National Work Group on Leak Detection Evaluations (NWGLDE) Meeting
New Orleans, LA, March 4-6, 2004

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 2004

Welcome and introduction of visitors. A complete list of meeting attendees for the
Wednesday and Thursday sessionsisincluded at the end of these minutes.

TEAM UPDATES

ATG TEAM —John Cernero

- Team has had no new requests for review of ATG evaluations since the last meeting.

- Randy and Rob Barnes have requested re-review of the Alert Technologies models
2000X and 2000X B which were reviewed and rejected by Russ Brauksieck and Ellen
Van Duzee several years ago. The manufacturer was notified that additional
documentation would be needed in order to obtain NWGLDE listing, but the vendor
has not submitted anything as of yet.

CITLDSTEAM - Shaheer Muhanna

- Team has had no requests for review of CITLDS evaluations since the last meeting.

- Following up on Warren Rogers’ request from last meeting, Ken Wilcox has
confirmed that additional makes/models of properly certified magnetostrictive ATG
probes are acceptable for use with the Petronetwork System. The CITLDS team now
plans to modify the Petronetwork listing to reflect this fact.

NVTTT TEAM —John Kneece

- Masstech 001 evaluation is still underway. John Kneeceis leading this eval uation.
The vendor is responding to John’s last round of questions.

- Note: Thissystemisnot currently on the “Under Review” list. Curt Johnson will
have Jon Reeder update the “Under Review” list as soon as John Kneece provides
Curt the necessary information.

- EDG system for testing large tanks is still under review. The vendor has not been
responsive to John Kneece' s request for information. This company has changed
ownership since the evaluation was submitted for review. It ispossible that the
company is no longer pursuing an NWGLDE listing.

PIPELINE TEAM —John Kneece

- Tracer's " Seeper-Trace” method is still actively under review by the team.

- Masstech has submitted an evaluation for review. Because the evaluation was just
submitted, the team has not yet begun review of this method.

SIR TEAM —Jon Reeder

- There has been no activity for this team since the last meeting. No methods are
currently under review, and there is no news of SIR methods to be submitted in the
near future.

INTERSTITIAL MONITORING METHODS TEAM —Tim Smith
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Advanced Fuel Filtration Systems' CVM vacuum monitoring system is currently
under review. Scott and Mike are working on this review, and will discussit further
in the team meeting on Friday.
The Ameron Hydrostatic Monitoring system for Dualloy piping is still under review.
However, the system cannot be adequately reviewed until the protocol used to
conduct the evaluation has been accepted. See “Protocols Under Review” section for
further details.
The Beaudreau EOS 100 discriminating sensor has been reviewed by Sharon and
added to thelist on 12/27/2003.
The final version of EN 13160-2 (the European Standard for vacuum and pressure
interstitial monitoring systems) has been accepted by the team. This protocol should
be added to the list of acceptable test protocols. The team compared the final version
of the protocol (May 2003 printing date) to the draft version already accepted by the
group. Thetwo versions were found to be identical except for minor editorial
changes.
- Note: Curt Johnson will have Jon Reeder add this protocol to the “List of
Acceptable Protocols’ as soon as Tim provides Curt the necessary data.
Listings for Mallory Controls have been updated to include a statement that the
company no longer sells or supports the equipment.
Three models of EuroGuard vacuum leak detectors are currently under review. Tim
Smith originally reviewed this equipment and determined that it could not be listed
until he received some additional documentation. At Tim and Curt’ s request, the rest
of the team reviewed the equipment and reached the same conclusion that Tim had.
The vendor has been made aware of the additional documentation required, and has
stated that they will provide this shortly. Issues with documentation include
discrepancy between protocol dates and certification dates, no full test datain
evaluation report, and multiple equipment model names on documents submitted.
The Robert Shaw Industrial Products FSL Series float switch sensors are currently
under review. Sharon isleading thisreview, and is currently following up with the
vendor on some minor documentation issues.
S. Bravo Company’ s listing has been updated to include the B-8600
Aboveground/Marina dispenser containment box. This box contains the same leak
detection mechanism as the model B-2000 that was already listed.
SGB has two leak detectors currently under review: DLR-G overpressure system for
piping and VL.p vacuum system for tanks. Tim isleading the review for the DLR-G.
Tim, Sharon, and Lamar are reviewing the VL.p. SGB has a so requested that the
listing for the VL X vacuum system for tanks be updated to include new pressure
switch settings. Tim will update the listing and forward it to Curt and Curt will have
Jon add it to the printed and web-based list.
Spring Patents/ Technology Marketing and Transfer is developing a vacuum-based
leak detector, and has submitted many background documentsto Mike Kadri for
review. The vendor hasindicated that they will use a new test protocol to evaluate
their system. At thistime no protocol or evaluation report has been submitted.
Third-party evaluations of Veeder-Root’ s new Mag Sump sensors [models 857080-
101(12” Gasoline); 857080-102 (24" Gasoline); 857080-111 (12" Diesel); 857080-112
(24" Diesdl)] have been reviewed and found acceptable to add to the list. Listing was
added on 12/23/2003.
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- TheWestern Fiberglass “ Co-Flow” hydrostatic monitoring system for piping is still
under review. However, the system cannot be adequately reviewed until the protocol
used to conduct the evaluation has been accepted. See “Protocols Under Review”
section for further details.

ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANK METHODS TEAM-MikeKadri

- Ken Wilcox Associatesiis still working on a protocol for evaluating aboveground
storage tank (AST) methods. Ken recently revised the draft protocol to address the
last set of comments from the Work Group. Mike is expecting Ken to deliver a copy
of the revised protocol on 3/5/2004.

- One AST testing method was evaluated using the first draft of KWA'’ s test protocol,
but the Work Group did not review this eval uation because the protocol was not
approved. A second system has been submitted to KWA for evaluation, so KWA will
continue working to get their draft protocol finalized and accepted by the Work
Group.

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT TESTING METHODS TEAM — Scott Bacon

- Ken Wilcox Associates has devel oped a draft protocol to evaluate hydrostatic test
methods for tank-top sumps and under-dispenser containment. California’'s UST
program staff is planning to work with KWA to have this protocol peer reviewed.
The protocol is based on the water sensor portion of the EPA ATG protocol.

LIST ADMINISTRATION TEAM —Curt Johnson

- TheWork Group has decided to issue annual editions of the List with anew
year/version format.

- Thelatest version of thelist has been formatted in the same manner as the web page.
This new format will allow usersto print updated pages off the website and directly
substitute them with the older printed version they are replacing.

- Jon Reeder shared some statistics on NWGLDE.org website usage. The site gets
approximately 100,000 hits per year, and the latest edition of the List is downloaded
20-30 times per month.

REVIEW OF TEAM ASSIGNMENTS

Because of the high workload the Interstitial Monitoring Methods team is currently
facing, they requested assistance from other group members. Lamar, Shaheer, and Jon
Reeder have agreed to help as needed.

PROTOCOLSUNDER REVIEW

1. The Test Procedure for the Evaluation of Double-walled Pipe with Liquid filled
Interstice for Loss Prevention, May 27, 2003 (Ken Wilcox Associates) is still under
review.

Secondary Containment Test Methods (Ken Wilcox Associates)

Aboveground Storage Tanks (Ken Wilcox Associates)

Line Leak Detectors used on large piping systems, such as high-volume truck stops.
(Ken Wilcox Associates)

~own
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NEW BUSINESS

M odificationsto the European Protocol (13160-2)

There is some concern about the extent to which an approved protocol can be modified
before it should be considered a new protocol. Thisis particularly relevant with the
European Protocol, which is very prescriptive in terms of leak detection system design
and performance. The group agrees that this may become a problem. However, it was
decided that there should be some flexibility. The following policy was agreed upon:

- Any deviations from an approved protocol should be checked with the
appropriate Team prior to conducting the evaluation.

- The Team will decideif the requested deviations are equivalent to the original
protocol. The Team will consult the entire Group on technical issues as
necessary.

- All deviations should be documented in the third-party evaluation report.
Documentation should include a description of each deviation, and an
explanation as to why the resulting evaluation is equivalent to one conducted
in accordance with the approved protocol.

- Any significant deviations should be briefly described in the “ Comments”
section of the equipment listing.

