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The meeting was called to order at 9:10 a.m.

Introductions/Short Items

Phil Woodward introduced Karen Clementsen of Region 5 Redding Office.  She will be taking Phil’s place as the new Chapter 15 Program Manager.  

Approval of 2/07/02 Roundtable minutes was put over to the August Roundtable.

May 14 Technical Session: Discussion centered on the presentation by consultant Reg Renault entitled “Multi-Depth Gas Monitoring Probes.”  There was general agreement that the material re: VOCs in landfill soil gas was of special value to Regional Board staff.  Shelton Gray suggested that a white paper for Regional Board staff be prepared comprising a general summary/overview of the material presented by Mr. Renault. 

Action Item: Joe Mello directed Pete Fuller and Steve Rosenbaum to meet and write this white paper re: the gas probes presentation, then circulate a draft to Michael LeBrun for review.  

Waste Acceptance Lists: Joe Mello asked that waste acceptance lists be circulated for update by Regional Board staff.  These lists should include contact names for individual landfills.  

This information will be posted on the Internet after update.  

Action Item: The above information is due to Joe by June 1.

Auto Shredder Waste (ASW): Pete Fuller discussed the problem arising from DTSC’s current plans to remove its hazardous waste variance on ASW.  DTSC is likely re-evaluating all current variances, including CCA (chromated copper arsenate) treated lumber.  Joe stated that State Board staff have started collecting and reviewing leachate data from landfills for various potentially hazardous constituents (including arsenic and other metals) so as to be prepared for future inquiries.  Another recent issue is the disposal of lead-contaminated soil from CalTrans construction sites.  Cal/EPA is currently writing a pilot bill on the issue, while at the same time CalTrans has been exploring a possible statewide variance or other strategy to address their soil disposal problems.  Victor Izzo stated he is considering writing a general permit for disposal of CalTrans’ lead-contaminated soil.

Equity in Program Funding

Michael LeBrun presented a detailed argument for revising the assumptions and practices underlying distribution of program funds.  He argued that funding re-alignment should be based on the distinctly different qualities of the three funding pools from which we currently get funds:  

1) General Fund (131): since these dollars come from the general tax base, distribution should be based on the relative population of each Region.  Further discussion pointed out that these monies have never been distributed by population - this would fail to take water quality concerns in to account or that where the population is doesn't necessarily equate to where the waste is disposed.

2) Permitting fees (136): distribution to Region should be based on collections by Region.  Michael made a case for making permitting fees a major source of Land Disposal funds at the Regional Board.  He believes that if permitting fees were linked directly to Regional Board funding for the program, it would motivate Regional Board staff to bring more land disposal sites under permit.  While the program managers generally agreed that we should find a way to generate additional WDPF monies, since the land disposal program receives a disproportionately low percentage of the funds it generates there does not currently appear to be a large upside to generating additional WDPF monies.  Also, several pointed out that for the small rural areas - especially where waste disposal is run by local government - not only would there be resistance to the fee increase necessary for cost recovery but there would probably be an inability to pay.

3) IWMA (139): distribution should be based on tipping rates by Region.  Several people pointed out that this could be a problem.  Funding based on where tipping fees are generated would not account for legacy problems at closed facilities that do not generate fees or take into account water quality risk.

Further discussion centered on Regional Board staff interest in using cost recovery to fund various staff work.  The current cap on cost recovery PYs and dollars presently hinder use of this practice.  Any lifting of this cap may require a State Board resolution.

.

Budget:  Mid Year Program Review, FY 01-02 and 02-03 Workplans

Joe Mello stated that in light of the increased budget deficit numbers in the recent May Budget Revision from the Governor, Land Disposal Program will require a total reduction of $553,000 over FYs 01-02 and 02-03.  This means that instead of the $220,000 estimated at the February Roundtable, there may be a $275,000 shortfall in IWMA this fiscal year unless action is taken to reduce the shortfall.  In addition, he is anticipating a similar shortfall next year.  He further stated that in the coming FY (02-03), he will need to develop a PCP reduction of 5.5 PYs to eliminate the shortfall unless we can generate some IWMA savings this year.  Joe stated his PY reduction recommendations will be based upon 1) work being done, as reflected in the year end program reviews for the past two years; and 2) how money is being spent.  The latter will be based on management needs analyses and the PCA study (Region-specific handouts distributed at the Roundtable) which State Board staff recently completed reflecting the overall breakdown of Regional Board spending in the categories of technical, management and administrative staff.  

