationd e-permitting system, but
rather to assgt states in developing e-permitting tools. The systems will work within
the existing Agency centrd data exchange (CDX) framework. For RCRA that means
continuing to use the RCRA info sysem. We don't expect to have sgnificant new
CDX requirements for RCRA e-permitting.

EPA needsinput from dates to help determine the direction the Agency should move
in.

State Presentations

AL, AR, CA, FL, IL, MS, NJ, PA, and TX provided presentations on the
datus of their dectronic permitting initiatives. This summary does not revist such
presentations in detail, but merely identifies the presentations and any comments
made or questions/answers that are not reflected in the presentations.


http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/permit/epmt/e_state.pdf

AL, Chip Crockett, Chief, Indudtrid Facilities Section Alabamais working on the
ability to trandate data directly into RCRA Info from aflat file. Currently, al forms,
guidance, and laws are available on the website.

AR, Danid Clantorn+ Arkansas does not currently have a system that meets their
environmenta department's needs. They do have funding from their legidature and a
grant from EPA to build asystem. In preparation for building a usable system, they
are working to make al information systems compatible and on developing
compatible compliance information.

CA, Paula Batarseh, Supervising Engineer- CA does not have a RCRA e-permitting
system but their NPDES authorized State Water Resources Control Board's
permitting system isa success. Asaresult of the data being centrally located, errors
are caught quickly and trend modeling can be conducted. The RCRA e-permitting
sysem will be based, in part, on examples of successful systems within the state.

FL, Doug Outlaw- The Central District Director of Orlando advocated cresting an
entirely eectronicaly-based correspondence system. This system is being expanded
to dl digricts.

IL, Steve Nightingade, Manager, RCRA Unit- The webste lllinois will develop will
have alig of dl in-house RCRA permit gpplications. Using a CD-ROM or diskette,
the data provided by applicants will be uploaded onto the website and eventudly
gtored on microfilm.

MS, Jerry Cain, Chief of Environmental Permits Divison Adoption of an eectronic
system is prompting radica changesin business practices. Change management is
the biggest issue -- people need to fed that thereis vaue to anew system. If thereis
no funding, management support, or buy-in from indudtry it is awasted effort to
pursue development of an e-permitting system at the Sate leve.

NJ, Peter Tenebrusso, Electronic Government Manager- Applications, fee payments,
and issuance are dl available online through New Jersey's DEP portal. In New Jersey

90% of permitting is done through their e-permitting system and approximately 5300
people use the portd.

PA, Gail Jackson, Divison Chief, Data Adminigration Oil and gas permits are the
only fully dectronic sysemsthat exist in PA. They were very expensive to build and
arenot user friendly. However, users can check the status of permits online.

TX, Richard Carmichael, Team Leader - Indudtrid Permits Team+ The ar programis
currently online and users can check the status of their applications and review
processes. A RCRA e-permitting initiative has been given permission to go ahead,
but there is no funding and limited saffing. The RCRA initiative would like to follow
the successful air modd.




Break out Sessions

After the state presentations concluded, the facilitator broke the group into smaler
discussion groups. The purpose of this exercise was to brainstorm ways of making
RCRA permitting more effective through technology. The discussion groups brought
their ideas back to the larger meeting. Subsequently, these ideas were voted upon.
The top three ideas were then used as discussion topics for three break out sessions.
The break out sessions then reported their thoughts back to the plenary session.
These thoughts were commented upon and questioned. The break out participants
then resumed with the task of developing action plans, including next steps, to
continue work on their topics after the conclusion of this meeting.

The task of the first break out was to engage in brainstorming to discuss idess, issues,
and pitfals to avoid when developing e-permitting systems.  The three groups
involved in this bresk out developed the following list of issues, idess, and pitfdls

RCRA is different from other mediain that it does not easily lend itsdlf to e-
permits due to lack of uniformity in permittees

Permit shellmodules (e.g., modd permit gpplications)

Working with vendors who creste software/data gpplications

How to fund, inspire, and manage organizationa change

Centrd funding

|dentify data standards shared by all

User friendliness will be key to success

Electronic Part A form

Use/modify exising sysems

Standardized “ smart forms’ that are linked to guidance, etc.

Business orientation is important

Public access isimportant

Find commondlities among systemsin use

Integrate higtorica information

|dentify available resources/grants to leverage resources

Multimedia approach

Reddivey low volume of RCRA permits

Evergreen permits are often requested by Industry

Focus on benefits/incentives to customers (however they are defined)
The vocabulary across different mediais the same, but the definitions are
different

Concentrate on objective vs. subjective

Filot with afew supportive customers as well as develop customer buy-in
Difficulty retrieving permitting information

Automation in compliance reporting and linkage to e-permitting
Electronic Sgnature issues

Handling confidentia business information (CBI)

Fee collection raises challenges

Security raises concerns



Culture change

Sillsftraining

Dedling with partid permits

Recognize/be cognizant of/coordinate with other eectronic efforts (including
electronic systems and data collection efforts)
Interna data sharing within agencies

Availability and accesshility of software

Shifting management priorities

State or federa agency record keeping requirements
Types of permits (post-closure vs. operationdl)

Who manages orders?

A multi vote was then conducted to select the top four of the issues listed above to
discuss, define, and identify positives and negatives for in the next round of break out
sessions.

The four issues garnering amgority of the votes were:

1. Recognize/be cognizant of/coordinate with other dectronic efforts (including
electronic systems and data collection efforts)

2. Find commondities among sysemsin use

3. Standardized “smart forms’ that are linked to guidance, etc.

4. Useldevelopment of permit shellsmodules

The first and second issues were consdered to contain enough smilar features to warrant
combining them for discussion purposes under “ Congdering systemsin use’ and were
given to one breakout group.

