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Cause No. é/(./ﬁO 25T 9

PENSKE TRUCK LEASING CO., L.P, IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF

Plaintiff,

V. TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS

TEXAS COMMISSION ON

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
Defendant. §

2454 JUDICIAL DISTRICT

PLAINTIFF’S O'RIGINAL PETIT_I'ON 7'

Plaintiff Penske Truck Leasmg Co., L.P. (“Penske” or “Plammff’) files this- orlgmal
petition seekmg Judicial review of the actions of Defendant Texas Commission of Envuonmental
Quality (“TCEQ” or “Comm1551on”) as follows: -

L. Case Overview

1. Penske éppeals the decision by the Executive Director ("ED”) of the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (“TCEQ” or the “Comission”) requesting that Penske
remove certain waste' stockpiied at Texas Disposal Systeéns lLandﬁﬂ, Inc. (“TDSL”) using a
hazardous waste maﬁifes’a for ultimate disposal at another facﬂi’;y. A copy of the Executive
Director’s letter as attached as Exhibﬁ A,

2. Penske has filed a Motion to Overturn with the Commission seeking to overturn the
September 24, 2004 decision that is the subject of this appeal. Penske filed its Motion to
Overturn out of an abundance of caution and subject to and without waving its argument that no
law or rule authorizes the filing of a Motio;; to Overtumn by TDSL or Penske over the Executive
Director’s actions in this matter, The Ccz)mmi_.ssion’s deadline to act on Penske’s Motion to
Overturn is on or about NO\fember 7, 2004, T Pehske%ésﬁ thfgagﬁ)ea 1 now in order to comply with
the 30-day deadline for appealing the EXGCU.’EIVQ{DQIQZZI&Q s $éptbmbar 24, 2004 demsmn

- DI T’:"tﬂt‘:;;"‘?“

T!’J‘Wi“ COUNTY Trv
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II. Discovery Control Plan

3. This case is an apﬁeal of an action of an administrative agency that 6ecurred outside”
of the contested case process of Chapter 2001; TEX. Gov’T CoDE.. The case, theréfore, should be
controlled by a Level 3 order, and Penske may need i‘b conduct discovery pursuant to the Texas |
Rules ofVCiviI Procedure. ' TEX. R. CI1v.P. 190.4.

| . o IIE Parties - par s

4. Plainﬁffa Penske Truck Leasing Co.; L.P. is“a Delaware limited iiartﬁéféhip that
conduots bLiSine_ss‘in‘TeXas.;: . - |

5. “Defendant TCEQ is an agency of_the'Stafe'ofTexas‘."Deféndaﬁt'?CEQ- can be sérved -
with citation by registered or certified mail, _rétum receipt requested; throtigh Execiutive Ditector
Glenn Shankle; at MC ]0‘9;':-9.50..":80}{- 13087;'*Austin;~'TXj7871 1'43687; or'by hand delivery -
through Executive Director; Glensi ‘Shankle, ‘5171_121 00 Pérk 35 Circle, Austin, TX 7875314 copy
of this petitidn will also be .foﬁv‘vardéd to- Cynthia Wo‘ezk, ‘Assistarit A‘ttdm‘éy’-*GeHé‘ral-,' Nl
Resources Divisibn, Office of Attorney Geriéral, P.O. Box 12548, Cap’itol Sfaﬁonj3._.AUSﬁn, Texas
78711-2548: ="  . E |

IV. Jurisdiction and Venue

6. Turisdiction of this action lies m this Court -ptﬁsuanf to Section 5.351; TEX. WATER
COD;, and Section 361.321, TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE. 'Penske is a person affected by the
decision by the Executive Director of TCEQ requesting that Penske ‘remove certain Wasttj:"
stockpiled at TDS'L"‘usilig a hazardous waste manifest for ultimate disposal at another facility.
Penske files this appeal to set aside; modify, and/or suspend the Bxecutive Director’s act. Venue
is proper in this Court under Section 5.354, TEX. W ATER CODE,-and Section 361.321, TEX.

HEALTH & SAFETY CODE. Jurisdiction and venue are also proper in Travis County, Texas

AUS01:362668.3 )]



- because all or parts of the acts and omissions complained of occurred in TIB.VIS County and
Defendant TCEQ is located in Travis County.

