IIPP in Application

	In  -- 5
	Out -- 14

	· We need to know that work and safety plan is in place

· Because the LEA’s are at the facilities monthly and are able to make “significant referrals

· Provides for more assurance that workers health and safety standards are/will be met

· Due to the fact that the LEA can monitor and refer any problems to OSHA increases operator responsibility for the IIPP However, it interferes with AB 1220.

· If the OSHA protocols aren’t working, those should be tightened up (but its not a big deal to include it here either)

	· LEA’s not required, authorized or trained to enforce OSHA standards.  Duplicative w/ DOSH.

· Covered by Cal/OSHA, not by LEA’s

· Outside of LEA expertise

· Belongs as an OSHA function only.  LEA is unqualified to oversee the issue.  Liability extends to LEA if injury results in Lawsuit
· Doing other people’s job.  Not his trainer.

· Make consistent with other reg packages

· System in place now for other reg packages                    seems to be working according to LEA’s

· Not LEA responsibility; Cal/OSHA should review IIPP

· OSHA requirement (AB 1220).  Not consistent with other SW permit requirements.  Better as a reference document, NOT part of a permit.
· Already have one on-site (CRRC)

· Should be same as other regs.  Imposes improper function on LEA

· Its not the responsibility of the LEA to make sure a facility has that

· Inclusion of the document within the package is not necessary.  The requirement of an IIPP is an OSHA requirement.   LEA review and quasi-approval is unnecessary and outside the expertise of an LEA.

· Should not be in CIWMB – is separate requirement of another agency – not necessary.  Not required to be submitted to Cal/OSHA, why CIWMB?


Tier threshold

	In  -- 4
	Out -- 1

	· Leave them alone—the battle was long, a compromise was struck

· I agree that this should stay in as it is a fair ranking and classification

· In

· Keep 

it in


	· Already defined




Scales

	In  -- 6
	Out -- 4

	· Need accurate measurements

· To accurately monitor the C&D intake

· Need good documentation for enforcement of tiers

· Weight is more meaningful as a measurement unit


· No way to measure w/out 

Should apply to all pkgs

· No other way to enforce

Tonnage limits


	· Exempt rural and small sites

· Slow; Expensive; Unnecessary; Increased traffic at entrance gates; Record keeping-erroneous, Etc.

· Conversion factors

· Seems erroneous




Limitation on Residual

	In  -- 8
	Out -- 8

	· Seems appropriate as it exists

· In

· OK

· I feel that 40% is more than enough


· Yes to ensure 

performance

· Need to know that 

most is being recycled

· No other way to ensure 

that material is no just

general MSW

· Holds operator 

responsible for product 

intake and monitoring
	· Out-modify

· Take it out.  Not based on public health and safety and environmental impacts.  This is a recycler issue, not for a permitted site if kept it---apply to MRFs. 

· Diversion/recycling issue.  Difficult to regulate with fluctuations.

· Not needed

· Any recycling is better than none; and they’re already being regulated as a solid waste facility (even though they recycle they’re not getting out of being regulated)

· N/A




“Three Strikes”

	In  -- 7
	Out -- 8

	· Within existing limits

· Keep In

· Seems reasonable

· Gives LEA some enforcement

ability

· To hold operator 

responsible for product

intake

· This will only apply to 

the operator who should

be put out of business

anyway for skirting

regulatory requirements

· The facility knows what 

it has asked for and 

knows what it’s

limitations are within

those contracts


	· Could be 3 minor violations

· Problematic process to “up tier” a permitted facility.  Do you revoke the registration permit?  If so, PRC process for revocation cannot be complied with.  Do you issue a Cease/Desist for operating

w/out a permit?  They

· have a registration permit

· Does not allow any flexibility

· Not fair because no due process—Should no be in any package

· Unfair competition

· Already have enforcement options.  Takes away ability to “communicate” with operator.  End up with 2 sites same function, but different permits

· Penalty should be a fine, not moving up a tier as this would trigger a Public Hearing—Not any of the public’s business

· Not necessary—use of fines/penalties for violations—revoke permit if continuous, going w/ significant abuse




Origin of “C&D Like”

	In  -- 9
	Out -- 4

	· Reuse and include highly recyclable materials that need sorting

· Where else would the material go?

· In

· Increase business profitability and 

recycling materials out 

of the waste system

· Increases Recycling 

· This definition  

encourages recycling

w/out creating any

additional hazard

· Helps recycling; 

Helps business

Material “clean”

· Doesn’t matter where the

feedstock material comes

from, it’s the material

type on-site that impacts

public health and safety

with the strict limitations

on putrescible

contamination, the only

reason to preclude C&D

like material is for

competitive advantage.

· Material is same, origin 

is only difference
	· This modifies what is C&D and what is not making it extremely difficult for the public to know what is going on and for the LEA to enforce

· Very bad term to define—Regulate handling no the origin

· Out-N/A

· C&D like begins to regulate things that are more like commodities, not 




Fire Prevention Plan

	In  -- 9
	Out -- 12

	· We’ve obviously had a problem with inadequate fire prevention

· Need to know to avoid Crippen

· Is this duplication as required by C.U.Ps? or other local permits?