Note: NWGLDE policy memo #3 has been revised to reflect this policy.

Proposed Change of Time Slot for Vendor Presentation

Curt proposed that the vendor presentations be scheduled for Wednesday afternoon for
future NWGL DE meetings that immediately follow the National UST/LUST conference.
Curt notes that the revised schedule may be more convenient for the vendors who attend
the conference, and may aso allow more regulators to attend the presentations. After
extensive discussion of thisissue, the Group decided to keep the vendor presentations on
Thursday morning.

END OF WEDNESDAY MEETING

THURSDAY, MARCH 5, 2004

VENDOR PRESENTATIONS

Everett Spring — Vigilant Leak Detection System

The Vigilant Leak Detection System is a continuous vacuum monitor that can be used to
detect leaks in the primary and secondary containment of double-walled tanks and piping.
Everett’ s presentation focused on the challenges of accurately quantifying vacuum leaks
in double-walled systems. He explained how vacuum levels decrease in predictable ways
astheresult of aleak. Thisdecrease in vacuum can be shown graphically as a curve.

The Vigilant system samples 5 distinct points along the curve and uses these points to
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define the slope of theline. The slope of the line correlates to the leak rate of the system
being tested.

Everett went on to explain that there are several interferences to accurate vacuum-based
leak detection, including natural decay (permeation), limitations of the testing
instrumentation, and other “noise” in the system. The decrease in vacuum due to the sum
of al interferences can be expressed graphically as a curve. Different UST systems have
different characteristics, so the Vigilant system utilizes a series of teststo establish a
“fingerprint” for the specific UST system being tested. The fingerprint takes into account
the particular interferences and intertitial volume of the system being tested. The slope
of the line observed during testing is compared to the system’s “fingerprint” in order to
determine if the system isleaking.

Everett has provided the Work Group with background literature on the Vigilant system,
and plans to submit atest protocol and third-party evaluation results sometime soon.

Manfred Fiech — Euroguard L eak Preventer

Euroguard isthe U.S. distributor for ASF Thomas vacuum and overpressure |eak
detection systems for double-walled tanks and piping. ASF Thomas has built vacuum
and overpressure leak detection systems in Europe and throughout the world since 1964.
The company has approximately 1.1 million unitsinstalled worldwide. Euroguard, based
in Florida, has marketed the ASF Thomas leak detectorsin the U.S. for about 10 years.
They are currently seeking Work Group listing for three leak detector models.

Manfred Fiech of Euroguard and Frank MacPherson of ASF THOMAS made this
presentation. The presentation focused on the history of the ASF Thomas company and
the range of leak detection products they offer. The presenters discussed the various
certifications that the Euroguard / ASF Thomas leak detectors have earned worldwide,
including Bavaria, the Berlin Institute, and the German TUV. The presenters also
brought in a sample leak detector and demonstrated the required annual functional test for
this system.

Greg Young —Vaporless Manufacturing

Vaporless Manufacturing, Inc. (VMI) has developed the 1SM-4080, a new product that
works with the VMI-99 series mechanical line leak detectors (LLDs). VMI LLDs have
been included on the NWGLDE's List for 14 years. The ISM-4080 is a device that adds
electronically controlled pump shutdown and sump liquid monitoring (viafloat switch
sensor) to the VMI-99 series LLDs. The 1SM-4080 can also activate the turbine pump as
needed to run more frequent line testing and reduce the occurrence of false alarms caused
by thermal contraction. The ISM-4080 was designed for alow retrofit installation cost,
and can typically operate using existing sump sensor wiring. The 1SM-4080 does not
adversely impact the operation of VMI-99 series LLDs, even in the event that the | SM-
4080 fails for any reason.
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Greg Young is requesting that the NWGLDE listing for VMI-99 series LLDs be modified
to include a statement that the | SM-4080 can be installed without impacting the
performance of the LLD. Greg notes that there is no accepted protocol to follow when
trying to prove that installing an additional piece of equipment does not adversely impact
the performance of an approved piece of equipment. VMI contracted with Ken Wilcox
Associates to conduct some basic performance testing with the ISM-4080, and results
indicated that there was no impact to the performance of the VMI-99 seriesLLD. VMI
would like their listing modified based on thistesting. The LLD team agreed to this
modification in principle, but would like to see a written statement from the third-party
evaluator.

