California Integrated Waste Management Board

Board Meeting
August 18, 2009
AGENDA ITEM 8
ITEM

Discussion And Request For Rulemaking Direction On Noticing Revisions To The Proposed (Phase II) Regulations On Long-Term Postclosure Maintenance, Corrective Action And Financial Assurances For An Additional Comment Period
I.
ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT
Assembly Bill (AB) 2296 (Montanez, Chapter 504, Statutes of 2006) requires the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) to conduct a study to define conditions that potentially affect solid waste landfills, and to study various financial assurances mechanisms that would protect the State from long-term postclosure maintenance and corrective action costs.  AB 2296 further required the Board to adopt regulations to implement the findings of this study. 

At its August 19, 2008 meeting, the Board directed staff to notice proposed regulations concerning long-term postclosure maintenance, corrective action, and financial assurances for the initial 45-day public comment period.  On February 27, 2009, the proposed Phase II regulations were noticed.  (See Attachment #1 for the language of the noticed proposed Phase II regulations.)  The public comment period concluded on April 13, 2009, and the public hearing was held on April 16, 2009.  

The Board deliberated on policy issues relating to the proposed regulations at the April 21, 2009 and May 19, 2009 Board meetings and gave staff direction for changes to some of the provisions in the proposed regulations.  Attachment #2 contains text changes to the originally noticed Phase II regulations that implement the Board’s direction.  The Board further directed staff to return after conducting a public workshop to discuss two main issues:  1) the impact of the proposed changes to the regulations on currently closed and closing landfills, and 2) financial assurance requirements for transfers of ownership of closed landfills.   Staff conducted a workshop on these issues on July 9, 2009.

This item presents, for the Board’s consideration, additional recommended amendments to the Phase II regulations, resulting from the July 9, 2009 workshop and further staff analysis.

II.
ITEM HISTORY

The Board had been working for several years on the issue of long-term financial assurances for landfill postclosure maintenance and corrective action costs.  Staff developed a document entitled “Long-Term Postclosure and Corrective Action Financial Assurances Staff Analysis and Status Report” (Status Report), dated March 27, 2009, that provides background on the recent work done by staff.  

The proposed Phase II regulations were released for the formal 45-day public comment period on February 27, 2009.  The comment period concluded on April 13, 2009 and a public hearing was conducted on April 16, 2009.  The text of these proposed regulations is enclosed as Attachment #1.

The Board directed staff in May 2009 to make amendments to the proposed regulations that define the financial assurance demonstration requirements for postclosure maintenance costs at 30 times (30X) the annual postclosure maintenance cost estimate, with the operator being able to reduce the level of financial assurance necessary for the landfill.  In order to reduce the multiplier over time, the operator may request a reduced multiplier at five year intervals, no earlier than the fifth year of postclosure maintenance and meet the same specified performance criteria as originally noticed on February 27, 2009 for the Phase II regulations during the five year interval.  The financial assurance amount may not be reduced below 15X.  If the operator fails to meet the performance criteria, the multiplier will not be reduced.  If the multiplier was previously reduced, it would be increased in 5X increments except in identified situations.  The text of these revised Phase II regulations is enclosed as Attachment #2.
The Board also directed staff to amend the previously proposed corrective action financial assurance requirement utilizing the State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Water Board) corrective action cost estimate.  The proposed amendment would require the corrective action financial assurance demonstration to be in the amount of the Water Board cost estimate or the cost to replace the final cover on the landfill, whichever is greater.  The text of these revised Phase II regulations is also part of Attachment #2.
The further minor amendments that were directed are:

· 21200 - Change of Ownership - clarify transfer of title requirements,

· 21570 - Filing Requirements - clarify the latest submitted or approved estimate, whichever identifies the greatest cost, is required to be assured,

· 21640 - Review of Permits - clarify the latest submitted or approved estimate, whichever identifies the greatest cost, is required to be assured,

· 21685 - CIWMB Permit Processing Requirements - clarify the latest submitted or approved estimate, whichever identifies the greatest cost, is required to be assured,

· 21820 - Closure Cost Estimates - clarify that “discrete” units are not specifically called out by the requirement,

· 21840 - Postclosure Maintenance Cost Estimates - clarify the cost estimate annualize from the cost as “delineated in the postclosure maintenance plan,

· 21880 - Certification of Closure - clarify that the CIWMB will notify the local planning agency of the certification approval,

· 22221 - Amount of Required Coverage - clarify the latest submitted or approved estimate, whichever identifies the greatest cost, is required to be assured,

· 22234 - Disbursements from Financial Mechanisms - clarify operator is to replenish the demonstration.

