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file at any tine without notice. For an understanding of the actual
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consult the appropriate sections of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regul ations (CFR), pertinent Federal Registers and EPA gui dance
docunments, as well as relevant State regul ations. W recomend that
t he EPA Regional O fices and States be consulted for specific
applicability determ nations.
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| NTRODUCTI ON_AND SOURCES OF ADDI TI ONAL | NFORMVATI ON

The following list of questions and answers are provi ded
as a guide for those subject to the new source perfornmance
st andards (NSPS) or em ssion guidelines (EG, as well as those
i npl ementing the NSPS or EG. It is the intent of EPA to
update this |ist as new questions and issues are raised. |If
you have a concern you feel should be addressed here, please
fax or E-mail your question to:

Questions
Concer ni ng Narre Fax E- mai |
Techni cal / Rul e Martha Smith 919-541- 2421 smit h. mart ha@panai | . epa. gov
| npl erent at i on Mary Ann 919-541- 2664 war ner . mar yann@panai | . epa. gov
V\r ner
Moni tori ng and
Sanpl i ng Foston Curtis 919-541- 1039 curtis. foston@panai |l . epa. gov
Met hods
Landfill Air
Eni ssi ons Susan 919- 541- 2382 t hor nel oe. susan@panui | . epa. gov
Model Thor nel oe

Part 70 and 71 Joanna Swanson 919- 541- 5282 swanson. j oanna@pansi | . epa. gov
Permtting

New Sour ce Dan DeRoeck 919- 541- 5593 der oeck. dan@panui | . epa. gov
Revi ew
Permtting

Addi tional information regarding the Minicipal Solid
Waste Landfill New Source Perfornmance Standards and Em ssion
CGui del i nes can be obtained fromthe foll ow ng docunents.

These docunments are avail able as indicated; however, a new EPA
TTN Website under devel opnent will accommodate many of these
document s at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/uatw/ landfill/landfl pg. htm .

C Muni ci pal Solid Waste Landfills Proposed Rul e and
Gui deline, May 30, 1991 (56 FR 24468).

C Muni ci pal Solid Waste Landfills Final Rule and Guideline,
March 12, 1996 (61 FR 9905). Also available on the TTN
Web (http://ww. epa. gov/ docs/fedrgstr/ EPA- Al R 1996/ Mar ch)
and in the docket (see address bel ow).



Amendnents to Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Final Rule
and CGui deline, June 16, 1998 (63 FR 32743). Avail able on
the TTN
Web(http://ww. epa. gov/ docs/fedrgstr/EPA- Al R/ 1998/ June).

"Air Em ssions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills -
Background Information for Proposed Standards and

Em ssion Guidelines,” March 1991, EPA-450/3-90-011(a).
Thi s docunent contains technical information on |andfill
em ssions and controls assenbled prior to proposal of the
standards. It may be obtained fromthe U. S. EPA Library
in Research Triangle Park, NC or fromthe docket (see
addr ess bel ow).

"Air Em ssions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills -
Background Information for Final Standards and

Gui del i nes, " Decenber 1995, EPA-453/R-94-021. This
docunment summarizes all public coments on the proposed
NSPS and EG and the EPA responses. This document may be
obtained fromthe TTN Web, the U S. EPA Library in
Research Triangle Park, or fromthe docket (see addresses
bel ow) .

“Muni ci pal Solid Waste Landfills, Volume 1. Summary of

t he Requirements for the New Source Perfornmance Standards
and Em ssion Guidelines for Municipal Solid Waste
Landfills,"” EPA-456R-96-004 (MSW Landfills, Volume 1) has
been posted on the TTN Web (see address bel ow) and

expl ains the requirenents of the NSPS and EG

Expl anations and tools are provided to help inplenenting
agenci es determ ne applicability, ensure conpliance,

coll ect and review reports, and conduct inspections. The
docurment will also be available in the docket (see
address bel ow) and EPA Regional libraries (Regions |I-X).

“Muni ci pal Solid Waste Landfills, Volume 2: Summary of
the Requirenments for Section 111(d) State plans for

| mpl enenting the Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Em ssion
Gui del i nes," EPA-456R/ 96-005 (MSW Landfills, Volume 2)
has been posted on the TTN Web (see address bel ow), and
expl ains the State plan devel opment and approval process.
MSW Landfills, Volune 2 outlines and expl ains the
required content of State plans, outlines the tineline
and responsibilities for devel oping and submtting State
pl ans, and answers general questions about how to prepare
State plans. The docunent is also available in the

Vi



docket (see address bel ow) and EPA Region Libraries
(Regions 1|-X).