Note: Thelisting for VMI-99 series LLDs was modified on March 11, 2004 to
include the following statement — “ Functionality and operability of the 99 LD-
2000 and 99 LD-2200 are unchanged by installation of the Leak Detection Sensor
(piston switch) that supports the VMI 1SM-4080 and | SM-4081 I ntegrated
Shutdown Modul€e’

Ken Wilcox — Ken Wilcox Associates
Ken Wilcox spoke briefly on avariety of topics, as listed below:

M odifications to the European Protocol

Ken stated that the European Protocol is very prescriptive, and that it would need to be
modified in order to accommodate the innovative vacuum-based leak detection systems
currently being developed by several U.S. manufacturers. The use of afloat switch
sensor instead of aliquid stop valve was discussed as an example of the types of
modifications that will be requested. Note: The Work Group extensively discussed the
issue of protocol modification during Wednesday’s “New Business’ portion of the
meeting. See page 4 of these notes for more details.

KWA's Brine Monitoring Evaluation Protocol

Ken briefly discussed some of the challenges of evaluating hydrostatic monitoring
systems for use on pressurized piping. KWA'sdraft protocol is currently under review
by the work group, and Ken wonders how that review is progressing. There were afew
issues with the draft protocol that have yet to be resolved, and Ken is requesting guidance
from the Group on these. The Interstitial Monitoring Methods Team will continue
working with KWA in an effort to finalize the protocol. Note: Jon Reeder has agreed to
take the lead on review of this protocol.

KWA's Enhanced L eak Detection Evaluation Protocol

Ken briefly discussed a test apparatus he has devel oped that can evaluate very precise
vacuum-based tightness test methods. The apparatusis essentially a series of small steel
vessels that can be connected in avariety of ways to create test chambers of various
volumes. The resulting test chambers are very stable, and can hold extreme vacuum
(below 1 torr) for extended time periods. Very small leaks (0.005 gph vapor equivalent)
can be introduced into the test chamber by using precisely calibrated orifices. Ken states
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that initial testing has indicated that vacuum testing can be very sensitive when done
correctly. 0.005 gph leaksin the test apparatus can be found in a matter of minutes.

Adequacy of EPA Protocols

Ken talked about some deficienciesin existing EPA evaluation protocols. He noted that
some of the protocols do not address all of the issues that may affect leak detection
system performance. Ken feels that additional testing should be required in some cases.
Ken Wilcox Associates has done testing above and beyond the EPA evaluation protocol
in certain cases, particularly with SIR evaluations.

OPEN DISCUSSION PERIOD

European Protocol — There was some discussion of the European Protocol and its
applicability to the types of UST systemstypicaly installed in the U.S. Ken Wilcox
commented that his lab had several problemswhen initially trying to run testing in
accordance with the European Protocol, but he is now able to run the testing fairly easily.

Development of New Evaluation Protocols — Devel oping new protocols that can be used
to evaluate new types of leak detection systemsis a difficult, time-consuming, and
expensive process. The NWGLDE cannot be responsible for writing evaluation
protocols, but must be able to review them to ensure that they are sufficiently stringent.
Without detailed NWGLDE review of evaluation protocols, our listing becomes little
more than a“rubber stamp”.

NWGL DE Meeting Schedule — Industry representatives at the meeting suggested that
NWGL DE meetings should be scheduled so that they do not conflict with PEI or other
major industry shows.

Annual Equipment Testing Requirements — EPA requirements specify testing of line leak
detectors in accordance with manufacturer’ sinstructions. However, testing instructions
vary significantly from one manufacturer to the next. EPA requirements do not specify
“functional” testing of line leak detectors, but require “operational” testing instead. For
electronic systems, operational testing may consist of avisual check of the monitoring
panel status display. Many peoplein the UST industry feel thisis not sufficient, but there
is no known data comparing “functional” and “operational” test results. Californiais
currently working on a study that may help quantify the difference between “operational”
and “functional” test results. Insurance claims and State LUST Fund programs may also
be a useful source of data. Greg Y oung (VMI) mentioned that other industries have
conducted extensive studies showing the need for annual testing/calibration of pressure
transducers, which are the functional element of most electronic line leak detectors. Greg
Y oung can supply further information on this topic if needed.