The Board also directed changes to:

· 22100-22102 - CIWMB Corrective Action - clarify that the cost to be assured is the greater of the Water Board requirement or the cost to replace the entire cover of the closed landfill,

· 22211 - Amount of Required Coverage - clarify the financial demonstration is required until released from postclosure maintenance, and staff were directed to amend the multiplier calculation as described.

All of the regulatory text for these changes is enclosed in Attachment #2.

In addition to the identified direction regarding the proposed regulations, the Board directed staff to further analyze implementation of the amended requirements for currently closed and closing landfills subject to the rulemaking.  Staff conducted a workshop on these matters on July 9, 2009, and is presenting further recommended amendments to the Phase II regulations as part of this item.

The Board also determined that the proposed regulatory amendments should be noticed for public comment for at least 45-days to ensure that all amendments can be thoroughly reviewed and commented on prior to consideration of adoption.

III.
OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

In May 2009, the Board directed staff to make identified amendments and return with further options regarding application of the regulations upon closed and closing landfills.  The following options apply the proposed regulations to closed and closing landfills, except that option #4 applies to all landfills.  Direct staff to:

1. Notice the proposed Phase II regulations as directed by the Board in May 2009 for a 45-day public comment period, return to the Board for consideration of the comments received and potential adoption of the rulemaking.

2. Notice the proposed Phase II regulations as directed by the Board in May 2009 for a 45-day public comment period with consideration for currently closed and closing landfills in complying with new Board postclosure maintenance financial assurance demonstration requirements, return to the Board for consideration of the comments received and potential adoption of the rulemaking.

3. Notice the proposed Phase II regulations as directed by the Board in May 2009 for a 45-day public comment period with consideration for currently closed and closing landfills in complying with new Board corrective action financial assurance demonstration requirements, return to the Board for consideration of the comments received and potential adoption of the rulemaking.

4. Notice the proposed Phase II regulations as directed by the Board in May 2009 for a 45-day public comment period with new Board corrective action financial assurance demonstration requirements applicable to all landfill operators, return to the Board for consideration of the comments received and potential adoption of the rulemaking.

5. Notice the proposed Phase II regulations as directed by the Board in May 2009 for a 45-day public comment period with transfer of ownership requirement amendments, return to the Board for consideration of the comments received and potential adoption of the rulemaking.

6. Notice the proposed Phase II regulations as directed by the Board in May 2009 for a 45-day public comment period with one or more of Options #1 - #5, return to the Board for consideration of the comments received and potential adoption of the rulemaking.

7. Direct staff to develop additional regulatory language for the proposed Phase II regulations and return at a future meeting for additional rulemaking direction.

8. Direct staff to take other actions.

IV.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommend Options #6 including specifically Option #2, #4, and #5 as shown in proposed regulations, Attachment #3.
V.
ANALYSIS

A.
Key Issues and Findings

Staff presented the following issues for discussion at the workshop on July 9, 2009 regarding the application of the Board’s May 2009 amendments to closed
 and closing
 landfills, including the financial impacts to the operators and the potential financial exposure to the state and local governments, based on the proposed rulemaking.  

The presentation made to stakeholders, including the pros and cons of the issues, and stakeholder input is presented in Attachment #4.

Postclosure Maintenance Workshop Discussion

Staff’s analysis of the application of the May 2009 Phase II regulations (Attachment #2) to closed and closing disposal sites, as presented to workshop participants, is that the initial financial impact would occur to sites with cash-type mechanisms. All closing sites are currently maintaining financial assurance demonstrations in an amount equal to 30 times the postclosure maintenance estimate (30X).  Eighty-two of the 102 closed sites currently use non-cash type financial assurance mechanisms and all are currently providing demonstrations valued at 30X.  Only 20 of 102 closed sites have cash-type mechanisms.  Only six of these 20 provide financial demonstrations of less than 30X. These six range from 15X to 29X in their remaining financial assurance coverage.  Returning to 30X financial assurances would impact these six sites by the cost to demonstrate an additional estimated $2.3 million.  One site, currently at 19X, is responsible for $1.6 million of this impact.  Returning to 30X can be achieved in part by use of non-cash financial assurance mechanisms.  The annual cost of demonstrating non-cash financial assurance mechanisms typically ranges from 0.5 % to 1.5% of the financial assurance value - depending on the operator’s financial and credit standing.  All of the closed and closing landfills may have assumed that financial assurance levels required after 30 years of postclosure maintenance would be lower than those currently required in the Phase II draft regulations.

