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THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

Addi tional Entry for
New Source Revi ew, Prevention of Significant Deterioration
and Nonattai nnent Area Gui dance Not ebook
Di scussi on Nunber: 23.21

Regul atory Citation: current: 51.165 (a)(1)(ix)
(ol d) 51.18 (j) (1) (ix)

Dat e: Cct ober 6, 1987

To: David P. Howekanp, Director
Ai r Managenent Division, Region | X

From CGerald A Emision, Director
QAQPS
Subj ect : Em ssions from Landfills
CR
Di scussi on: Meno clarifies how landfill enissions

shoul d be considered (i.e., fugitive or
non-fugi vtive) for the purpose of

det erm ni ng nonattai nnent new source
review applicability.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711

Cct 6 1987
MVEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Em ssions fromLandfills

FROM CGerald A. Emi son, Director
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards (MD 10)

TO David P. Howekanp, Director
Ai r Managenent Division, Region |IX

This is in response to your Septenber 1, 1987, nenorandum requesting
clarification regarding how | andfill em ssions shoul d be considered for the
pur pose of determ ning nonattai nnent new source review (NSR) applicability
under 40 CFR 51.18.

As you are aware, a landfill is subject to NSRif its potential to
emt, excluding fugitive em ssions, exceeds the 100 tons per year applicable
maj or source cutoff for the pollutant for which the area is nonattainnent.
Fugitive emi ssions are defined in 40 CFR (j)(1)(ix) as " t hose
em ssions which could not reasonably pass through a stack, chimmey, vent, or
ot her functionally equival ent opening.” Landfill em ssions that could
reasonably be collected and vented are therefore not considered fugitive
em ssions and nust be included in calculating a source's potential to emt.

For various reasons (e.g., odor and public health concerns, |ocal
regul atory requirements, economc incentives), many landfills are
constructed with gas collection systens. Collected landfill gas may be
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flared, vented to the atnosphere, or processed into useful energy end

products such as high-Btu gas, steam or electricity. In these cases, for
either an existing or proposed landfill, it is clear that the collected
landfill gas does not qualify as fugitive em ssions and nmust be included in

the source's potential to emit when calculating NSR applicability.

The preanble to the 1980 NSR regul ati ons characterizes nonfugitive
em ssions as " t hose eni ssions which would ordinarily be collected and
di scharged through stacks or other functionally equival ent openings."
Al t hough there are sonme exceptions, it is our understanding that landfills
are not ordinarily constructed with gas collection systenms. Therefore
em ssions fromexisting or proposed landfills wi thout gas collection systens
are to be considered fugitive emi ssions and are not included in the NSR
applicability determ nation. This does not mean that the applicant's
deci sion on whether to collect enmissions is the deciding factor; in fact,
the reviewi ng authority nakes the decision on which em ssions woul d
ordinarily be collected and which therefore are not considered fugitive
em ssi ons.
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It should be noted that NSR applicability is pollutant specific.
Therefore, where the landfill gas is flared or otherw se conmbusted or
processed before release to the atnosphere, it is the pollutant rel eased
whi ch counts toward NSR applicability. As an exanple, landfill gas is

conposed nostly of volatile organi c conmpounds, but when this gas is burned
inaflare, it is the type and quantity of pollutants in the exhaust gas
(e.g., nitrogen oxides and carbon nonoxide) that are used in the NSR
applicability determ nation.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Gary
McCut chen, Chief, New Source Review Section, at FTS 629-5592

cc: Chief, Air Branch
Regi ons |-X

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON | X
215 Frenont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

DATE: 01 SEP 1987
SUBJECT: Control of Emi ssions fromLandfills

FROM David P. Howekanp, Director
Air Division

TO Cerald Em son, Director
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards (MD 10)

On May 28, 1987, Region I X received an inquiry from M. Russ Baggerly
regarding a proposed landfill in Ventura County, California (copy encl osed)
M. Baggerly's concern, froman air quality point of view, is over
significant fugitive em ssions of reactive organic conpounds fromthe site
itself, and ROC and NOx from associ ated nobil e sources and possible IC

engi nes.

Qur proposed response (encl osed) delineates the exclusion of fugitive

em ssions from NSR regul ations. The critical question then becones, what is
t he nmeaning of the definition of fugitive em ssions stated in 40 CFR 51.18?
As defined they are "those eni ssions which could not reasonably pass through
a stack, chimey, vent or other functionally equival ent opening." If

em ssions froma landfill could feasibly be collected and passed through a
gas recovery system what criteria would be needed to then call it a
reasonabl e option? |Is it possible that such a landfill could be required to
coll ect these em ssions? This has not been done in the past. Please send
us a witten response providing guidance on this issue
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Encl osur es
cc: G MCutchen, RTP
22 May 1987

M. David P. Howekanp

Director - Air Managenent Division

United States Environnental Protection Agency
Regi on | X

215 Frenont Street

San Franci sco, CA 94105

Dear M. Howekanp:

An interesting problemis about to surface here in Ventura County in
regards to a possible major source. That source is a canyon landfill site
currently in the process for environnental review through the Resource
Managenment Agency of Ventura County.

Previ ous environnmental review concerning this site was docunented in
the County Solid Waste Managenent Plan (CoSWWP). It was this docunent that
originally divulged the fact that the Wl don Canyon landfill site, based
upon the projected wastestream would have the potential of enmtting nore
than 100 TPY of ROC. Further study reveals that even after gas recovery
mtigation the site will produce nore than 100 TPY. This would of course
make the project a Major Stationary Source according to 40 CFR Ch.1 Section
51.18 et seq..

The specific problens are these; 1. the district has never issued a

pernmit for a landfill site as an area source. They have issued permts for
the I C engines used for electrical generation on other sites for NOx, but
landfill site fugitive em ssions have never been permtted. 2. The

incremental indirect em ssions fromnobile sources associated with this
project may or may not be included in the total nunber of em ssions
attributed to this project. 3. The total em ssions fromthe landfill site
shoul d be the NOx and ROC emi ssions fromnobile, 1C engine and all other
sources added to the primary source that are the fugitive emissions fromthe
site itself.

What | would like to know is how EPA views landfill sites, and the
procedure for permtting such a source. Are all the em ssions associ ated
with the site accunulated into one figure for calculating the offsets
required; e.g. increnental indirect (npbile) em ssions, sludge drying ponds,
| eachate retention ponds, gas recovery wells, electrical generating engines,
and the fugitive em ssions fromthe landfill site itself. The possibility
of emissions fromall mtigation nmeasures enployed at the site should be
i ncl uded.
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Thank you for your time and consideration concerning this item of some
concern to the people of the Qai Valley Airshed.

Respectful |y,

Russ Baggerly
119 S. Poli Avenue
Mei ners QOaks, CA 93023