· Already in permitting documents

· OK

· The plan should be current and brought up-to-date on a regular basis

· In, but make consistent across the board

· Keep in to assist in mitigating environmental impacts.  Assists the Fire Marshal.  Tire have fire plans—consistency

· How many Crippens do you want?  C&D is flammable


	· Not the same level as other permits

· Should be same as other packages

· LEA unqualified and extraneous.  Irrelevant to inert debris.  Fire Department of Local entity should be only approver unless LEA is going to fight the fire

· Make same as others. 

· Out of EA/LEA responsibility.  If an issue—Fire will come out as responsible agency in CEQA

· Due to overlap w/ local Fire Dept.

· Fire Dept. knows what is needed, not LEA, let Fire do their job

· Overlaps with Fire Dept. expertise

· Local Fire Dept. issue

· Seems redundant, not LEA expertise

· The requirement asks the LEA to approve a plan outside the level of their expertise.  LEAs are not fire scientists.

· LEA should not be in approval loop of another jurisdiction.  Many times, impossible to obtain local approval by fire authority.  Leave permit requirement to description.




Surprise Random Inspections

	In  -- 11
	Out -- 8

	· OK

· In general they are for the most part random and surprise

· Should be in other packages as well

· Provides better enforcement


· Obvious 

· Already in 

· This is similar to all other

solid waste facilities

good for state-wide 

consistency

· Assures compliance with 

permit/tier placement

· Keep in to keep the

Integrity of the LEAs 

Intact.  Especially the 

county run sites from getting a heads-up!

· It has become apparent that inspections haven’t been random, hence giving operators a chance to “shine up” an otherwise lacking operations.  We want a realistic picture of how the facility operates on a daily basis.

· To eliminate/decrease the chance of 

“clean-up” before the inspection
	· Should be allowed, but not required

· Out, but must be in LEA regulations

· Leave this up to LEA

· LEAs already do this.  Title 14 discusses inspection already in regulations

· Already in title 14 regarding LEA inspections are unannounced

· This requirement is unnecessary.  LEAs routinely inspect randomly.  If this is a problem with individuals w/in an LEA, LEA evaluations process should address this

· Stupid idea.  Assumes that operators are guilty and have something to hide (this is not business friendly) Are you cops or part of a team?

· Set time and date and limit time on site so it does not disrupt the business operation and staff has proper time to meet with LEAs




Middle -- 5





In/Or


Apply to other waste regulations or take it out





Out, or apply it across the board





In/And


In, but should be applied to ALL facilities





Should be in for notification tier also, AND also across the board (MSW, T/P)—consistent





Keep and apply to all other permitted sites to assist in enforcement issues for PHS& Env.








Middle -- 2








Eliminate residual, if and only if, tiers are made the same as TS regs





We can live with this, but it is not fair.  MRFs have no similar requirements











Middle -- 5





Replace with “notwithstanding… C&D debris includes… and that contains less than 1% putrescible wastes”





In but allow up to 20% residual





Expand to allow material that is the same “type” as C&D from any source


1% putrescible addresses concerns


No other package has a source based limit





Delete the putrescible requirements.  Allow all non-putrescible waste at CDI facilities—no impact to PHS& env. 





Assists facilities with more % and higher recycling.  Expand materials accepted at sites








Middle -- 2








Apply to other waste regulations or take it out





If in CDI should be in all packages.  Valid reasons have been expressed to keep out of other regs, some logic applies to CDI











Middle -- 15





As currently written-Need to be higher





Tier are too low for Inert Debris (it takes 20 min. to get to 25 tons/day as concrete is heavy and only 3 trucks puts.  No scales—slows process and is expensive and less safe at the gate—Tiers based on scales doesn’t work





200 TPD of green waste has way more impact than 500 TPD of C&D





100-300 TPD pursuant to waste characterization studies that the Board published and source separation & <1% putrescible also decrease potential PH&S impacts





Need to be higher.  The thresholds have only competitive impacts and are over regulation for the perspective of protecting the public’s health and safety.  Also discourages new business.





Would like to see tier limits higher as staff recommended (but do we have the votes to go there)





Raise Limit





Use as appropriate.  Exclude or lower tiers for smaller facilities





Ok, but change to 0-50 tons, 50-300 tons and over 300 tons





Tiers Ok, but should be made consistent with T/P regs





Consider changing tier thresholds back to those proposed by staff





Out, go back to transfer processing regs threshold for state-wide consistency





Change the threshold level





½ in and ½ out—Only if done correctly with limited industry lobbying





Exempt under 300 tons/day

















Middle -- 7





Out for all but full permit, w/ possible conversion factor use.  Again, discourage startups based on expense.  Again, doesn’t help public health and safety.





Scale requirements for small and/or rural sites are costly and in some instances cost-prohibitive, adequate conversion rates are available





Change the scales required in phase I to match CDI phase II disposal regs





Keep scale requirement, but allow flexibility and ability for exemptions for cause





Must be site specific especially in rural areas, or have adequate accuracy





Small facilities should not be required to have a scale onsite.  Volume is too low





No in notification and registration tiers, Yes in full permit for CDI and MSW T/P