V. Factual Backeround -

1997 Accident

7. On October 9, 1997, a Penske truck that Wés transporting new televisidn picture tubes
owned by Zenith braked and swerved to avoid a car that had crossed the median from
northbound to southbound I-35 near Buda, Texas. The Penske truck tipped over and slid down
an exit ramp. There is no"dispute that the driver who crossed the median, not Penske, caused the
accident. In fact, after the accident the driver who crossed the median ran over and hugged the
Penske driver and thanked him for saving his life.

8.. It is not clear if any tubes were broken as a result of the a_ccident‘itse'lf, It 1s clear that
cleanup contractors not hired by or affiliated in any way with Penske caused the picture tubes to
spill from the truck and waste to be generated during the course of uprighting the truck. and
clearing the debris from the accident scene.

9. Penske played no role in the clean-up of the accident, the selection of the transporter,
or the decision to send the accident debris to TDSL. _Pgnsk_e did not hire the wrecker service, the
cleanup contractors that loaded some of the accident debris into dump trucks, or the dump truck
operators that decided to send the accident debris to TDSL.

Disposﬁl of the accidént debris at TDSL

10, On the déy of the accident, Penske worked diligently to assess the damage at the
accident scene and take apiaropriate_ action, Before clleanup .contractors not 1'1ired by Penske

destroyed many of the television tibes by improperly uprighting the truck and loading the debris

AUS01:362668.3 : 3



iﬁto dump trucks, the Penske ‘driver correctly responded to DPS personnel ‘thatthe intact
television picture tubes that Pen_ske'was transporting fot Zenith were riot haza.:rdousr aterials. " ¢

1 1.. At 3.:38 p.m.,, Penske personnel spoke with Zeniﬂ] personnel and learned that broken =
television tubes were possibly hazardous waste. At .4?0&-1?61}51(6 contacted the: Texads Natural-*
Resources Conservation Commission (¥TNRCC”) (predecessor to the 'Texas-'Cdni’rﬁissi’onOn."
| Environmental Quality(“TCEQ?)) and:informed it-that the tubes contained le'-zid"aﬁ‘dﬂ?cduldfb'e

hazardous-waste, -

12.. At.4;08, the ﬁi"sf_-_d_ump- trucks atrived at TDSL.: At 4:33; Penske: spoke’ with Jim -

Gregory at. TDSL and informed him that the load could be hazardous‘Waste:.“fi I_-f TDSL had’
required a manifest or had ,-inspected:o;c-.,held:_the._ loads for. twenty;ﬁve minutes in order o' contact - -
Penske, Zenith, or state regulators, it could have.avoided disposing:of any accident d-:ebri.s'"iiifta’“itsz ;
ianaﬁll. T]jSL, ; hpwé_\fer_g_; :éccepted - the accident debrié ~for- disposal without any: dontfaclf;"f'
manifest, shipping document, or comnunication'whatsoéver with or from Penske or Zenith. =
| 13. In addition, at the time. it accepted ‘the'accident debris;, TDSL knéw-ﬂief debris
contained broken television picture tubes (among other debris) and- that: tele'visidn-r"tu'bésl-i- &
confained lead.: .. S‘igniﬁcanﬂy,{TDSL;knéW’ that it -could -accept televisioni’ tibes in small
quentities, but not larger quantities.* -
14. Notwithstanding this knowledge, TDSL did not pass that information along't6 any of*
its employees. Furthermore, TDSL failed to hold the accident debris in order to contact Penske,
Zenith, or state regulators before allowing the accident debris past its gatehouse. Instead, TDSL
rushed seven dump-truck loads (98 cubic. yards). of undocumented accident debris into its

- Jandfill.

AUS01:362668.3 4



15. TDSL did not attempt to speak with Penske, Zenith, DPS, the Buda Fire Dépariment,
or the TNRCC about the characteristics of the undocumented waste before accepting the waste
for disposal.

Removal of the accident deb;'is from TDSL

16. On t_hé- day of the accident, TDSL disposed of an estimated 98 -cubic yards of accidenﬁ
debris consisting of television picture tubes, paclcaging materials, soils, énd other materials from
the scene of the accident. In other words, the 98 cubic yards did not consist pure]y of damaged
tubes; rather, the waste was a mixture of broken tubes and all of the other debris and matenals
generated at the scene of the accident. |

17. After Penske tolﬁ TDSL to sfop dumping the ‘accident debris into the landfill’s
working Vfaoe, Code 3 (a company specializing .in emergency response and environmental
remediation) was hired to complete the clean-up process and remove all remaining debris from
the accident scene. Code 3 removed the remaining debris from the accident sceﬁe and placed the’
debris into four lined roll-off containers. The four roll-offs were stockpil.ed (nbt disposed of) at
TDSL awaiting further instructions.

