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American Environmental Landfill 
212 N. 177th West Avenue 

Sand Springs, Oklahoma 74063 
 

January 10, 2014 
 
Ms. Lanelle Wiggins  
RFA/SBREFA Team Leader 
EPA Office of Policy 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460 
 
Re: Comments on SBAR Panel Outreach Meeting 

NSPS and EG for MSW Landfills  
American Environmental Landfill 

 
Dear Ms. Wiggins 
 
The American Environmental Landfill (AEL) is providing written comments in response to the 
Small Business Advocacy Review (SBAR) panel formal outreach meeting held on 
December 19, 2013 for proposed changes to the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 
and Emission Guidelines (EG) for Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Landfills.  AEL has been 
selected as a Small Entity Representative (SER) to participate in the SBAR review panel 
process.   AEL previously submitted comments on November 11, 2013 as part of the pre-panel 
outreach briefing, which are attached for your reference. Provided herein are comments related 
to the information presented during the December 19, 2013 meeting.  
 
WRITTEN COMMENTS 

 
As an MSW landfill currently subject to gas collection and control under NSPS, AEL is providing 
these comments, which focus on the December 19, 2013 discussions that will affect the 
operation and compliance requirements of the gas collection and control system (GCCS).   
 
Gas Treatment Definition 
 
EPA is considering options for changes to the gas treatment definition; industry has proposed to 
leave the definition as is. 
 

 AEL Comment 
The GCCS installed at the AEL incorporates a gas treatment system where the LFG is 
compressed, chilled, and dehydrated.  The gas treatment system currently meets the 
definition of gas treatment as provided in guidance documents from the EPA; therefore, 
AEL is supportive of maintaining the existing definition.  If the proposed changes to 
NSPS incorporate specific numerical criteria for the equipment to be classified as “gas 
treatment”, this would potentially require a modification/redesign of the existing 
equipment to achieve those levels.  We would also have to install, maintain and operate 
continuous monitoring equipment to demonstrate these criteria are met during operation 
of the system.  This would result in an increased compliance burden on the landfill.   



 

 
In addition, the gas treatment system is not an emission point, but rather a physical 
process where the LFG is prepared for combustion in LFG fired generator sets. In the 
case of AEL, the LFG fired generator set is the ultimate point at which the LFG is vented 
to the atmosphere.  The operation of the generator set in accordance with the applicable 
NSPS and NESHAP (in this case the RICE MACT and the NSPS for spark ignition 
engines), ensures that the appropriate reduction in emissions occurs. Specifying 
numerical criteria for equipment to qualify as gas treatment will not affect the resulting 
emissions from the generator sets, nor will it result in a decrease in nonmethane organic 
compound (NMOC) emission from the landfill. As such, incorporating numerical criteria 
into the proposed NSPS changes will be an increased burden with no measureable 
improvement in emissions.   
 

Wellhead Requirements 
 
Industry has proposed EPA remove the wellhead performance standards from NSPS. 
 

AEL Comment 
AEL agrees with industry’s recommendation to remove the wellhead performance 
standards. The current requirements require monthly monitoring of pressure, 
temperature, and oxygen or nitrogen, and initial corrective actions within 5 calendar 
days, with a subsequent corrective action 15 days later, and expansion of the gas 
system within 120 days if the first two corrective actions are not successful.  These 
requirements result in an overly burdensome compliance exercise that does not result in 
NMOC reductions.   
 
It is our understanding that the wellhead performance standards for temperature and 
oxygen/nitrogen were included in NSPS to prevent landfill fires.  However, the limits 
specified in the NSPS are not always appropriate.  High oxygen levels can be a signal 
that waste in the vicinity of the well is old and that landfill gas production is on the 
decline; not indicative of a fire. For wells installed in non-producing areas, complying 
with the wellhead standards can be difficult.  Furthermore, waste naturally degrades at 
varying temperatures, some of which occurs above the NSPS wellhead standard.  AEL 
has specifically experienced this issue at our site and has several wells that naturally 
operate above 55°C (131°F) with no indication of fire in the vicinity of the well.  It should 
be the responsibility of the landfill/gas system owner/operator to ensure the system is 
operated to prevent a fire and not a requirement of NSPS.  
 