The docket is available at the follow ng address. A
reasonabl e fee may be charged for copying.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, SW
Washi ngton, DC 20460
Air and Radi ati on Docket and Information Center
Room M 1500 Waterside Mall, G ound Fl oor
Phone: (202) 260-7548
Refer to Docket Nunber: A-88-09

The U.S. EPA Library in Research Triangle Park address
and phone nunber are as foll ows:

U.S. EPA Library (M 33)
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711
Phone: (919) 541-2777

El ectronic file(s) can be accessed through the EPA
Technol ogy Transfer Network Website (TTN Web). The files are
| ocated under “OAR Policy and Gui dance Information”. The TTN
Web can be accessed through the World W de Web at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg.

are avail abl e at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/uatw | andfill/landfl pg. htm .

Web hel p number is (919) 541-5384.

The EPA Regi onal

assi st ance.

Many of these landfills files

offices may al so be contacted for

The appropriate contacts are |isted bel ow

Nanme Regi on Phone Fax

Jeanne Cosgrove 1 617-565-9451 617-565-4940
Chri stine DeRosa 2 212-637-4022 212-637-3901
Jim Topsal e 3 215-814-2190 215-814-2114
Scott Davis 4 404-562-9127 404-562- 9095
Charl es Hatten 5 312-886- 6031 312-886-0617
M ck Cote 6 214-665-7219 214-665-7263
Ward Burns 7 913-551- 7960 913-551- 7065
Martin Hest mark 8 303-312-6776 303-312- 6409
Patricia Bowin 9 415-744-1188 415-744-1076
Cat heri ne Who 10 206- 553-1814 206- 553- 0404

Vi i

The TTN
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l. OVERVI EW AND APPLI CABI LI TY

A. Overvi ew of Requirenents and Applicability

1. Question: What is required of landfills to which the
NSPS or the EG applies?

Answer: All sources to which the NSPS or EG applies nust
submt a design capacity report -- regardless of their size or
capacity. Those sources with a design capacity greater than
or equal to 2.5 million My and 2.5 million m3 nust al so submit
periodic em ssions reports. If those sources emt nore than
50 My/yr of non-nmethane organic conpounds (NMOC), they are
required to conply with the em ssion control requirenments of
the NSPS (new landfills) or the EG (existing landfills).

2. Question: A commenter submitted an applicability table
to summari ze which requirenents apply to landfills depending
on their size and em ssion rates and asked if the table was
correct for both existing landfills and new landfills as
defi ned under Subparts Cc (EG and WAV ( NSPS) .

Answer: The followng table is a correct summary of the
applicability of the requirenments of the NSPS and EG.

Applicability Table based on 88 60.33c(a) and 60. 752

mEsrgn capacity

(Mllion My Peri odi c NMOC Title V
and/or MIlion Em ssions (My/yr Desi gn Capacity Em ssi on Reports Control s Perm t
rr3) NMOC) Report Required Requi r ed Requi r ed Requi r ed
<2.5 < 50 Yes No No *
(My or n¥)
<2.5 > 50 Yes No No *
(My or )
>2.5 < 50 Yes Yes No Yes
(My and m?)
>2.5 > 50 Yes Yes Yes Yes

(M and rr32

* The landfills NSPS and EG does not require a part 70 or 71 operating pernit for these landfills, but
part 70 or 71 requires a permt if the landfill is a major source as defined in part 70 or 71 or is
subject to part 70 or 71 for sone other reason (e.g., subject to another NSPS or NESHAP). A landfill is
a major source and requires a title V permt if the air em ssions are > 100 tons/yr or the HAP eni ssions
are >10 tons/yr for one HAP or 25 tons/yr for a conbination of HAP's or if it emits mgjor source |levels
of criteria

pol lutants such as VOC (major source thresholds are different for attainment and nonattai nment areas--
see the definition in 40 CFR section 70.3(a)).

3. Question: Wat is the difference between the NSPS and the EG?
Is there any freedom of ability to nodify the standards in the EG
which is not available in the NSPS?



