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Comment�
Subject�
Response�
�
C2-1-1�
The definition should explicitly state if material diverted to burn piles and recycling activities are included in the daily volume.�
17402(a)�
The slotting and volume limits were based on  the amount of solid waste received at the operation because that is the time when the operations must begin to deal with it.�
�
C2-1-2�
Discharges from bin drains are a water quality issue.�
17406(d)�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.�
�
C2-1-3�
This subsection should be rewritten and combined with subsection (a)�
17407.2(b)�
The subdivisions were not combined since they are referring to different items.  One is referring to loose material, while the other to equipment.  Also loose material has an established cleaning frequency, while there is no specified cleaning frequency, for equipment.�
�
C2-1-4�
Using eye irritation as an upper limit for excessive dust creates a high and subjective standard. Delete “Irritation of the eyes.”�
17407.4�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15- day comment period�
�
C2-1-5�
Personal health and safety section is duplicative of CAL/OSHA.�
17408.7�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.�
�
C2-1-6�
What is the intent of  “sanitary toilet”?  This new requirement of “handwashing facilities” implies that running water is necessary.�
17409.2�
A sanitary toilet is simply on that is hygienic or clean.  This maintains the current standard.�
�
C2-2-1�
Additional clarity could be provided if the historical rational for the exclusions allowed.�
17403.1�
The exclusion was developed 20 years ago and have been in use since then.  The purpose of this package is to change but maintain existing standards.  Should the board receive input that change is necessary, we will address those in a future rulemaking package.�
�
C2-2-2�
The new wording in not very good.  The old version made more sense.  Do not delete the option for annual inspections only.�
17403.2�
No change made. The proposed standard already allows for the LEA to approve an alternative inspection frequency, if appropriate. The old version gave no alternative inspection frequency.�
�
C2-2-3�
Do not delete the option for annual inspections only.�
17403.3�
See response to comment C2-2-2.�
�
C2-2-4�
A different way to word this section is to require transfer operations to be conducted in a manner that will not cause landfill operations to become out of compliance with any regulations.�
17406.1�
This section was not changed because staff believes that the current wording provides better clarity.�
�
C2-2-5�
This section should be deleted due to its obvious requirement.�
17407.1�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period. �
�
C2-2-6�
(a) & (b) should be incorporated into the first sentence.�
17407.2�
The subsections are separate because staff believe that it provide better clarity.�
�
C2-2-7�
It is suggested that the word “the” be deleted from the public health.�
17407.3�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.�
�
C2-2-8�
These standards are addressed by CAL/OSHA�
17407.4, 17408.3, 17408.7�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.�
�
C2-2-9�
An operation that accepts hazards waste or not is the responsibility of the DTSC.�
17407.5�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.�
�
C2-2-10�
Sanitary is already addressed in regulations enforced by CAL/OSHA.�
17409.2�
The intent is simply allow for a hygienic or clean facility.  This maintains the current standard.�
�
C2-2-11�
A more clear wording might be: The operator shall submit copies of records when and/or at a frequency required by the enforcement agency.  Also deleted the word “daily” from daily log.�
17414�
This section was not changed because staff believes that the existing wording provides better clarity.�
�
C2-3-1�
I have no concerns with these regulations and believe they should be adopted as is.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
C2-4-1�
We remain concerned that loadchecking occur as soon as possible and before wastestreams become greatly commingled/removed from original jurisdictions.  We favor a comprehensive loadchecking program.�
�
To require a site attendant to do loadchecking at all transfer operations would be economically burdensome to many communities.  Furthermore, loadchecking is required at landfills..�
�
C2-5-1�
This section is an item of oversight by OSHA and should not be required.�
17408.7�
This comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.  CAL/OSHA does not regularly inspect transfer stations.  This maintains current standards.�
�
C2-5-2�
Sanitary facilities is quite unclear.  Either require the facilities or don’t require them.  But if required they should be on-site.�
17409.2�
The proposed standard requires operations which have site attendants to have sanitary facilities readily accessible.  Sanitary facilities are not deemed necessary at unmanned sites.  If facilities are readily accessible, the requirement to be “at the site” is superfluous.�
�
C2-5-3�
Vector and animal control is already mentioned in section 17410.1.  This is a duplication of information relating to the control of flies, rodents, and vectors.�
17410.4�
These are two different standards.  The first one is a preventative measure to effect the latter.  The latter is to ensure that there is a program in place to eliminate vector and animal problems.  This maintains current standards.�
�
C2-5-4�
The definition should say receives 60 cubic yards or less but more than 15 cubic yards of solid waste on any one day.�
17402(a)�
Based on the methodology, the history of small transfer operations and their potential environmental impacts, it was determined that a Notification tier for 0-60 cubic yards provides an appropriate level of regulatory oversight.�
�
C2-6-1�
This section states that these standards “apply to all transfer operations, except as noted in section 17400(a).”  In fact, these standard only apply to limited volume transfer stations.  This statement is deceiving.�
�
17400(a) is intended to apply to all transfer operations.  Not only the limited volume transfer operations but the sealed container transfer operations too.�
�
C2-6-2�
These regulations would read easier if this section was mentioned at the start of the operational requirements, as it was in the previous version.�
17420�
The location of this section did not change from the previous version.  Section 17420 is located at the end of the regulations because it is applicable to stations not governed by these proposed regulations.  Section 17405.0  is applicable to those operations governed by the proposed regulations.�
�
C2-7-1�
We support the adoption of the proposed regulations.  I believe the Board’s proposed regulations properly slot “sealed container” system in the notification tier.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
C2-8-1�
We supports the adoption of the proposed regulations as they are.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
C2-9-1�
We strongly support the adoption of the proposed regulations as they are.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
C2-10-1�
I support the adoption of the proposed regulations .  In particular, I believe he proposed regulations reflect the proper slotting of “sealed container transfer operations” into the enforcement agency notification tier.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
C2-11-1�
We fully support the revised regulations at currently proposed.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
C2-12-1�
Sealed container transfer operations need to recognize the volume restrictions for covered containers provided in PRC 43309 where regulations shall prohibit the storing of more than 90 cubic yards of waste in covered containers during any 72 hour period.�
17403.2�
The comment is outside the scope of the 15-day comment period.





The restriction established in PRC 43309 applies to those types of operations which meet 40200(b)(3).  These operations are outside of the regulatory tier regulations.  If the operations do not meet the limits set forth in 43309, they are subject to the Board’s jurisdiction and subject to be slotted in the tiers.�
�
C2-12-2�
We suggest that the sealed container transfer operations be limited to 200 cubic yards.�
�
The placement of the sealed container transfer operations into the notification tier was derived from application of the CIWMB’s general methodology, which determined the level of regulatory oversight necessary to protect public health and safety and the environment.  There are no significant increased concerns with the additional number of sealed containers that are within the Boards jurdisdication.�
�
C2-12-3�
General design requirements need to retain authority over odor control.�
17406.2(c)�
With regard to AB 1220, odor control is outside the jurisdiction of the CIWMB and now comes under control by the Air Quality Management District. Health and Safety section XXX �
�
C2-13-1�
We believe that the changes proposed require reconsideration of the tiering treatment of operations that store what are defined in the proposed regulations as “liquid-tight containers.”