Industrial Non 15 Discharges from Food Processing Facilities

Shelton Gray described a current situation in the Valley relating to disposal of wastes from food processing facilities.  Large numbers of food processing facilities have existed for many years in the Valley, discharging to open ponds a range of wastes including salt, animal hides, fats, and nitrogenous waste.  Groundwater monitoring data indicate that in many cases, this form of disposal is creating a potential for huge problems.  Region 5 has begun considering writing WDRs to address this situation.  Discussion currently centers on the possibility of regulating these facilities under one of two different provisions of Title 27, one providing for a land treatment facility and the other for a pond and reclamation area.  Shelton states his staff have been gathering groundwater monitoring data from Regional Board files and compiling it in databases.  He urged other Regional Board staff to start looking at food processing operations in their respective Regions (e.g., wineries) and that Non 15 discharges be reevaluated based on a close reading of Title 27. 

Radioactive Waste

Joe Mello discussed current pending legislation (SB 1623) which would reduce acceptable levels of radioactivity in landfill wastes to levels so low as to create a potential problem for Regional Boards and their current regulatory practices.  In anticipation of the potential need for a response to this pending legislation and subsequent political and public fallout, the State Board surveyed the Regions as to their current regulatory practices relating to radioactivity in landfill wastes.  This survey revealed that Regional Boards do not regularly monitor for and/or regulate for the effects of radioactivity in landfill wastes.  Joe Mello emphasized that in light of current and potential political pressure on the above issue, Regional Boards need to collect data on radioactivity in leachate and groundwater in order to prepare for possible further inquiries by the Legislature, the press, and the public.  In response to a Regional Board request, Joe Mello circulated a list of laboratories in California certified to perform radioactive testing in the following categories: gross alpha, gross beta and tritium.  At the request of the SWRCB Executive Director, Regions 9, 7 and 5 recently sent letters to operators of all active and recently inactive MSW landfills in their Regions requesting detailed basic information on radioactive waste constituents in leachate and groundwater beneath their respective landfills.

Action Item: John Odermatt will send a copy of the above letter to all program staff.

Green Waste

Ed Wosika discussed a new law, SB 390, which is part of a move to eliminate waivers of every kind, including greenwaste.  Ed is grappling with how to regulate such facilities in a non-waiver environment at the lowest cost to the State Board.  The basic question is: How can we regulate such facilities outside of Title 27?  He is exploring an approach that would involve general WDRs written and adopted by the State Board.  The State Board would do the CEQA work, adopt the general WDRs, and then the Regional Board could adopt/apply the general WDRs without the necessity of further CEQA documentation and collect the appropriate fees.

Action Item:  Joe and Ed will finalize a summary of greenwaste options and send it to Regional Board staff.

SWIM 2
Pamela Barksdale of the SWRCB Office of Statewide Initiatives gave an extensive presentation on the status of the SWIM 2 project.  To summarize briefly:  she has conducted a number of kickoff presentations at Regional Board and is planning her next road trip for August/September.  The SWIM 2 team has completed the enterprise requirements and data model and has designed the system architecture.  They are now designing the physical data mode.  They have decided upon the Enterprise Data Model in which one system is built to address all data needs.  They have designed a deployment plan in which SWIM 2 is rolled out in phases.  All design work is to be completed by July 1 this year, and all construction is scheduled for completion by January 3, 2003.  Pamela stated the SWIM 2 team hopes to have a project web site up and running soon.  She will send a general email when this is available.

SWIM DATA REPORTING

In reference to the handout entitled “FY 2000-01 Year-End Triannual Report on Accomplishments, Land Disposal Program,” Joe Mello and Jennifer Taylor discussed the need to report construction inspections separately from APM inspections.  This arises from the fact that construction inspections require disproportionately large amounts of staff time.  A further complication arises from the fact that construction inspections are generally more important than compliance inspections.  Also discussed was the need to include a separate category for “Closure/Post Closure Plan Reviews” in our performance measure reviews.

In general, Regional Board program managers were urged to get their data into SWIM by late June or early July.

Action Item: Jennifer will develop and distribute a template to Regional Board program managers detailing exactly what data she needs for the performance measures in the mid year review.

Mid-Year Program Review/FY 02-03 Workplan, continued
Regional Board program managers were urged to carefully read the workplan guidance package recently sent to them dated May 2, 2002.  A question was raised regarding “Section A prioritization.”  Jennifer stated she would clarify this issue next week.  She will send a workplan spreadsheet to Regional Board program managers in a week or so with the initial allocations already plugged in.

Regarding the mid-year program review, Joe Mello stated the numbers generally look good, with some exceptions.  Region 8 came in low on their WDR commitments because of a special situation.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m.
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