A further detailed review of these six landfills identifies the following:

· One landfill, which has been closed since 1991, closed under financial assurance requirements applicable at the time of closure requiring maintenance of a postclosure financial assurance demonstration of 15X until the operator proves that the waste will pose a threat for less than 15 years.  This is the only landfill not previously required to increase the financial assurance demonstration to match the 30-year requirement.  The total deficiency of the financial demonstration when returning to a 30X value is slightly more than $14,000.

· Three landfills, closed for six years or less, provide insurance coverage as the financial assurance demonstration.  The individual additional financial assurance necessary is from approximately $100,000 to $364,000.  The total additional assurance necessary for these three is a little more than $575,000.

· Two landfills, closed eleven and twelve years ago, provide their assurance with trust funds.  One will need to provide just over $38,000 of additional assurance.  The other operator will need to provide more than $1.6 million additional assurance to return to a 30X financial assurance demonstration.  As identified earlier, if the operator provides the additional assurance with a non-cash type financial assurance demonstration, the annual expense to the operator would typically be between 0.5% to 1.5% of the value of the demonstration.  

It is also important to understand that the operator facing the need for more than $1.6 million additional financial assurance chose to change their financial demonstration from a surety bond demonstration (valued at 30X) to a fully funded trust fund providing significantly less assurance, but equal to a year-for-year reduction based on the number of years the facility had already been closed.  This action was taken by the operator during the time the Board was considering what direction to provide staff regarding long-term postclosure maintenance and financial assurance demonstrations.  Since the substitution of the lower-valued trust for the surety bond, the operator has requested annual disbursements from the trust.


Staff discussed multiple options for applying the May 2009 Phase II regulations to closed and closing landfills with the stakeholders present and attending via telephone connection during the July 9th workshop.  The options included:

1.
Require all operators to provide financial assurance demonstrations of 30X upon the effective date of the regulations. No build-up period. (same as operating sites)

2.
Allow all operators to remain at their current financial assurance demonstration level.  No increases to 30X.  No financial assurance demonstration would be allowed to be less than 15X.

3.
Board performs evaluation of each closed site to determine the appropriate value to require the financial assurance demonstration (i.e., “X” level).  The Board would need to develop criteria to do this.

In addition to the options presented, some stakeholders requested that the closed and closing landfill operators be allowed to draw-down on a year-for-year basis to 15X.
The discussion provided insight regarding stakeholder’s beliefs regarding entitlement, fairness and equity.  Industry stakeholders expressed the view that closed landfills should be allowed to remain at their current level of postclosure financial assurance and some agreed that the level should not be allowed to drop below 15X.  Several operators of closed landfills expressed the difficulty they would have in returning to prior customers to secure the necessary funding to increase financial assurance for the closed landfill.  Other stakeholders expressed the concern that these landfills, as a class of landfills, represent older facilities.  Some were not designed to current standards.  Therefore, as a 

class, they potentially represent a higher risk than currently operating landfills and should be held at least to the same standard as operating landfills.

Staff took into account this input in crafting its recommendation.  Equity, protectiveness, and consistency argue for application of the same standard for closed, closing, and operating landfills.  Likewise, closed landfills should be able to take advantage of the step-down provisions to the extent they qualify as soon as the regulations allow.  Recognizing the fact that closed landfill operators may have made business decisions based on the current regulatory provisions, staff suggests a 5-year period be allowed for closed landfill operators to bring the financial assurances to the prescribed level and suggest that operators consider use of non cash-type financial assurance mechanisms for this purpose.
Staff-Recommended Option: 