Line Leak Detection on Large Lines (truck stops) — Pressurized piping runs on larger
truck stops frequently exceed the volume capacity allowable per third-party certification
of al the approved line leak detector models. Equipment manufacturers and owners of
large facilities are interested in getting line leak detectors certified for use on larger
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piping volumes. At the last NWGLDE meeting, Ken Wilcox presented an outline of field
testing procedures he intended to use to certify line leak detectors on large truck stop
lines. Ken has actually conducted some testing at large truck stops. He indicated that the
lines had very large bleed-back volume, meaning the line leak detectors would rarely (if
ever) gointo leak sensing mode. Ken stated that this problem would be compounded by
the fact that most large truck stops have very high throughput and very little quiet time.

NWGLDE DISCUSSION OF VENDOR PRESENTATIONS

Everett Spring — Vigilant Leak Detection System

After this presentation, the work group had a better understanding of the vacuum leak
detection principles Mr. Spring discussed. There is some confusion as to whether the
Vigilant system is a one-time tightness test or a continuous monitoring system. Also, it
seems as though the Vigilant system may have only limited applications because of the
high vacuum levels required for testing.

Manfred Fiech — Euroguard L eak Preventer

The work group is unclear on how to deal with equipment certifications that are based on
the European protocol, but which predate the version of the protocol that we have
reviewed and accepted. Do old certifications mean that the equipment meets the current
standard? If not, how are the certifications different from one another? If Euroguard is
planning to obtain listing based on older European certifications, they will need to
provide documentation showing that these certifications are equivalent to EPA’ s test
protocols. Mike Kadri will work with Euroguard and their parent company, ASF
Thomas, to get the required documentation.

Greg Young — Vaporless Manufacturing

Based on Mr. Y oung' s presentation, the work group iswilling to update the listing for
Vaporless VMI-99 seriesline leak detectors. However, Vaporless must first provide
some type of documentation from Ken Wilcox, stating that the |SM-4080 does not
interfere with the performance of the VMI-99 series leak detectors. John Kneece
volunteered to be the contact for this update.

Ken Wilcox — Ken Wilcox Associates

Discussion of Ken Wilcox’s presentation was limited because the group had spent time
Wednesday afternoon discussing most of the issues Ken presented. (See Wednesday’s
notes regarding modification to the European Protocol and review status of KWA's Test
Procedure for the Evaluation of Double Wall Pipe With Liquid Filled Interstice for Loss
Prevention.)

END OF THURSDAY MEETING
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FRIDAY, MARCH 6, 2004

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) COMMITTEE UPDATE

Many regulatory jurisdictions are required to be no more stringent than federal
requirements. Because federal regulations specify leak detection equipment maintenance
in accordance with manufacturer’ sinstructions, it isimportant that regulators have access
to these instructions. However, it iscommon for vendors to change recommended
maintenance practices periodically, or to provide different answers on required
maintenance depending on who is asking. Therefore, the O&M committee is interested
in collecting manufacturer’ s recommended maintenance and testing procedures into one
place that is easily accessible to regulators throughout the country.

Jon Reeder reports that the NWGL DE website can hold up to 400 MB of data, so it may
be possible to have PDF versions of O& M manuals online. However, posting O& M
manuals may be problematic because multiple manuals exist for most equipment models,
and some manuals are very large. Would we post the most recent version, or the version
submitted with the original evaluation? How often would we update the O& M listing?
Would we review the manuals and determine if they were adequate? Would we post the
entire manual, or just asummary? Would we beliableif our O&M summary was
incompl ete or inaccurate?

Because of the potential problems associated with posting O& M manuals on the
NWGLDE website, the work group decided not to undertake that project. It was agreed
that regulators could access O& M manuals from vendor websites. The NWGLDE will
help by continuing to post vendor’ s web addresses on listings whenever possible. The
O&M committee will reconsider this course of action once the File Retention Committee
has compiled all available documentation for listed equipment.