18. On October 10, 1997 (the day after the accident), TDSL removed at least twé roll-off
boxes (80 cubic yards) of television-tube glass and waste mixed with the television-tube glass
from its working face. Code 3’s records indicate that TDSL removed threé roll-off boxes. (120
cubic yards) of television-tube glass and waste mixed with the television-tube glass from its
working face.

19. TDSL used .both heavy ﬁlachinery' and hand-picked out the television-tube glass.

TDSL placed the 80 to 120 cubic yards of television-tiube glass debris that it removed from its

AUS01:362668.3 5



landfill into Ifollfbff containers and stockpiled the roll-offs with the four other roll:offs from the
aogident scene that were never disposed of info‘ TD;SL"S, landfill= -
20. After TDSL’s remo.va] of all visible glaés, it is highly questionable ‘whether any’

_ appreciablelamount ‘of accident debris remained: dispoéed of in.TDSL’s landfill ‘on the day after-
the accident. In particular, because-TDSL removed all visible television-tube glass and waste
mixed with television-tube glass from its wOﬂdng face; it is highly queStéonablef‘-\%fhafhér: any <7
leaded glass remained in the workin g face of ='T;DLSL°V-S landfillz TDSL has never proved,-or even -
tried to prove, ,thatﬂany appreciable leaci remained afterits excavation the day after thé adeidént

21,1t is clear:that on.thé .day' after-the accident; the: overwhelming majority of ‘the' -

accident debris was stockpiled (not disposed of) in seven roll-off containers (approxitnately 280 - ' - =

cubic }'ards)f@’&;TDSLvawaiﬁng final disposali: i ol Bartotd pachi s b ¥ 3

22, 111 February =1'998,;C0d$ 3 was hired to;iséparété the potentially “hazardous” pértion'of -~
the accident debris waste stockpiled in the roll off contaiiiérSffmm the nion-hazardous portion. It -
separated two roll-offs of what it ;oonsefvatively labelgd; "fhgfi'ardous’?' waste; ‘tncluding’ glass-
containing soﬂ_. The five remaining roli-_offs contained tﬁé “nén—hazardous” acéident debris.

23..0n: March 23, 1l99.8,.5 the two roll-offs containing the television-tube glass were -
shipped to Texas-Ecoiogy ("‘T'E.CO”) for disposal; Thé remaining roll-offs were sent 10 a -
municipal solid ﬁaste facility fordisposal.

24. On April 2, 1998; TECO +ested a representative sample of the television-tube’ glass’
and soil-glass mixture using the Toxicity Characteristic ‘LeaChill'g Procedure (“TCLP*) fmethod.
It detected no leachable lead in the sample at a reporting level of 01 ‘ppm. To reitérate, TECO

conducted the test on the “worst” part of the accident debris that was collected in two toll-offs.

AUS01:362668.3 _ 6



Thus, the only data on the accident debris itself (in fact, the worsf part of the debris) shows that
the material TDSL accepted for disposa] wasnota hazardous waste.

TNRCC Inspection

25. The TNRCC was responsive and iﬁvolved in the appropriate disposal of the accident
debris from day ine. On November 5, 1997; the TNRCC requested that Penske provide a -
description of the incident and documentation of the proper disposal of the waste generated,

26. On December 2, 1997, Marc Althen, Senior Vice President at Penske, wrote a lpt&er to
Chris Smith at the TNRCC detailing Penske’é plan to remove the “stockpiled .wa‘ste” stored at
TDSL’s landfill. As stated, Penske’s contractor removed &1@ stbckpiied waste contained in the
seven roll-off containers on March 23,.1998.

27. On May 20, 1998, Marc Althen informed Ben Milford that the stockpiled waste had
been removed from TDSL and provided Mr. Milford with copies of the tranSportatic;n manifests,
Penske took all precautions and removed and disposed of the stockpiled waste as if it were
hazardous. Later testing bf the disposal facility, TECO, confirmed that the waste was in fact
non-hazardous.

