ADDENDUM TO FINAL STATEMENT OF REASONS

TECHNICAL, THEORETICAL AND/OR EMPIRICAL STUDY, REPORT OR DOCUMENTS

In addition to those items mentioned in the ISOR, The CIWMB relied on the documents contained in Tab R of this Rulemaking file. During the various public hearings upon these proposed regulations these items were noted in the staff reports (Agenda items) and were all readily available for review by potential commentors.

Corrected Response to Comment 45 B1:

Comment 45.B.1

The commenter requests an exemption from the ground or aerial survey requirement [Part 6] for facilities accepting an average of 200 tons per day or less because the cost for small, rural sites is not justified..

Response 45.B.1

Exempting any facilities from the requirement to conduct a ground or aerial survey would result in the loss of accurate remaining landfill capacity information from a significant portion of the state.  Exempting facilities permitted to accept 200 tons per day or less would result in the loss of accurate data from 54 landfills in 25 counties throughout the state.  Twelve of these counties would contribute no remaining landfill information data at all.

The Board’s goal to develop accurate remaining landfill capacity information in a consistent manner would be severely compromised if facilities accepting an average of 200 tons per day or less were allowed to be exempt from the reporting requirement.  Therefore, an exemption for these facilities would not achieve one of the purposes of these proposed regulations. However, staff looked again at the cost factors involved and determined that using a threshold of 20 tons (instead of 200) and a lesser frequency for surveys would reduce the potential cost impact on these sites while still providing most of the information that the Board was seeking. Therefore, staff revised the regulations to allow disposal sites permitted for 20 tons per day or less to prepare a survey at least once every 10 years instead of the required 5 years.  

Corrected Response to Comments 15 C1 and 15 F1:

Comment 15.C.1 and 15.F.1

The definition of “Transformation” in the permit application form is outdated.

Response 15.C.1 and 15.F.1

Staff updated the definition in the permit application form instructions [Part 2.C.3] to reflect the existing one in Public Resources Code Section 40201, amended by Chapter 740 of the 2002 State Statutes (Assembly Bill 2770).

Comments at the May 12, 2004 Public Hearing were handled in one of two ways. In some cases, the same comments were contained in written comments provided by themselves or other parties. Therefore, the responses to written comments noted below should also be read as responses to the comments received at the public hearing. In other cases, the comments were responded to at the hearing or a later hearing with accommodations being made at that time.
Public Hearing Comments (Transcript page number)



George Larson, Waste Management (pp.36-40)

Concerned that information will be used without regard to it being an estimate which will require permit revisions
Response: This concern was also raised by Chuck White of Waste Management at the August 10, 2004 hearing (pp. 31-32) in which he indicated that they would be satisfied with language in the FSOR to clarify this issue. Such language was added on page 1 of the FSOR (Tab N).

John Cupps (p.41)

No specific comment with proposed changes to the regulations.
Larry Sweetser, RCRC ESJPA (pp. 42-46)

His comments were also contained in the written comments provided by Jim Hemminger and so the responses to comments 45B and 15D should be read as responding to those.
Scott Smithline, CAW (p. 47)

Support for regulations, no specific change requested.
Chuck Helget, Allied Waste (pp. 47-48)
Wanted to know how these regulations would fit with the Disposal Reporting System.

Response: This comment did not request or suggest a specific change to the regulations. As these regulations are separate from the Disposal Reporting System regulations, this is outside the scope of these regulations. For clarity, though, it should be noted that Revisions to the Disposal Reporting Regulations have commenced the formal rulemaking process. Those revisions deal with a host of issues, but to the extent that they use a few similar terms (waste-to-cover ratio and compaction) they include revisions to make them consistent with the proposed regulations.