Answer: There are two main differences between the NSPS and
EG First, the NSPS applies to new, nodified, or reconstructed
muni ci pal solid waste (MSW landfills. The recent amendnents
(63 FR 32743, June 16, 1998) clarify that a new, nodified, or
reconstructed landfill is defined as a landfill that comrenced
construction, nodification, or reconstruction on or after May 30,
1991. The EG applies to existing MSWlandfills. An existing
landfill is defined as a landfill that accepted waste on or after
Novermber 8, 1987 and is not new, nodified, or reconstructed.

In addition, the NSPS is a single federal rule that applies to
all new sources, the EG provides guidance for regulating |andfill gas
enm ssions which the States are required to inplenment through
i ndi vidual State plans. While State plans nust generally be as
stringent as the EG there is flexibility, on a case-by-case basis,
to apply less stringent limtations or conpliance schedules if
certain criteria are net (see section V.E. for additional details).
State plans could also be nore stringent than the EG (See
section Il.E for additional details).

4. Question: What is the significance of the Novenber 8, 1987
date that is specified in the EG? Are landfills that accepted waste
after this date subject to the EG or the NSPS?

Answer: A cutoff date of 1987 was established to focus on
landfills that accepted waste nore recently and woul d thus have a
hi gher em ssion potential. Another inportant consideration was the
potential difficulty of locating landfills that closed prior to 1987
and establishing responsibility for installation of controls at ol der
closed landfills for which ownership may be uncertain.

The Hazardous and Solid Waste Anendnents to RCRA of 1984
required States to establish a permt program or other system of
prior approval to ensure that facilities that receive househol d
hazardous waste or small quantity generator hazardous waste are in
conpliance with 40 CFR part 257, "Criteria for Classification of

Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and Practices.” This permt program
was to be established by Novenber 8, 1987. This date was sel ected as
the regulatory cutoff in the EG for landfills that are no | onger

recei ving wast es because EPA judged States would be able to identify
active facilities as of this date. [See pages 24475 and 24476 of the
proposal preanble (in the May 30, 1991, Federal Register), Section IV
Rati onal e, Sel ection of Affected and Designated Facilities].

Landfills that accept waste after this date could be subject to
either the EG or NSPS dependi ng upon when they are permtted to
exceed 2.5 mllion My




and 2.5 mllion cubic nmeters in design capacity (see the follow ng
gquestions and answers).

B. Applicability for Mdified Landfills

5. Question: |If an existing landfill subject to the EGis
nodi fied, does it remain subject to the EG or becone subject to the
NSPS?

Answer: The recent anendnents (63 FR 32743) clarify that al
landfills that comence nodification on or after May 30, 1991
(regardl ess of size) are classified as new, and subject to the NSPS.

6. Question: What constitutes a "nodification"? Sone State solid
waste regul ations specify that a vertical or horizontal expansion
constitutes a nodification.

Answer: The recent anendnents clarify that a nodification is
an increase in the permtted volunme design capacity of a landfill by
ei ther vertical or horizontal expansion. For the nodification to
have occurred, the owner or operator nust have commenced construction
on the horizontal or vertical expansion. For landfills,
nmodi fications that increase capacity and em ssions are typically
i mpl enrented by horizontal (lateral) or vertical (upward) expansion of
the existing landfill. If a vertical (upward) or horizonta
(lateral) expansion increases the design capacity of the |andfill
above the previously permtted level then it is a nodification.

Furthernmore, adding a new MSW 1l andfill area at the same |ocation as
an existing MSWlandfill causes the entire site (contiguous
geographic area) to be considered a nodified |andfill subject to the

NSPS. (See section I.D.)

If an existing landfill makes an operational change, then it
will continue to be subject to the EG rather than becom ng subject to
the NSPS. For exanple, an increase in design capacity my result
fromnot only an increase in the permtted volume of the landfill but

al so froman increase in the density as docunented in the annual
recal cul ation required in 8 60.758(f). This density change is not a

nmodi fi cation, and does not subject an existing landfill to the NSPS;
but if capacity is increased to $ 2.5 million My and 2.5 mllion nd
in this way, the landfill would file an amended desi gn capacity

report under the EG and performthe NMOC em ssion rate calculation to
determne if control is required.

7. Question: |Is there a m ninum anount of increase in design
capacity that triggers the requirenents of the NSPS?



Answer: No, any vertical or horizontal expansion that
i ncreases the design capacity is a nodification and triggers NSPS

applicability for landfills. |If the capacity is increased to or
above 2.5 million My and 2.5 mllion m3, an amended design capacity
report nust be filed and the landfill nust begin calculating the

annual NMOC em ssion rate using the tier procedures in the rule and
must submt NMOC em ssion rate reports.