The proposed regulations permit an unlimited number of containers to be stored on-site.�
�
The term “liquid-tight container” has been deleted.   The definition has been modified to better reflect actual conditions. The placement of the sealed containers transfer operations into the notification tier was derived from application of the CIWMB’s general methodology, which determined the level of regulatory oversight necessary to protect public health & safety and the environment.  There are no significant increased concerns with the additional number of sealed containers that are within the Board’s jurisdiction.�
�
C2 -13-2�
The regulations simply declare odor risk unimportant by deleting the reference to “air quality” and ‘odor control”..�
�
With regard to AB 1220, odor control is outside the jurisdiction of the CIWMB and now comes under control by the Air Quality Management District. Health and Safety section XXX


�
�
C2-13-3�
PRC 43309 indicates that any operations storing more than 90 cubic yards of waste or storing waste for more than 72 hours be regulated by the Board.  The statute contains no exclusion for air-tight containers, let alone liquid-tight containers. �
�
The sealed container transfer operations are not being excluded from the regulations.  These operations are proposed to be placed into the EA Notification.  The Notification tier includes in it state minimum standards that the operator will have to comply with.  The placement of these operations in the Notification tier was derived from application of the CIWMB’s general methodology, which determined the level of regulatory oversight necessary to protect public health and safety and the environment. �
�
C2-14-1�
We believe the intent of applicability of Articles 6.0-6.3 would be clarified by inserting “limited volume transfer operations” and “sealed containers transfer operation” in lieu of the term “operation”.�
17400(a)�
This section is maintained because staff believe that the current wording provides better clarity.�
�
C2-14-2�
We believe this section is redundant due to its similarity to section 17400(a) and should be deleted.�
17405.0�
Staff believe that sections 17400 and 17405 are not redundant.  Section 17400 sets forth the authority and scope of the proposed regulations.  Section 17405 set forth the applicability of state minimum standards.�
�
C2-14-3�
This should be revised to read: “This Article sets full minimum operating standards only for activities governed by Article 6.4�
17420�
This section was not changed because staff believes that the current wording provides better clarity.�
�
C2-15 & C2-16�
�
�
These comments were received after the end of the 15-day comment period.  Most of the comments were repeated from other commentors or read into the record during the public hearing.  If the latter, the comments will be addressed in that portion of the response to comments.�
�
�
COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE JULY 30 PUBLIC HEARING�
�
�
�
S2-1�
The regulations are acceptable and the requirements are appropriate. �
�
Comment noted.�
�
S2-2�
Urge the adoption of the regulations.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
S2-3�
Support the regulation package.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
S2-4�
Support the regulations.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
S2-5�
Support the adoption of the regulations as they are.�
�
Comment noted.�
�
S2-6-1�
See comment # C2-12-1�
17403.2�
See response to comment # C2-12-1�
�
S2-6-2�
The current demonstration projects have limitation on the amount of volume.  The collection of garbage could potentially result in up to 14 days of storage in the containers.  Fourteen days will reduce the ability to recycle material.  �
�
The definition of the sealed container transfer operations has been changed to limit the storage frequency on-site to 96 hours.�
�
S2-6-3�
Getting a notification is not requiring a permit.�
�
Even though the EA Notification is not a permit, this tier does not relieve the operator from complying with state minimum standards.  All that this tier does is lessen the permitting requirements.  Also see response to comment # C2-13-3.�
�
S2-6-4�
We suggest 200 cubic yards for 48 hours is reasonable.�
�
See response to comments # C2-13-1 and # S2-6-2�
�
S2-7-1�
The definition is not consistent with law and current policy.  The definition of “liquid tight container” is to board and would allow other containers, such as tarp covered containers to be included.�
�
The definition of “liquid tight container” has been deleted.  The definition of “sealed container transfer operations” has been changed to address those concerns raised and to exclude tarps from the definition.�
�
S2-7-2�
Object to the unlimited number of containers to be placed on-site.�
�
See response to comment # C2-13-1�
�
S2-8-1�
Clarity is needed in the definition, of “liquid tight”, “air tight” and “sealed”. .The definition can allow several types of containers.�
�
See response to comments # S2-7-1 and #C2-13-1.�
�
S2-8-2�
Disagree with the unlimited number of containers to be stored on-site.�
�
See response to comment # C2-13-1.�
�
S2-8-3�
It is inconsistent with PRC 43309�
�
See response to comment # C2-12-1.�
�
�
�
�
�
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