NSPS indicates that vacuum (pressure) at a well is monitored to determine if the gas 
system is operating sufficiently.  However, the direct measurement of surface emissions 
is a better means to assess the effectiveness of a gas system. This is similar to the 
sentiment indicated by EPA in the background information document (BID) for the final 
NSPS standards (EPA-453/R-94-021).  The BID states “EPA considers surface 
emissions monitoring to be an appropriate tool for monitoring both cover integrity and the 
effectiveness of well spacing and vacuum in order to ensure adequate collection 
efficiency” .   



 

As such, AEL would support the removal of the wellhead performance standards from 
NSPS and the continued use of SEM to directly measure emissions and demonstrate 
compliance.   
 

Surface Emission Monitoring (SEM) Requirements 
 
EPA is considering various options for expanding SEM requirements.  
 

 AEL Comment 
AEL believes the current SEM requirements are appropriate and there does not appear 
to be data to indicate the current SEM procedures are inadequate. The inclusion of 
enhanced SEM monitoring in a proposed rule change would be an increased compliance 
burden on the landfill.  Furthermore, there does not appear to be data to indicate that 
expanded SEM would result in a direct reduction in NMOC emissions.  Therefore, unless 
data can be provided to demonstrate enhanced SEM is better and will reduce NMOC 
emissions, there does not appear to be a valid reason to change the current SEM 
requirements. 

 
We appreciate your consideration of these comments.  If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact myself at (918) 245-7786. 

  
Attachments: November 11, 2013 Pre-Panel Briefing Comments 
 



 

ATTACHMENT 
 

November 11, 2013 Pre-Panel Briefing Comments 
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January 10, 2014 
 
Via Electronic Transmittal: Wiggins.Lanelle@epa.gov 
    David.Rostker@sba.gov 
 
Ms. Lanelle Bembenek Wiggins 
RFA/SBREFA Team Leader 
US EPA - Office of Policy (1806A) 
1200 Penn Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20460 
 
And 
 
Mr. David J. Rostker 
Assistant Chief Counsel 
Environmental Regulatory Reform 
US Small Business Administration, Office of Advocacy 
409 Third St SW, Suite 7800 
Washington, DC 20416 
 
Re: Revisions to Landfill NSPS and EG Rules 
 
Dear Ms. Wiggins and Mr. Rostker: 
 
On behalf of the City of Riverview, Michigan and Delta County Solid Waste Management 
Authority (DSWMA), Escanaba, Michigan, Cornerstone Environmental Group herein submits 
written comments to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the 
Small Business Administration (SBA) as you consider changes to the New Source 
Performance Standards (NSPS) and Emission Guidelines (EG) for Municipal Solid Waste 
(MSW) Landfills.   
 
We are providing comment on four specific issues:   

1. Compliance Mechanisms In The Current Rule that Do Not Make Sense;  
2. How Non-methane Organic Compounds (NMOC) From Landfills Can Be Further 

Reduced;  
3. EPA’s Recent Proposals For Rule Change and,  
4. New Technology Since the Rules Were Promulgated. 

 
Below is detailed discussion on each of these topics. 
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1. Compliance Mechanisms In The Current Rule That Do Not Make Sense 
 
Wellhead Performance Standards, Corrective Action and System Expansion – The 
regulations require that the temperature, pressure, and either nitrogen or oxygen be 
monitored monthly and that if a well exceeds an operating parameter, corrective action be 
initiated within 5 calendar days. If correction of the exceedance cannot be achieved within 15 
calendar days of the first measurement, the gas collection system shall be expanded to 
correct the exceedance within 120 days of the initial exceedance.  
 
The EPA included the wellhead performance standards in 1996 to ensure that 1) the landfill 
gas collection system is operating properly and 2) a fire is not propagated.  EPA is also 
concerned that elevated temperatures could inhibit anaerobic decomposition by killing 
methanogens.  The overarching goal of the NSPS is to reduce landfill gas emissions. 
 