8. Question: Suppose an MSWlandfill is subject to the EG but

the facility then makes a nodification that increases the design
capacity. |Is the entire landfill then subject to the NSPS, or is the
"new' nodification to the landfill subject to the NSPS while the rest
of the landfill remains subject to the EG?

Answer: If the landfill is nodified (an increase in the design
capacity by vertical or horizontal expansion) after May 30, 1991,
then the entire landfill is subject to the NSPS.

C. Dat e of Commenced Construction

9. Question: Does the NSPS apply based on the date of permt
i ssuance or initial waste placenment? Which permt should serve as
the basis for establishing the date of commenced constructi on?

Answer: As clarified in the recent anendnents (63 FR 32743), a
new | andfill is a landfill that comrences construction, nodification,
or reconstruction on or after May 30, 1991. The definition of
"commenced” is contained in the NSPS General Provisions in 40 CFR 60
subpart A 8 60.2. "Commenced neans...that an owner or operator has
undertaken a continuous program of construction or nodification or
t hat an owner or operator has entered into a contractual obligation
to undertake, within a reasonable tinme, a continuous program of
construction or nodification". Depending on the specific case, the
date a permt was issued, the date a contract was signed, or the date
t hat physical construction began could be the date of "comenced"
construction. Because one or nmore of these events would need to
occur prior to the date of initial waste acceptance, it is likely
that the date of waste acceptance woul d not be the date construction
"comrenced"”. The regulatory authority has responsibility for
determ ning the appropriate date considering the sequence of events
for the specific landfill.

D. Definition of Source/ Contiguous Area

10. Question: How are conti guous or adjacent landfills handl ed?
For exanmple, a county landfill, built in the early 1970s, is in the
process of closing, however, it is still accepting waste. As an
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expansion to the existing landfill, another cell obtained a permt in
February 1993, but is still under construction. These two |andfill
Sites are separated by an access road. In order to calculate its

em ssions, is this considered one landfill or two? Also, is the
addition of these cells a nmodification, or would it be considered a
new source? Another county landfill has two cells separated by a
county road. |Is this considered one landfill or two? A third
landfill has cells or sites separated by a golf course.

Answer: A landfill is considered a single landfill if the
cells are contiguous and under common ownership or control, even if a
road or golf course separates the cells. This is the historica
interpretation for source definition for all NSPS, and it has been
adopted for landfills. The addition of a cell that increases the
permtted volunetric design capacity for one of these landfills would
be considered a nodification, not the opening of a separate new
landfill. A nodification causes the entire landfill (the existing
cells and the newy permtted cell) to becone subject to the NSPS.

11. Question: |If a landfill expands by opening a new area, mnust
inactive as well as active areas be controlled? For exanple, suppose
a landfill with a design capacity of 1.6 million m3 (est 1979)

deci des to expand such that the design capacity totals 4.0 mlIlion
m3; and therefore it becomes subject to the NSPS. The 1.6 million mB
will be closed in 1998. Since the site will be inactive, will a

flare be required for the closed area or just the new area once 50
Mg/ yr of NMOC em ssions is exceeded?

Answer: The entire landfill is included in both the design
capacity and the NMOC em ssion rate calculation. The entire area
beconmes subject to the landfill gas collection and contr ol

requi renments once the cal cul ated NMOC enmi ssion rate equal s or exceeds
50 My/yr.

E. Applicability to Closed Landfills

12. Question: \What are the requirenments for landfills that close
after 19877

a) Upon reading the rule it appears that these landfills nust
submt an initial maxi num design capacity and initial NMOC em ssion
rate report. Are they required to submt annual reports docunenting
the NMOC em ssions? Since their NMOC em ssions are only going to go
down it does not seemto nake sense to require a closed landfill with
NMOC em ssions < 50 Mg/yr to submt annual NMOC reports.



b) If a closed landfill has NMOC em ssions $ 50 Mg/ yr, what
are the retrofit collection/control requirenents including design
paranmeters? Are these requirenents different than for an active
landfill that can design these systenms as they grow? Retrofitting
may be nore expensive.

c) Are closed landfills required to have controls on for
15 years fromthe date of installation?