28. On May 21, 1998, TNRCC Regional Insﬁector— Ben Milford issued an inspection
report to TDSL stating that: “The TNRCC allowed the spill waste that was inadvertently
deposited in the landfill to z'f;main there.” Ben Milford teétiﬁed that the report meant that TDSL
could permanently dispose of the tubes, not simply temporarily store the tubes. |

29. On June 10, 1998, the TNRCC issued a spill report that stated that “the TNRCC
allowed them.[TV tube debris] to remain in the landfill.” Again, Ben Milford testified that the

TNRCC “allowed it [the waste] to stay there just like any other waste.”

AUS01:362668.3 7



TDSL agreed that the waste could remain at'its landfill

30. Like the TNRCC, TDSL agreed in 1998 that the waste could remain at its landfill.

31. On Jantéry 28, 1998, M’ Gary Newtoh (TDSL’s genéral Gounsel) sert Mr. Gerald
Bolmer (TNII{CG-Wast'e EV@ZUatioﬁ Section) & -dr'aff request to classify the waste as Class I, non-
hazardous waste and permanently disposé of the waste in TDSL’s landfill. Mr. Newton testified
that he spoke with the TNRCC and they “didn’t have any problem” with the material remaining
in the landfill. Bob Gregory agreed that:TDSL "66u1d'pe_rma'ﬁ:e_n‘d'yf disposeof the v&és:te’;m;i"th': '
special authorization from the TNRCC, and that the TNRCC ol i ol d A e [the
waste]. to remain if werequested it.” - - e PATT e b e 0 Lo s

32. '@ri.-Pébru'ary‘B,- 19985::1‘13‘?;1; -mofe Penske a letter stating that “[n]ow it appéars that
the TNRCC is willing to allow the tibes to remain in the TDSL I4ndfill without further festing”

33. While ‘all parties agreed that the debris could remain disposed of at TDSL with

TNRCC authorization; TDSL decided instead to sue Penske, Zenith, the Penske driver; and the ;

driver of the car that cansed the accident in Hﬁys County District Court in February, 1998. -

Excavation and testing of miunicipal solid waste

. 34, In early 2004, o 5 years after TDSL removed possibly all of the accident debris

from its landfill, TDSL chose to excavate approximiately 1600 cubi¢ yards of waste from the
landfill and placed it into 99 roll-offs. TDSL excavated all the waste it had received on October
9, 1997 even though ﬂ}ere was no indication that any Jeaded glass from the accident remained in
the landfill after TDSL’S removal of all visible glass the next day.

35. While it was being removed from the landfill, it was sampled by Penske’s contractor
SKA Consulting LP (“SKA”). The result of the sampling performed by SKA, as well as the

sampling later performed by the Executive Director, confirm that the waste is non-hazardous. In

AUSO1:362668.3 8



fact, out of the nuMerous 1*epresentaftive-samples tested, none detected leachable lead greater than
0.1 mg/L. |

36. The waste has remained in the roll-offs at the landfill since that date as TDSL made
no arrangements fof its disposal. TDSL alleges that Penske and Zenith must remove all 1600
cubic yards as hazardous waste, despite the testing resuits to the contrary from TECO, SKA, and
the Executive Director,

TDSL holds the excavated municipal solid waste hostage

37. Although Penske continues to believe that it did not violate any rule and that the
material does not need to be removcd‘from TDSL’s landfill — a fact borne out by the TNRCC’s
conclusion years ago that the material could remain in the TDSL landfil and the results of recent -
testing by Penske and the TCEQ — on June 1, 2004, Penske proposed a j)lan for the removal and
disposal of the waste from the TDSL landfill as a non-hazardous waste at another permitted
municipal solid waste landfill in accordance with the act-ions requested of it by the Execu’;ive
Director on May 13, 2004,

38. That plan was approvecl by the Executive Director on June 18, 2004, and specific
authorization was granted by the Execu-tiverDirector for disposal of ther waste as a special waste
in any one of seven péx‘mii’t@d landfills on June 30, 2004.

39. Penske’s efforts culminated in final preparations for the pi'ok up of the waste by its
contractor USA Environment on July 7, 2004, fDSL, however, refused to allow acc.ess‘ to the
landfill for removal of the waste unless the waste was managed as a hazardous waste.