Based on 17 years of experience implementing the NSPS, the regulated community views 
the wellhead performance standards (oxygen, temperature and pressure) as overly 
prescriptive with extremely complex recordkeeping/reporting.  The amount of data tracking 
for compliance is unnecessary to accomplish the overarching goal of NSPS.  In addition, if 
minimizing the risk of a fire is truly the concern for the EPA, the requirement for system 
expansion in many circumstances would further propagate the fire by introducing more 
oxygen into the system through drilling or excavation activities.   
 
We think it is important for EPA to note that 40CFR 258.21 already requires controls to 
reduce landfill fires namely: “Cover material requirements. (a) Except as provided in 
paragraph (b) of this section, the owners or operators of all MSWLF units must cover 
disposed solid waste with six inches of earthen material at the end of each operating day, or 
at more frequent intervals if necessary, to control disease vectors, fires, odors, blowing litter, 
and scavenging. (b) Alternative materials of an alternative thickness (other than at least six 
inches of earthen material) may be approved by the Director of an approved State if the 
owner or operator demonstrates that the alternative material and thickness control disease 
vectors, fires, odors, blowing litter, and scavenging without presenting a threat to human 
health and the environment.”  As such, we recommend that the wellhead standards for be 
eliminated.  Instead, the focus of the rule should be on the primary goal of NSPS, which is to 
control NMOC emissions.  This can be successfully accomplished utilizing surface emissions 
monitoring.   If the EPA remains concerned about potential fire risks, it is recommended that 
the facility include prevention and mitigation practices in the GCCS Design Plan, sealed by a 
professional engineer. 
 
In addition, the rule does not address ramping up the gas collection and control system 
(GCCS) for new landfills or tapering down the GCCS for old landfills.  Compliance with the 
wellhead performance standards are especially difficult at the beginning and end of the 
landfill’s life. 
 
We urge EPA to eliminate wellhead standards in the NSPS/EG - Since the rule promulgation 
in 1996, the industry has gained significant and widespread field operations experience. The 
existing wellhead standards are not the best indicator of GCCS performance because they 
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are arbitrary limits on a limited number of parameters which do not accurately represent 
proper GCCS performance.  
 
The existing wellhead operating standards do not reduce NMOC emissions. We believe that 
landfill owners are already heavily incentivized to maximize GCCS collection efficiency to 
control odor, control subsurface migration, minimize groundwater impacts, maintain cap 
stability and integrity, control surface emissions, and maximize energy recovery.  
 
Of the current wellhead operating standards, only pressure is indirectly tied to controlling 
emissions. We do not believe that the wellhead pressure standard provides additional 
environmental protection in light of other operating incentives described above. However, 
considering that the landfill cover soils have emission retention qualities even gas pressure 
under the cap is not an indicator of emissions.  
 
We ask that EPA keep in mind that wellhead standards do not measure emissions.  That can 
only be done with surface emission monitoring (SEM).  We ask that EPA let the landfill 
owners operate their well field consistent with their GCCS Design Plan such that surface 
emissions are maintained below the standard. 
 
Option for Failed Tier II Test – Under the current NSPS/EG rule if an owner fails a tier II test 
(i.e.: the calculated NMOC emissions are greater than 50Mg/year) then they must conduct 
tier III testing or install/operate an active LFG collection system.  We recommend another 
option be allowed, namely, an SEM demonstration.  This SEM demonstration would be 
performed using current NSPS procedures and if methane emissions were found or repaired 
to be lower than 500 ppm below background, then installation of a GCCS could be delayed.  
Based on our 17 years’ experience with the NSPS/EG rule we believe numerous GCCS have 
been installed and operated at great expense that are not justified because they reduce very 
few emissions that a good soil cover could achieve at much lower capital and operating 
costs. 
 