Answer: All landfills operating after Novenber 8, 1987,
whet her cl osed or open, are required to submt a design capacity

report -- regardless of their size or capacity. Only those sources
(closed or open) with a design capacity greater than or equal to 2.5
mllion My and 2.5 million m3 are required to submt an initial NMOC

em ssion rate report. They are also required to submt periodic
(e.g., annual) reports until the calculated NMOC eni ssion rate is

> 50 Mg/yr or until the landfill is closed. |If the initial or a
subsequent NMOC rate em ssion report shows em ssions of 50 My/yr or
nore, the landfill must install controls or denonstrate, using Tier 2

or 3 procedures, that NMOC em ssions are | ess than 50 My/yr.

If the landfill is closed, they can stop doing annual NMOC
em ssion rate cal culations and reports, as provided in
8§ 60.752(b)(1)(ii). A "closed"” landfill means a landfill in which
solid waste is no | onger placed, and in which no additional solid
waste will be placed without first filing a notification of
nodi fication. Once a notification of nodification is filed and
additional waste is placed in a landfill, it is no |onger closed and

must resume NMOC em ssions reporting.

Cl osed and active landfills have the same control requirenents.
These control systens are appropriate for installation in existing

landfills, such as closed landfills or existing landfills wth waste
in place. 1In either case, the wells are drilled into the existing
waste. The collection system of header pipes is installed above the
ground. It would generally be easier and cheaper to install a well
and collection systemin a closed landfill area because it would be
separate fromthe day-to-day |andfill operations and no additi onal
wast e woul d be deposited in the area (see section |I1.B for additional
detail s).

Cl osed | andfills nust have controls on for at |east 15 years
fromthe date of installation and until the NMOC em ssions are |ess
than 50 Mg per year in three successive enission rate reports.

13. Question: What should a State do about a landfill that
accepted waste after Novenber 8, 1987 but is now closed? How can the

6



coll ection and control systembe installed if there are no funds
avai |l abl e?

Answer: Once a closed landfill has been identified, the State
will need to identify and | ocate the owner/operator or responsible
party. ldentifying and | ocating owners or operators of closed

landfills may be difficult. However, only landfills that have
accepted MSW si nce Novenber 8, 1987 are subject to the EG
Therefore, these landfills should have permts that would identify
t he owner/ operator.

The source of funding for collection and control systens on

landfills that are closed will vary depending on the landfill
ownership and circunstances surrounding its closure. |If the landfill
is of private ownership, the owner would be responsible for the
costs. If the landfill is of State or |ocal ownership the costs

could be borne by a reallocation of State or |ocal funds, bonds, or
other State or |ocal budget nechani sns.

It is also possible that the State plan could establish a |ess
stringent standard for a specific landfill or class of landfills. To
do this, the State nust apply to EPA and denonstrate that the
criterialisted in 8 60.24(f) of subpart B are net. These criteria
include (1) unreasonable cost of control resulting from age,
| ocation, or design, (2) physical inpossibility of installing the
necessary control equipnent, or (3) other factors specific to the
landfills that make application of a | ess stringent standard
significantly nore reasonabl e.

F. Applicability to Superfund Sites

15. Question: VWhat is the applicability of the MSWIandfill NSPS
and EG to superfund sites? |Is this a part of their clean-up plan?
Who will calculate the design capacity for Superfund sites? Are they

required to provide the Design Capacity Report? Also, how does this
relate to the preanble | anguage that inplies "that the standards may
al so be determ ned rel evant and appropriate for sites that accepted
waste prior to Novenmber 8, 1987." Also, if a cell was classified as
a Superfund site and closed prior to 1987, is this site considered
part of the larger landfill?

Answer: The landfills NSPS or EG apply to MSWlandfills
i ncludi ng ones determ ned to be Superfund sites if they have accepted
wast e since Novenber 8, 1987 or have additional design capacity
avail able for future waste acceptance. This would include the
requirenment to submt a design capacity report. The design capacity
report is required by the NSPS and EG under the Clean Air Act and is

7



a separate activity fromthe Superfund clean-up plan. The
responsi bl e party should cal culate the design capacity.

An MSW | andfill Superfund site may be required, under
Superfund, to install collection and controls if it is determ ned
that controls are "relevant” and "appropriate” even if the landfill
did not receive MSW after Novenmber 8, 1987. Superfund landfills are
individually reviewed on a case-by-case basis, under Superfund, to
determ ne rel evant and appropriate controls.
(See the preanble to the final rule [61 FR 9909, March 12, 1996] for
addi tional discussion of Superfund sites.)