40. In response to TDSL’s refusal to allow Penske to remove the waste, the TCEQ
performed independent representative sampling and testing of the waste. On July 12, 2004, the

Executive Director collected 20 representative samples of the waste in the roll-offs. The testing

AUS01:362668.3 9



of those samples by MicroLife Laboratories, Lid:-further .confirms the non-hazardous character
of the stored waste, with no TQL,P;rfzsul;t for lead exceeding 0.092.mg/L.. TDSL, ﬁowever, .again”
refused to allowll?gnske to xeﬁlq\{e_th_e__wa_ste unless the waste.is managed asa hazardous waste..

41, Pursuant to Section 361.003(12), Tex. HEALTH & SAFETY ‘CODE, sections:335.504 .-
and 330.2(55), Tiﬂe;;_S_O,-.IEX; ADMIN. CoDE, and 40 -C.F.R.: Part 261, this waste -is not a
Bezardons Wasts: 5 coe e b bandome. s B b

TDSL sues the TCEQ ...

42, Instead;o‘f;:ejpicing;_t_hat the waste-is non-hazardous and facilitaﬁng t_he removal of the
waste, on July 9 and July 2-2, 2004, TDSL ﬁ]gd motions to overturn ‘dﬁe Executive Director’s
decisions on the classification of the waste. In addition, on.July: 19, 2004, TDSL appealed the
Executive Di;;@gtor’s;'c_lassiﬁ;atiqn; of the waste and sued.the TCEQ in Travis County District -
Court. TDSL took ne aéiion‘to_:grossgﬁte i_’té_ judicial aﬁpqa}iwhile its--motions.fio overturn were -
pending before -ﬂie‘ Commission.-

43, On. Septemb.er 16,2004, the Gom;rnis‘sion,:bj a two-to-one vote, granted TDSL’s :
Motions to- Overturn and -;igsued_ an-Interim. Qrde:r remanding’ the matter to the Executive Direcfor
for further Qonsidei'ation. The Commission did not make any-rul_ings regarding the classification
of material at TDSL’s landfill and did not give any specific instructions to. the: Executive
Director.,

44. On, October: 6, 2004; Penske filed a.Motion: for Rehearing requesting that the
Commission rehear and reyerse its Sepiembef 16, 2004 decision and-instead affirm the Executive
Director’s actions in_i,appr_oving- Penske’s plan to remove and dispose of the material at TDSL’S
landfill as non-hazardous, special waste. On October 15, 20-04, Penske filed' an appe.a] of the

Commission’s September 16, 2004 decision.

AUS01:362668.3 10



45. On September 24, 2004, the Executive Diréctor issued a Jetter to Penske requesting
that it remove the material using a hazardo.us waste manifest and dispose of the material at
another facility. The Executive Director requested that Penske either dispose of the material at a
permitted hazardous waste facility or conduct additional assessment and characterization of the
material and dispbse of it accordingly. Under either 0pti§n,= the Executive Directof requested
that Penske remove the material using a hazardous waste manifest aﬁd conduct aﬂ further
assessment, characterization, and ultimate disposal of the waste at a separate fécility from TDSL.

46. Tlﬁe Executive Director’s decision on September 24, 2004, has a direct effect on
Penske.

VI. Error of Defendant

47. Neither the facts nor the law require removal of the material from T]jSL’s landfill
using a hazardous waste | manifest.  Testing by both the Commission and Penske has
unequivocally confirmed that the waste at issue does not éven approach the hazardous thresholds
for lead. To the contrary, TDSL may safely dispose ‘of the non-hazardous, non Class 1, material
in its landfill in accordance ﬁ/ith its permit. The law is clear that a waste (other than a listed
waste) is only hazardous if it exhibits a hazardous characteristic. The material at issue does not
exhibit a hazardous characteristic.

48. Penske objects to removing the non-hazardous material using a hazardous Waste-
manifest and objects to conducting further testing at another facility. In sum, the Defendant
erred by issuing the September 24, 2004 letter because: () the facts confirm that the niaterial at
TDSL’s landfill is not hazardous; (b) the law compels that the material at TDSL’s landfill is not
hazardous; and.(c) the Commission failed to refer this matter to a contested case hearing for

resolution of relevant disputed facts:

' A copy of the Executive Director’s letter as attached as Exhibit A.
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VIL. Praver ' . -

Penske, therefore, respectfully requests that the Court:
» Reverse the Executive Director’s decision of September 24, 2004;

o Grant such further relief at law or in equity to which Plaintiffs may show
themselves entitled. '