Staff recommends that all closed sites be required to provide financial assurance demonstrations valued at 30X, but that sites with cash-type mechanisms that are providing less than 30X be allowed up to 5 years to build up their cash-type demonstration to 30X.  This could be done by replenishing the mechanisms on an annual schedule or replacing all or the deficient part of the cash demonstration with an alternate assurance, so that the total demonstration is valued at 30X.  In addition, the operator of a closed site would be eligible for one or more of the 5X step downs upon the effective date of the regulations, if the operator can meet requirements for the step down(s) (i.e. it operated with an enhanced monitoring system, had no disbursement for corrective actions, is not subject to an enforcement order, and its actual postclosure maintenance costs were consistent with the estimated costs).  Closed site operators would also be eligible for additional step downs and step ups under the same provisions as operating sites.  The following examples illustrate the options:

1. Operator “A” closed 4 years prior to proposed rulemaking (26X of financial assurance demonstrations remaining), has a basic monitoring system, and is subject to an order requiring corrective action at the closed site.
- This operator would no longer draw down a cash-type financial mechanism, and has five years to either provide additional funding or use an additional non-cash type financial demonstration to offset the depleted cash-type financial mechanism in order to provide a total financial assurance demonstration valued at 30X.  The operator would be allowed to either build up its cash-type mechanism annually over the next 4 years or provide a non-cash type mechanism, increasing the amount annually over the next 4 years.

2. Operator “B” closed 11 years prior to the proposed rulemaking (19X of financial assurance demonstrations remaining), has a monitoring system in place that will qualify under the enhanced monitoring system requirements of the proposed regulations, is not subject to an order requiring corrective action at the closed site, has not received disbursements for corrective action activities and has postclosure maintenance costs consistent with the estimated costs.
- This operator could continue to use the cash-type financial mechanism, and either provide additional funding for one year (1X) of expenses or provide an additional non-cash type financial demonstration to bring the total financial demonstration value to 20X for the next four years.  Upon reaching 15 years of postclosure maintenance activities, the operator could request an additional 5X reduction in the financial 

assurance demonstration requirement to bring the value of the demonstration down to the minimum 15X as allowed in the May 2009 Board direction.


Corrective Action Workshop Discussion

Application of the proposed Phase II corrective action regulations to closed and closing sites would require financial assurance to cover the Water Board estimated cost or the estimated cost to replace the final cover, whichever is greater.  Financial assurance for Water Board known or reasonably foreseeable corrective action is a current requirement for nearly all closed landfills.  Staff analysis indicates that 44% of closing sites and 33% of closed sites are currently in compliance with the Water Board corrective action financial assurance demonstration.  Comparing all operating, closed, and closing landfills currently complying with the Water Board reasonably foreseeable corrective action requirement, staff determined that final cover replacement is more expensive than the Water Board requirement 93% of the time.  Work is continuing to compute the assurance requirements and cost impacts projected for 100% Water Board compliance and 100% final cover replacement.  The total dollar amount to be assured to meet the greater cost for all sites is currently estimated at as much as $2.6 Billion.

As with the postclosure maintenance requirements, staff discussed multiple options for applying the May 2009 Phase II regulations to closed and closing landfills with the stakeholders present and attending via telephone connection during the July 9th workshop.  The options included:

1.
Require all operators to provide financial assurances equal to the greater cost of the Water Board known or reasonably foreseeable corrective action estimate or the estimated cost for final cover replacement. No build-up period (same as operating sites).

2. 
Broaden use of Water Board financial assurance, so that the funds can be used for all types or corrective action—original Phase 2 proposal.

3. 
Delay the effective date to require operators to provide financial assurance demonstrations for final cover replacement cost and grandfather closed sites under the Water Board financial assurance requirements.

4. 
Require a site-specific corrective action plan and financial assurance demonstration from every operator.

5. 
Include the anticipated costs for corrective actions in a pooled fund enacted by legislation.

During the July 9, 2009 workshop, industry stakeholders expressed the views that requiring closed and closing landfill operators to meet the financial requirements of either the Water Board financial assurance requirement or a final cover replacement requirement would place a severe, unplanned financial hardship on these operators.  However, it was pointed out that the Water Board financial assurance requirement already exists for all closed and closing landfills and provisions for it should have been made by these operators.  Some industry participants felt some operators might default because they may not have the means to raise the necessary capital.  Some industry stakeholders suggested that capital being used as financial assurance for corrective action is a resource potentially directed away from other more beneficial uses, such as investments in new waste management and diversion technology at operating landfills.  Contrary to these concerns, others in attendance expressed their concern that the costs proposed to be assured were not great enough to actually cover potential corrective action activities likely to be necessary at the closed landfills.  These participants were also greatly concerned with any discussion about not requiring the landfills closed prior to this rulemaking to provide this assurance, identifying that these previously closed landfills are at least as likely to encounter major corrective action needs in the future due to the design standards applicable at the time of their operation and closure.