The classification of a landfill cell as a Superfund site would
not affect the determ nation of whether or not it is part of the
| arger landfill. See section I.D. for related questions and answers.
G | ndependent Power Producers

16. Question: |Is an independent power producer |ocated on an MSW

landfill exenpt from conplying with the NSPS/ EG?
Answer: |If the independent power producer is conbusting
landfill gas it would be subject to the NSPS or EG

1. CONTROL REQUI REMENTS AND COVPLI ANCE Tl MES

A.  General

1. Question: What em ssion controls are required for the NSPS or
t he EG?

Answer: Both the NSPS and EG require the use of best
denmonstrated technol ogy (BDT) for reduction of NMOC | andfill
em ssions. BDT for MSWlandfills includes: (1) a well designed and
wel | operated gas collection system and (2) a control device capable
of reducing NMOC in the collected gas by 98 percent by weight.

B. Design and I nstallation of Collection Systens

2. Question: For purposes of submtting a collection and control
system desi gn plan, does this design submttal cover the entire
permtted landfill area (even those areas that are not currently
constructed, although permtted)? Since the influence from
extraction wells is predicted on the depth of waste, the design of
the systemw Il vary as landfilling continues. As such, is the
design submttal called out in the NSPS for the entire permtted
area, or for only those areas warranting control (i.e., those active
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areas that have waste in place that is 5 years or ol der or closed
areas 2 years or older)? This is an inportant issue. A registered
engi neer who nust sign the design for the entire permtted footprint
may not feel confortable because the interimsysteminstallations may
be different than his total plan. Please clarify.

Answer: The plan nust cover the area to be controlled over the
i ntended period of use (lifetime) of the gas control system not the

entire landfill. As specified in 8 60.752(b)(2)(ii), the collection
system nust be designed to handl e the maxi num expected gas generation
rate fromthe entire area of the landfill that warrants control over

the i ntended period of use of the gas control or treatnent system
Active areas in which the initial waste has been in place 5 years and
closed or final grade areas where the initial waste has been in place
2 years nust be controlled. As the landfill expands, the collection
system nust be expanded into areas that neet these criteria. Thus,

if a control systemis expected to |last 15 years (for exanple), the
design plan nust take into account all active areas of the landfill
that are expected to neet the 2 year/5 year criteria within the next
15 years, given the expected waste acceptance rate. The design plan
shoul d include the initial design and plans for system expansi on.

3. Question: For those landfills that equal or exceed 50 My

NMOC/ yr, but only have waste in place for 1 or 2 years (have no areas
that are active which are 5 years or older or 2 years or older in
areas that are closed), is a collection and control system design
plan required within 1 year of reporting to the agency that the
facility exceeds 50 Mg NMOC/ yr?

Answer: A situation where a landfill that has accepted waste
for only 1 or 2 years exceeds the 50 My/yr em ssion rate i s expected
to be infrequent. However, in such a case, the design plan is due

within 1 year of the report show ng NMOC em ssions $ 50 My/yr, unless
the owner or operator elects to performTier 2 or 3 testing to
denonstrate that em ssions are |ess than 50 Mg/yr. The collection
and control system nust be installed within 30 nonths of the first
report show ng em ssions over 50 My/yr. These systens nust be
installed in active areas that have waste in place for 5 or nore
years or areas at final grade that have waste in place for at |east

2 years. However, in the commenter's exanple, if a landfill that had
been accepting waste for only 1 year submtted a report show ng NMOC
em ssions $ 50 Mg/yr, and 30 nonths after that (e.g., 3 *years after
the landfill began accepting waste) had no active areas where waste
had been in place 5 years and no areas at final grade where waste had
been in place 2 years, they could wait to install and operate the
coll ection and control systemuntil an area of the landfill nmet the

5 year/2 year criteria above.



If the landfill elected to performTier 2 testing to
denmonstrate that NMOC em ssions are |less than 50 My/yr, they would
wait to perform Tier 2 nmeasurenents until the first waste has been in
pl ace for 2 years because the Tier 2 neasurenent procedures can only
be done where waste has been in place for 2 years [see
8§ 60.754(a)(3)]. |If Tier 2 shows em ssions < 50 Mg/yr, the design
pl an and control would not be required until after the annual NWMOC
em ssion rate reports show that em ssions have increased to 50 My/yr
or nore.

4. Question: What are the requirenents for installing a

coll ection systemin cells that have not yet reached final grade, but
are subject to collection, where adjacent cells are being devel oped?
s it possible to allow landfills to install a collection systemin
applicable cells only when they reach final grade, provided it is
done within a specified tinme period (i.e., they can't stall reaching
final grade to put off installing a collection system?