FILE RETENTION COMMITTEE UPDATE

Since the last NWGL DE meeting, the file retention committee has been considering the
guestion of whether afile retention effort is actually necessary. Lamar Bradley gave a
few recent examples where information from old equipment files was useful. (Barnes
Brothers and Southeastern Liquid Analyzers were discussed as examples.) The work
group reached a consensus that an effort should be made to retain files.

Once the work group decided that file retention was important, discussion centered on
deciding how to approach the project. Tim Smith mentioned that U.S. EPA may be able
to provide funding for scanning old files, but first he would need an estimate of how
many files there were. All members seemed to agree that this would be along-term
project, and would take quite a bit of effort to complete. Challenges include collecting
files from former members, eliminating duplication of files, and ensuring that each file
scanned into archivesis the complete record of that equipment’ s evaluation. The issue of
confidential/proprietary information was also raised. Many states have laws requiring
their employees to provide access to records upon public request. Jon Reeder mentioned
that we could buy another web site with 500 M B storage capacity for $50/year. Thissite
could be used to store the electronically archived equipment files under password-
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protected access. Because they were not stored on any State’s computer system, they
would not need to be presented to the public upon request.

California has archived many equipment files, so Scott Bacon volunteered to provide the
work group with alist of everything he has accessto. Therest of the work group will
then try to locate files for all remaining equipment. It will aso be necessary to contact
previous work group members and get some files from them. Once al files have been
located, we can provide an estimate of total file sizeto Tim Smith. Tim will need this
estimate when requesting funding from U.S. EPA.

Although thisproject isin its very early stages, the work group has agreed upon the
following:

- Lamar Bradley isthe lead for the File Retention Committee. He will
coordinate the project.

- Team leaderswill take alead role in reviewing files for their particular
equipment type. They will be responsible for eliminating duplication and
ensuring that the compl ete file makes it into the electronic archive.

- Filesfor equipment that were rejected by the work group should be included
in the archive.

- Organization of the electronic archive will follow the format used in the
“Method Index” of thelist.

- Timwill get cost estimates for indexing the files as done in the “Method
Index”, and also for adding sub-categories to each equipment file. Sub-
categories could include “third-party report”, “O&M manual”, and “other”.

- July 1, 2004 was selected as the deadline for coming up with an accurate
estimate of the total size of files we need scanned.

NEW BUSINESS

Business Cards — We are running out of NWGLDE business cards. We have the option
to either reorder the same cards at alow cost or redesign the cards at a higher cost. The
group decided to order another batch of the same design. Tim Smith volunteered to take
care of this.

Field Evaluation of Line Leak Detectors on Large Lines - During Ken Wilcox’s
presentation, he stated that he has observed significant bleed-back in large piping
systems, such as those commonly found at truck stops. Capacity of these lines routinely
exceeds the certified volume for most approved line leak detectors. Vendors are
interested in raising the approved volume for their line leak detectors, but this can be
problematic. Because of high activity level at large truck stops (little quiet time), and the
high bleed-back volumes of large lines, mechanical line leak detectors rarely go into leak
sensing mode when used at truck stops and other high throughput applications. There
may be a problem in assuming that line leak detectors actually test the line hourly in all
applications, particularly at high-volume facilities with large lines.
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Next Meeting — Edgewater Hotel, Gatlinburg, Tennessee. Contact Lamar Bradley for
information on this meeting.