2. How NMOC From Landfills Can Be Further Reduced 
 
Surface Emissions Monitoring (SEM) – Currently, NSPS requires that the landfill gas 
collection system be operated such that methane concentration at the surface of the landfill 
is less than 500 parts per million methane above the background.  If EPA were to require the 
enhanced SEM nationwide, we believe it would be burdensome for small facilities like 
Riverview and DSWMA, with significant increase in cost, new equipment, and training of 
personnel.  For example: at the City of Riverview Landfill with 211 acres of landfill foot print, 
current NSPS SEM costs $20,000 annually to perform.  If Riverview has to perform similar to 
California Landfill Methane Rule it will cost approximately $100,000 per year; a significant 
increase in cost of compliance. 
 
Passive flare devices – Use of passive flare devices may allow reductions of NMOCs in 
remote areas such as landfill cleanouts to the leachate collection system and low methane 
producing areas.  Under current NSPS rules this installation is not possible because the 
NSPS requires open flares to meet 60.18 and have continuous flow recorders and flare pilot 
flame monitoring.  However, this equipment is not cost effectively available at remote 
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locations such as the leachate cleanout devices.  As such, if EPA wants to promote 
destruction of more NMOCs then EPA will need to waive the requirements for flow 
measurement and pilot flame monitor in remote areas and low methane producing areas. 
 
LFG Treatment - The 1996 NSPS rule does not include a definition of treatment system.  
EPA proposed the following definition in the May 23, 2002 proposed amendments to the 
original 1996 rule:  Treatment system means a system that filters, de-waters and 
compresses landfill gas. (67 FR 36480)   EPA should adopt this definition. 
 
In 2006 EPA proposed “treatment” standards to include operating limits and monitoring.  We 
believe that proposal is inappropriate and unnecessary because:  
 

1. Treatment systems are not control devices,  
 
2. EPA’s proposal would not provide the operator of the treatment system with any 

information that would enable a reduction in emissions because neither the filtration, 
compression, nor the dewatering process produce emissions that could be reduced, 
and  

 
3. Regulating the operating limits and monitoring will inhibit the development of LFGTE 

at small entity facilities which are already challenged with numerous technical and 
financial barriers due to their small LFG flow.  Adding more unnecessary regulatory 
and financial burden to these projects is inappropriate. 

 

The City of Riverview employs “treatment” for its LFG in 2 two ways: 

1. Some raw LFG is sold to DTE Biomass. DTE filters the LFG, compresses it, and 
dewaters prior to destruction in gas turbines which generate electricity for distribution 
to the local grid. 

 
2. Some raw LFG is used by the City in a BioCNG treatment system which filters it, 

compresses it, dewaters it, and lowers the H2S, siloxane, and CO2 concentration, 
prior to a fueling station where it is discharged into vehicles and destroyed.  The 
waste gas from the BioCNG system is vented into the gas collection system and 
blended with other LFG and routed to DTE treatment system. 

Both treatment systems are treating the LFG to different levels.  These treatment levels are 
dictated by the control devices located after treatment. Both treatment systems function well. 
Both treatment systems have safety shutoffs if malfunctions occur.  Neither treatment 
systems have emissions. Neither treatment systems are control devices. 
 
A one-size-fits-all approach, such as EPA put forth in the proposed 2006 rule, does not 
account for the site-specific characteristics that may impact operating requirements for each 
LFG treatment system and control device. We believe a site-specific preventative 
maintenance plan and a Start-up, Shutdown and Malfunction Plan are sufficient and 
prescriptive standards not warranted.  Operating according to these two plans is sufficient to 
assure that it is done properly.  As such, we believe that regulating the treatment of LFG is 
simply not necessary to ensure that LFG is properly combusted. 
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3. EPA’s Recent Proposals for Rule Change  
 
EPA recently explored changing some parameters in the existing rule in an attempt to 
capture more emissions.  In this section we comment on those proposals.   
 
Reduce time allotted for installation of the GCCS, currently at 30 months.  Considering the 
rules of procurement for municipalities it will be difficult to reduce this time.  Once a landfill 
exceeds the emission threshold they must procure an engineering firm to design the GCCS.  
Once that design has been completed it is issued to the EPA delegated authority for 
approval.  This approval period has been very long in most States and some States have 
never approved a submitted design, making it very cumbersome for the landfill owner to go 
to bid for construction.  Once the design is approved, then bidding may commence for a 
construction contractor.  Once the contractor is selected, equipment is ordered (longest lead 
time is typically the flare at 9 to 10 months) and construction commences.  We feel that 
shortening the time allotted for installation of the GCCS would create added burden on small 
entities and should not be pursued. 
 