Answer: The rule requires collection and control of NMOC from
all applicable areas that warrant control (those neeting the 2 or 5
year criteria), regardless of the activity at adjacent cells.

5. Question: Suppose a landfill subject to the NSPS has total
NMOC em ssions greater than 50 Mg/yr and therefore is required to
install a gas collection system Are there any exceptions to the
NSPS requirement to install collection and control systens in active
areas where waste has been in place 5 years? For exanple, suppose
one portion of the landfill contains waste that is over 5 years old,
but will be covered with an additional 200 feet of waste. The
installation of collection wells in this portion of the landfill
appears inmpractical given that the well piping would have to extend
at | east 200 feet above the present surface of the waste and

machi nery to place waste would need to maneuver around the wells.
What options does this landfill have?

Answer: There are no exceptions to the requirenment to install
collection systens in active areas where the initial solid waste has

been placed for 5 years, however the landfill does not need to
install wells that extend into the air. The system can be built
incrementally. The landfill can install wells in the existing waste

and connect the well headers with lateral piping routed to a control
device. After waste is |later placed in the area above these wells,

new wells can be sunk into the new waste. The new wells wll be
above the old wells. Landfills should keep the collection system
requirements in mnd when planning their filling practices, in order

to allow efficient collection system design and installation.
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C. Passi ve Coll ecti on Systens

6. Question: Can a landfill use trenches to prevent the off-site
m gration of gases fromthe landfill even after a gas collection

systemis installed?

Answer: The use of trenches to stop off-site mgration of
landfill gases is often done for safety considerations, often in
probl em cases where a landfill gas collection systemis installed.

I n sonme instances, the installed collection system of vertical wells
did not capture all the landfill gas, whereas the lateral trenches
did. The off-site mgration of landfill gas could result in an
energency situation, especially when adjacent properties are
operating such that a fire could be started and/or fueled by the
mgrating landfill gas.

The NSPS allows for the use of alternative system designs to
i ncorporate the many site-specific factors involved with landfill gas
system design. Section 60.752(b)(2)(i)(D) states that a wi de variety
of system designs are possible, such as vertical wells, conbination
hori zontal and vertical collection systens, or horizontal collection
systens, |eachate collection conponents, and passive systens. |In the
situation where a trench is used to prevent off-site mgration, a
pi pe nmust be put into a lateral trench to stop the landfill gas
m gration and |l ateral gas extraction will be acconplished through a
vacuum The gas collection system and trench gas extraction system
are operated sinmultaneously.

7. Question: For passive collection systens, what kind of liners
can be put in as new cells are built? Should the liners be Subtitle
D or State equivalent? Do |landfills have to put liner on the sides
as well as bottomas new cells are built?

Answer: Section 60.752(b)(2)(ii) states that passive
coll ection systens nust be installed with liners on the bottom and
all sides in all areas in which gas is to be collected. Thus, liners
must be installed on the sides as well as the bottom as new cells are
built. The NSPS al so specifies that the requirements of 8§ 258. 40
(RCRA solid waste regul ations) be followed for liner installation.
Section 258.40 requires that new MSWlandfills and | ateral expansions
be constructed in accordance with a design approved by the Director
of an approved State or as specified in § 258.40(e) for unapproved
States. Performance standards and criteria for liners are included
in § 258. 40.

8. Question: The |anguage for collection systens seens
inconsistent with the requirenent of a negative pressure gradient at
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wel | heads. The regulation allows the use of either passive or active
collection systens, but then goes on to require a negative pressure
gradient at each well head. A negative pressure gradient can only be
acconmplished with an active system

Answer: The rule allows flexibility for the owner or operator
to propose the use of alternative collection systens and alternative
nonitoring in their collection and control system design plan.
Specifically, 8 60.752(b)(2)(i)(B) allows the owner or operator to
"include (in the collection and control system design plan) any
alternatives to the operational standards, test nethods, procedures,
conpliance neasures, nonitoring, recordkeeping or reporting
provi sions of 88 60.753 through 60.758 proposed by the owner or
operator." Therefore, when an owner/operator submts a design plan
for a passive collection system they can also specify that the
negati ve pressure requirenent does not apply and propose alternative
monitoring. The regulatory agency will review the proposed design
pl an and nonitoring requirements, and the landfill will be subject to
the specific requirenents that are approved.