M eeting Attendees— Wednesday, Mar ch 4, 2004

Name Affiliation Phone E-mail

Jon H. Reeder | FL DEP 831-744-6100 | jon.reeder@dep.statefl.us
ext.472
John E. Kneece | SC DHEC 803-896-6841 | kneeceje@dhec.sc.gov
Sharon Sadlon | AL DEC 907-227-4022 | sharon_sadlon@dec.state.ak
Scott Bacon CA SWRCB 916-341-5873 | bacons@swrch.ca.gov
John Cernero USEPA R6 214-665-2233 | cerneroJohn@epa.gov
Lamar Bradley | TN UST 615-532-0952 | lamar.Bradley@state.tn.us
Shaheer GUST 404-362-2579 | shaheer.Muhanna@dnr.state.ga.us
Muhanna
Kevin Graves | CA SWRCB 916-341-5782 | gravesk@swrch.ca.gov
LedieAlford CA SWRCB 916-341-5810 | afordl@swrch.ca.gov
DorceeLauen | MO PSTIF 712-252-4041 | ddd@willconsult.com
Liz Haven CA SWRCB 916-341-5752 | havenl@swrcb.ca.gov
Russ NYSDEC 518-402-9553 | rxbrauks@gw.dec.state.ny.us
Brauksieck
Steve Hughes | VA DEQ 703-583-3809 | svhughe@deq.state.va.us
Bob Dullinger | MPCA 651-297-8608 | rdullinger@pca.state.mn.us
Nick Velasquez | AZDEQ 602-771-4315 | velasquez.nick@adeq.state.az.us
Donna Arthur | USEPA-R8 303-312-6954 | arthur.donna@epa.gov
Tim Smith USEPA-HQ 703-603-7158 | smith.timr@epa.gov
Curt Johnson ADEQ 334-271-7986 | cdj@adem.state.al.us
Mike Kadri MDEQ 517-335-7204 | kadrim@michigan.gov
Erin Ragazzi CA SWRCB 916-341-5863 | ragazzie@swrch.ca.gov
Meeting Attendees— Thursday, March 5, 2004

Name Affiliation Phone E-mail
Greg Young Vaporless Mfg. inc. 028-775-5191 | gyoung@vaporless.com
Steve Purpora | Protanic Inc 800-352-2011 | Stevep@protanicinc.com
Rich Bradley Purpora Engineering 770-823-0918 | rsb@purporaengineering.com
Dorcee Lauen | MO PSTIF 712-252-4041 | ddd@willconsult.com
Dehhn Oberdoug Tank Integrity Services
Ken Wilcox KWA, Inc. 816-443-2494 | kwilcox@kwaleak.com
Bill Schneider | Containment Solutions | 936-756-7731 | wschneider@csiproducts.com
Peter Y oung Containment Solutions | 781-326-9331 | byoung@csiproducts.com
Russ Brauksieck| NYS DEC 518-402-9553 | rxbrauks@gw.dec.state.ny.us
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Mike Kadri MDEQ 517-335-7204 | kadrim@michigan.gov

Sharon Sadlon | ADEC 907-269-3057 | sharon_sadlon@dec.state.ak.us

Kevin Keegan | Tanknology 800-666-0288 | kkeegan@tanknology.com

Nick Velasquez | AZDEQ 602-771-4315 | velasquez.nick@adeq.state.az.us

Shaheer GUST 404-362-2579 | Shaheer muhanna@mail.dnr.state

Muhanna .gaus

Lamar Bradley | TN UST 615-532-0952 | lamar.Bradley@state.tn.us

Tim Smith USEPA-HQ 703-603-7158 | smith.timr@epa.gov

John E. Kneece | SC DHEC 803-896-6841 | kneeceje@dhec.sc.gov

Jon H. Reeder | FL DEP 831-744-6100 | jon.reeder@dep.state.fl.us
ext.472

Scott Bacon CA SWRCB 916-341-5873 | bacons@swrch.ca.gov

Therron Blatter | UT DEQ 801-536-4141 | tblatter@utah.gov

John Cernero EPA 214-665-2233 | cernero.John@epa.gov

Ed Kubinsky Crompco Corp 610-278-7203 | ed@crompco.com

Curt Johnson Alabama DEM 334-271-7986 | cdj@adem.dtate.al.us

Howard Simmons 972-497-9002 | Howard.Dockery@simmon-

Dockery corp.com

Ernest Pindllas CHD-FL 727-538-7277 | Ernest_Roggelin@doh.state.fl.us

Roggdlin

Darnell GAEPD 404-362-4526 | darnell_manning@dnr.state.ga.us

Manning

Manfred M EG Leak Preventer 352-629-3700 | www.eurotank.com

Fiech

Frank Thomas Industries 49-1752622 fmacpherson@rtpumps.com

MacPherson 546

Tom Monroe | AFFS 562-822-8610 | Tomm@advservices.net

Ev Spring Spring Patents 808-522-3876 | Geverett.spring@verizon.net

Sam Gordji SSG Associates samgordji @hotmail.com
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