During the discussion, industry representatives made a presentation regarding the possibility of conducting a detailed, site specific, probabilistic corrective action cost estimate for each landfill.  Under this proposal a comprehensive, site-specific assessment would be made using agreed upon criteria.  A cost estimate would be prepared for the resulting site-specific corrective action risks.  This cost estimate would be compared to the Water Board corrective action cost estimate and the larger of the two would be the amount the operator would maintain at all times during the operating life of the landfill and the postclosure care period.  Staff agrees that the concept of individual site assessments could work well in the development of site specific cost estimates.  During the past several years a number of stakeholders and staff have proposed various types of individual site assessment approaches.  The Board’s current approach of relying on either the Water Board corrective action or the final cover replacement is simple and efficient from a regulatory standpoint.  However, the option for a site-specific, non-water release assessment, as an alternative to the final cover replacement in situations where an operator can justify that this approach provides an accurate estimate of the site’s corrective action risk, adds a level of refinement that improves the regulatory options.  This addition should lead to effective corrective action financial assurance mechanisms.  Staff believes that this approach has applicability to operating as well as closed and closing landfills.

Stakeholders also discussed the financial implications of implementing corrective action at closed and closing landfills.  Staff considered this input in developing a phased implementation strategy for all landfills.  

Staff-Recommended Option: 
Staff recommends that operators initially (at permit review anniversary or regulatory schedule) be required to provide a financial assurance demonstration to match the Water Board corrective action cost estimate value.  For those operators that are currently complying with the Water Board requirement, this approach will have no initial financial impact; however, staff will ensure the financial assurance demonstration value is consistent with the cost estimate.  This process will occur during the first 5 years after adoption of the proposed regulations.

Operators that do not have a financial assurance mechanism in place for the current Water Board requirement would be required to produce a water release corrective action estimate and submit it to both Water Board and Waste Board staff along with a matching financial assurance demonstration. Waste Board staff will ensure the financial assurance demonstration is at least equal to the cost estimate provided.  

Five years from the initial due date of the corrective action cost estimate and financial assurance demonstration described above, the operator would be required to submit either a final cover replacement cost estimate or a non-water release, site-specific corrective action plan and cost estimate to the Local Enforcement Agency, Waste Board and Water Board for review and approval.  The cover replacement estimate and the non-water release, site-specific estimate would need to be calculated by a process sufficiently descriptive to allow staff to independently evaluate the cost estimate, consistent with the review and approval of closure and postclosure maintenance plans and current Water Board corrective action standards.  Prior to the effective date of the non-water release, site-specific corrective action financial assurance requirement, staff would work with stakeholders to develop any further necessary descriptive and independent evaluation criteria.  Staff believes that the cost to replace the final cover may be a reasonably foreseeable release that would otherwise require demonstration by the operator that it is not reasonably foreseeable in order for the Board to approve an alternative non-water release corrective action plan and cost estimate.  The financial assurance demonstrations should also be sufficiently sized to allow reasonable response to remediation needs at the landfill over time.  Therefore, if a corrective action event is triggered, the operator would be required to replenish the fund and possibly revise the estimate if it is drawn down.
A site specific, non-water release related corrective action plan is a valid method for determining the level of corrective action costs anticipated at a closed landfill.  The operator may be able to justify that the replacement of the cover is not reasonably foreseeable at an individual landfill due to design and or materials of the cover.  In this case the site specific plan and estimate is the more reasonable calculation to provide.  If an operator fails to provide an approvable site specific assessment then the Board shall base the non-water quality corrective action financial assurance amount on the final cover replacement and order the operator to provide an evaluation and cost estimate for this requirement.  

The final required corrective action financial assurance amount will be the greater of the cover replacement estimate/site-specific corrective action plan and estimate or the reasonably foreseeable water release corrective action cost estimate.  The operator shall provide financial assurance for this amount.  Staff suggests that this same approach be added to the corrective action options for operating facilities as it is a relatively all-encompassing approach and will impact all operations equitably.

Transfer of Ownership

Additional financial assurances are needed to address exposure due to divestiture of disposal sites after closure. [Note: This is less of a concern given Board direction to set postclosure maintenance financial assurance requirements at rolling 30X with step down to 15X.]