Reduce the emission threshold, currently at 50 Mg/yr NMOC’s.  We feel this action would 
require many additional landfills to comply and the cost to comply versus the emission 
reductions would be unreasonable at approximately $14,000 / metric ton NMOC reduction. 
 
Reduce the design threshold, currently at 2.5 million cubic meters of waste. We feel this 
action would require many additional landfills to comply and the cost to comply versus the 
emission reductions would be unreasonable at approximately $18,000 / metric ton NMOC 
reduction. 
 
Reduce the time allowed for well field expansion, currently at 2 years if waste is at final grade 
and 5 years if still actively receiving waste.  In our experience, waste is typically not to final 
grade for at least 7 years at most landfills so the 2 year rule is rarely applicable at today’s 
modern landfill.   In our experience most landfill owners / LFG operators in wet climates are 
installing temporary LFG collectors before the 5 year rule is invoked, partially in an effort to 
comply with NSPS/EG but also partially to maintain control of odors or to capture energy.  
This early installation is not typically occurring in dry climates.  These early GCCS 
installations almost never comply with the wellhead standards but they don’t have to comply 
until the 5 year clock is triggered.  This is preferred by the industry.  Since landfill owners / 
LFG operators in wet climates already typically install the GCCS before 5 years if the EPA 
changes the rule to less than 5 years it would result in no less emission reductions than the 
current rule already provides.  Lowering the 5 year rule would create more administrative 
burden for LFG collectors that can’t meet the existing NSPS/EG wellhead standards, would 
not lower emissions, and would create undue expense on the landfill owners / LFG 
operators. Therefore we do not recommend any change to the 2yr/5yr rule. 
 
4. New Technology  
 
The landfill industry has not developed new control technologies since the original 
implementation of NSPS.  The best demonstrated technology remains flares.  Barriers 
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identified in the 1996 rulemaking to control technologies other than flaring still exist today.  It 
is important that any rule revisions seek to remove and not add barriers to technologies such 
as energy recovery and fuel conversion.  Creating prescriptive treatment system standards 
along with monitoring and recordkeeping requirements will add significant barriers to these 
types of projects and could squash further development.   
 
Industry has made improvements to wellhead and collector designs, and improved data 
collection and tracking.  Because the NSPS/EG rule is so prescriptive, it is difficult to develop 
new technology.  However, all these improvements have been developed to address 
compliance with the existing NSPS rules. The NSPS/EG rule does not have sufficient 
flexibility and most regulators are not interested in allowing exceptions to this rule.  This 
stymies creativity and development of new technology. 
 
The landfill industry is beginning to invest in research that will ultimately improve our ability to 
predict LFG generation and collection rates more accurately.  It is widely thought that the 
methane generation rate (k) varies over time, lowering when the landfill cap is installed and 
stormwater is cutoff.  In addition, it is widely thought in our industry that NMOC, VOC, 
Siloxane, H2S, and other compounds typically found in landfill gas have varying emission 
factors over time, lowering as waste decomposition progresses.  These issues and many 
others are now receiving some funding for research.  More funding is needed to advance the 
state of practice in this regard and better understand what the “real” emissions from landfills 
are. 
 
In closing, Cornerstone, The City and Riverview, and DSWMA appreciate the opportunity to 
get involved with EPA’s rule making process and welcome future exchange of information 
with the EPA and SBA. 
 
Sincerely, 
Cornerstone Environmental Group, LLC 
 

 
 
 
Michael S. Michels, P.E. 
Executive Vice President 
 
cc: Stephanie N. Brown, USEPA, Office of Policy (Electronically) 
 Robert Bobeck, Riverview Land Preserve (Electronically) 
 Don Pyle, Delta County Solid Waste Management Authority (Electronically) 
 Khaled Mahmood, Cornerstone Environmental Group (Electronically) 