Dated: October 22, 2004 Respectfully submitted,

Paméfa M. Giblin -
State Bar No. 07858000
Derek R. McDonald
- State Bar No. 00786101

William P. Johnson
State Bar No. 24002367
Baker Botts L.L.P.
1500 San Jacinto Center
98 San Jacinto Blvd.
Austin, Texas 78701-4039
Tel: 512.322.2500

. Fax: 512.322.8342

Counsel for Penske Truck Leasing Co., LP.
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" GEP-24-2004 FRI 10:27 AM EXEC DIRECTOR'S OFFICE FAX NO. 5122393938 "~ B QP

Eathieen Harlnett White, Chairman
R B “Ralph" Marques, Gemmissioner
Larry 1. Sowand, Comm{ssioner
Glenn Shankle, Exocutive Director

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Protecting Tuxas by Reducing and Frevenfing Pollution

September 24,2004 o

Mr. Muare B. Althen :
Sunior Vieo President. 1 ., ;. a0
Penske Truck Leasing,

P.0O. Box 563

Reading, Pennsylvania 19603-0563

Dear Mr, Althcn:

£+ OnMay13, 2004, the Texas Commission on Ervironmental Quality (TCEQ) issued Penske Truck
T Loasing (Pcnske) 2 Notice of Violation (NOV) in connection with the spill investigation at TH-35: -

| South near Bxit 221 in Bude, Hays County, This NOV required Penske to take certain comestive -
actions. On June 18, 2004, on my behalf, John StciB','Dép'ﬁtiji:eb__tét for the Office of Compliance -
and Enforeement, approved your proposed plan for removal and disposal of the waste located & the
Toxas Disposal Systerns Tandfill (TDSL) as special waste, TDSL filod 2 Motion to Overlurn my
deeision in this malter, On Soptember 16, 2004, the Commission issued an ordor overluming niy
deeision and remanding this matter,

[ now exeveise my authority 10 act in this matter, and by this letter, T am requiring the following
aclions of Penske, No later than Ostober 27, 2004, Penske must remiove all of the waste currontly
stored in the 99 roll-o [l containers al fhe TDSL facility. This waste must be manifested as hazardous _
waste and disposed of at apormitted hazardous wasto facility, Altcrnatively, Penske may pursue the
actions discussed at the Septembor 16% hearing relating to the asssssmont and a0y nceessary
extraction of the weste in the roll-off containers. If Penske pursues this approach, all activities
assoclaled with the assessment, characterization and cxirastion of the contents of tho roll-off
containers must be condusted at a separaio authorized facility in & manner that ensures proteciion
of human health and the environment. § peeilically, Penske must ensure compliance with all RCRA
requirements, including land disposalresttictions for any D008 wastc triggering those requiremettts.
[n any case, tho roll-off containers must be removed from the TDSL facility by October 27, 2004,
and the waste manifested ss hazardous waste until such time as it is conclusively determined that no
D008 waste af the lovel that s charecterslically hazardous remains.

P.0. Bor 12087 - & Austin, Texas T8TL1-3087 * 515/230-1000 e Internct address: www.tcog.state.tx.s :

printed o resyoled paper wang sy based Jnk



SEf-24-2004 FRI 10:27 AM EXEC DIRECTOR'S OFFICE _ FQX NO. 5122383938

Mr. Marc B. Althen
Pengke Truck Leasing
Page 2

Septoruber 24, 2004

Upon completion of this aclivity, but no later than 90 days from the date of thi
with all applicablo rules and regulations, Pleasc submit this information to:

Ms. Anna Rodriguez, & pocial Assistant
Office of Compliance ang Enforcement _
Texas Commission on Enviconmental Quality
P.Q. Box 13087, MC 163 :
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

§ letter, please submit
all documentation neoessary to domonstrate that the waste was propetly disposed ofin accordance

3

Ifyou have any queslions, please feel fes to contact Mr. John F, Steib, Jr..Deputy Director, Offics

of Compliance and Buforgement at (512)239-5718.

Sincercly,

z =7

Glenn Shanlkde, Bxecntive Dircctor
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

ce: Ms. Pam Giblin, Buker Botis, I.LP

M. John I2. Steib, It Deputy Director; TCBQ Ofﬁca;of Compliance and anorceme;_lt_

Mr. Robert Gregory, Texas Disposal Systems .