The workshop discussion of this topic was limited to the expression of staff’s options and the addition of the option of returning all new buyers to 30X.  Staff discussed the approach of returning the new owner to 30X but including the provision that allows the purchasing operator to maintain the previous level of financial assurance if it can demonstrate it possesses the operating experience, technical expertise, and management capability to effectively maintain the landfill at its current level of financial assurance.  This showing would establish a new anniversary date for future reviews of the financial assurance requirements.  Some stakeholders supported this approach while others expressed concern with it and suggested all new owners be returned to 30X where, over time, they can earn step downs.

Other options for providing additional assurances for transfers of ownership discussed at the July 9th workshop included:

1. Stay at current level of seller. 

2. Develop criteria to establish an alternative “X” level

3. Return all new landfill purchasers to 30X, allowing them to step down over time based on their performance in complying with the step down criteria.

Staff-Recommended Option: 
Upon transfer of ownership, require all financial demonstrations below 30X to return to 30X but include a waiver process under which the new operator can petition Board to allow less than 30X down to the current level of financial assurances required of the old operator, but no lower than 15X.  For those new operators that obtain a waiver to less than 30X and maintain/establish a financial assurance demonstration above 15X, the same option to drop down in 5 year increments to the 15X financial assurance demonstration based on performance applies.   

Regulation Text 

Three versions of the regulation text are attached to this item.

· Attachment #1 is the version of the regulations staff distributed with the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that marked the beginning of the formal rulemaking and the 45-day comment period that ran from February 27 through April 13, 2009.

· Attachment #2 includes changes as directed by the Board at its May 19, 2009 meeting, including adjustments found necessary to preserve the continuity and workability of the text in the course of making those changes.

· Attachment #3 builds off of the Attachment 2 version, adding for Board consideration staff suggestions to address the issues that were the subject of the July 9, 2009 workshop (discussion of workshop issues begins on Page 8-4).

B.
Environmental Issues

Staff is not aware of any environmental issues directly related to this item.  However, if long-term care and maintenance and corrective action are not adequately assured to the State by the landfill owner or operator, in the event of default by the landfill owner or operator, the State would lack a financial remedy to take necessary action to properly maintain the landfill and undertake corrective action, and environmental damage could result.

C.
Program/Long Term Impacts

The long term impact will be increased clarity within the regulations and improved cost estimates and financial demonstrations from landfills throughout the State.

D.
Stakeholder Impacts

Solid waste landfill operators will be impacted initially with the amendments to the postclosure maintenance plan requirements, submittal of final costs of landfill closure, access to the postclosure maintenance financial assurances, and increased scrutiny of corrective action financial assurance requirements by including the financial assurance demonstration as an additional requirement for Board actions on Solid Waste Facility Permits.  

E.
Fiscal Impacts

Staff is not aware of any immediate fiscal issues directly related to this item.  However, if long-term postclosure maintenance and reasonably foreseeable corrective action are not adequately assured to the State by the landfill owner or operator, in the event of default by the landfill owner or operator, the State would often be the only party remaining to strive to provide a financial remedy in order to take necessary action to properly respond and limit environmental damage.

F.
Legal Issues

Staff is not aware of specific significant legal impacts arising from this agenda item.
G.
Environmental Justice

Staff is not aware of any Environmental Justice issues related to this agenda item. 

VI.
FUNDING INFORMATION

This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed (Phase II) Regulations On Long-Term Postclosure Maintenance, Corrective Action And Financial Assurances 
2. Suggested Amendments to Proposed (Phase II) Regulations On Long-Term Postclosure Maintenance, Corrective Action And Financial Assurances based on May 2009 CIWMB Direction
3. Further Suggested Amendments to Proposed (Phase II) Regulations On Long-Term Postclosure Maintenance, Corrective Action And Financial Assurances based on 
July 9, 2009 Public Workshop
4. Staff Workshop Presentation - Selected Option Slides Updated with Stakeholder Input
VIII.
STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION

A.
Program Staff:  Richard Castle
Phone:  341-6343

            B.
Legal Staff:        Shelly Bromberg
Phone:  341-6076

IX.
WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 

A.
Support

B.
Opposition







� ”Closed” means certified closed pursuant to 27 CCR 21880


� ”Closing” means approved final closure plan but not certified closed
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