Group #1 (Considering systemsin use)

States that have invested in systems created by commercia vendors must be able to
eadly transfer datato EPA.

Need “middlieware’
EPA must not engage activities which will prevent this deta transfer from
occurring

States need to know about EPA efforts in data management that will impair or enhance
their own efforts.

States want to know what’ s the “best of the best” out there (i.e., user friendly,
transferability, less burdensome, integrates with other media, eases record keeping,
compatible).



Group #2 (Smart Forms)

Definition: Smart forms are files that are linked to other information sources to

populate a permit gpplication or other permitting document (example:
html links that provide specific language or drop down menus). Thisis
an dterndive to using a comprehensive e-permit software package.

Bendfits:

Codts:

More scadbleflexible than full e-permitting system (permit module)

Better dternative for low volume

Works well where there is alimited amount of data that needs to be manipulated
or stored

Cheaper as compared to full system

User-friendly

RCRA lends itself to language rather than raw data needs as databases not needed
to build permit, as compared to the air and water programs; therefore, backend
needs are minimd

Permit gpplication smart form have the potentia to be integrated or linked to
permit shells, (see Group #3 below)

Can create link to guidance and checklists

More difficult to consolidate and assess data aspects (not impossible, thisisa
minimal aspect)

Costs approximately $100,000 to build these forms

Difficult to switch to this system if dready invested in a system like Tempo
Form might fit into larger e-permitting system, but that could occur in the future
Variation possble regarding the size of data fields and other features

Group #3 (Permit Shells)

Definition: For some aspect of the program develop a shell, module, model permit

gpplication with common data e ements (example: gather data dementsin
tables/text descriptions contained in the application).

EPA should develop a common application/mode permit application.

Consulting groups accustomed to filling out RCRA permit gpplications may aready have
developed a standard form they use to pull Part B information out of their databases.

Steps. 1) Define conditions for shells
2) Develop online system
Bendfits
Standardization



Accesshility (public, stakeholders)

Unit standardization across states

Industry knows what to submit (standard application)

Number of notices of deficiencies (NODs) declines resulting in faster processing
More predictable processes

Can be made more facility friendly

Method of compliance tracking (coordinate with enforcement groups)

Drawbacks:
. Some RCRA applicants don't like standard permit language as each facility is
different
Maor undertaking for EPA
A large database must be maintained to hold deta from the shells
What about paper submittals?
Required rulemaking in some states when forms are changed/devel oped
Data server space

Action Plang/Next Steps

After the ideas listed above were presented and commented upon, the break out groups
developed action plans/next steps.

Group #1 (Considering systemsin use)

EPA should look into the best software/database transfer technology and share
their recommendetion with Sates.
Coordinate e-permitting and data sharing with other people doing smilar things.

Chuck Freeman will develop aligt of IT initiatives at EPA by September 1% in
coordination with ECOS, the Information Management Work Group (IMWG), and
WIZER.

Vern Myers and MNG have been compiling alist of e-permitting efforts taking placein
dates. There will be adraft available next week to coincide with the conference call.

Vern Myers, Tab Tesnau, and Chuck Freeman will compile alist of what is happening
with other EPA programs (air, water). They will share adraft of thislist in September.

Group #2 (Smart Forms)

An e-mail will be sent out the week of July 29" by Tab Tesnau asking about variation on
process and applications between states. A standard permit form will be shared and from
that a tandard application will be developed. Tab Tesnau will find information on
developing Smart Forms. Tab Tesnau and Tosha King will schedule a conference cdll as
well as goas for the cal for early September to determine next steps. Richard



Carmichad and Tooran Khosh will assist as requested by providing examples some
Texasforms.

Group #3 (Permit Shells)

Develop apermit shell followed by an gpplication shell. Start with tanks and container
storage permits to be covered under the Standardized Permit Rule.

Find examples of corresponding permit applications that can then be used to develop
model gpplication/permits. States have examples of permits and gpplications they will
provideto the group viae-mail (TX, MS, AR, IL, PA, AL).

This group and others (staff dedling with the Standardized Permit Rule) will spesk at the
end of August. Vern Myerswill schedule this conference cdl through an email next
week.



Attendees

Chip Crockett, AL
Danid Clanton, AR
Paula Batarseh, CA
Joan Sowinski, CO*
Doug Outlaw, FL
Steve Nightingde, IL
Rob Morrison, MO*
Jerry Cain, MS

Marc Wyatt, MS
Peter Tenebrusso, NJ
Bill Adriance, NY*
Jm Dolan, NY* plus others
Gail Jackson, PA

Joe Hayes, PA

Shelly Sherritt, SC*

Tooran Khosh, TX
Richard Carmichad, TX
Rusty Lundberg, UT*
Gawin Eng, VA
Barbara Simcoe, ASTSWMO
Mary Blakedee, ECOS
Steve Yee, EPA R1

John Brogard, EPA R2
Denise Houdy, EPA R4
Jm Blough, EPA R5
Steve Heare, EPA HQ
Vern Myers, EPA HQ
ToshiaKing, EPA HQ
Karen Randolph, EPA HQ
Tab Tesnau, EPA HQ
Chuck Freeman, EPA HQ
Carol Crawford, EPA HQ
Alan Strasser, MNG
Dorothy LaRusso, DKT, Subcontractor to MNG
Megan McCloskey, MNG
Mark Grove, MNG
Regan Maund, MNG
Debbie Weiss, MNG

* participated via conference line