D. Landfills with Existing Collection and Control Systens

9. Question: Several sites subject to the NSPS al ready have

exi sting gas collection and control systens. For the purposes of the
design plan submttal (due within one year of reporting to the Agency
that the facility equals or exceeds 50 Mgy NMOC/yr), the landfill
owner/operator plans to conduct an inspection of the gas systemto
ensure that all required nonitoring can be conducted and a surface
scan to verify that the systemcollects all the gas fromthose areas
warranting control and neets the criteria stated under 8 60.752.

These results along with as built docunentation of the systemw || be
submtted as part of the collection and control system design
submttal. |Is this an acceptable denonstration of conpliance?

Answer: The general conpliance denonstration approach
described in the question sounds acceptable. However, keep in m nd
that the documentation submtted nust also show that the criteria in
8 60.752(b)(2)(ii) are net (e.g., that the systemis designed to
handl e t he maxi mum expected gas flow rate over the |life of the
control equipnent, that gas will be collected from each area neeting
the 5 year/2 year waste in place criteria, and that off-site
mgration is mnimzed). Furthernore, if the system does not conform
with the specifications for active collection systenms in 8§ 60.759, a
denonstration of the sufficiency of the alternative design nmust be
included. The landfill will also be required to submt a performance
test to show that the control device achieves 98 percent reduction
(or nust use a flare that neets the criteria specified in § 60.18).
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Section 60.757(g) requires information about the collection system
design to be submtted with the test report.

10. Question: |If existing MSWIlandfills have a flare system but
do not neet the exact specifications in 40 CFR 60, Subparts Cc and
WAV are they required to "upgrade" and/or replace their systen? O
can the State "control" through permtting requirements?

Answer: In general, State plans for existing landfills nmust be
at least as stringent as subpart Cc. This includes conpliance with
the flare specifications. However, in a few situations the State
standards for a specific existing landfill may be I ess stringent than
the EG  In such cases, the State nmust denonstrate that |ess
stringent requirenments are warranted based on specific criteria
contained in 8 60.24(f) of subpart B. These criteria include
unreasonabl e costs, physical inpossibility, or other factors specific
to the landfill that make application of a |less stringent standard
significantly nore reasonable. |If the State believes that an upgrade
of the flare would neet one of these criteria and wants to prescribe
| ess stringent specifications, it could nmake such a denonstration.
These denonstrations nust be reviewed by EPA as part of the State
pl an approval process. Any new landfills that are subject to the
NSPS and use a flare to conply with the NSPS control requirenents
must neet the specifications in subpart WW and § 60. 18.

E. O her Control Concerns

11. Question: |If a facility submtted the Tier 1 report in

June 1996 and that report indicated em ssions greater than 50 My
NMOC/ yr, can Tier 2 still be used to denonstrate a | ower em ssions
rate? Some States are allowing the submttal of Tier 2 reports |ater
than the cutoff schedul e published in the NSPS.

Answer: The NSPS requires submttal of the Tier 2 report
within 180 days of the Tier 1 report.

12. Question: One conmmenter stated that the maxi num 500 ppm

met hane surface concentration required in nmonitoring would result in
reduced Btu value of the gas they supply to a client. This commenter
supplies gas that is 55 percent nmethane to their client. Remaining
bel ow t he 500 ppm net hane surface concentration would increase the
chance of air intrusion in their system This may result in the

met hane concentrati on being reduced to 40 percent nethane, which
their client is not able to handle. They base their concl usions on
California, which has |ess rain and apparently has nore sand in the
cover than in Mnnesota (In Mnnesota it is nostly clay). The
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commenter would like to know if the EPA has any information on this
i ssue.

Answer: The purpose for the surface nonitoring is to ensure
that the landfill cover or cap and gas extraction system are properly
desi gned and operated to ensure capture of the landfill gas.
Landfills with properly designed and operated systems should not have
air intrusion that would | ower the BTU content of the gas. If air
i ntrusion occurs. The owner/operator may need to reduce the vacuum
i nprove the cover, install additional collection wells, or a
conbi nati on of these.

F. Conpl i ance Ti nes

13. Question: \When does a facility becone subject to the EG? |If
the State/local authority has not yet adopted the guidelines, is the
facility considered "subject” to them or nust the regulation be
adopted first? 1|s the conpliance date for existing landfills

30 months fromthe effective date of a State standard or 30 nonths
fromthe date EPA approves the State standard? |Is there any "no

| ater date" for conplying other than this date? If a landfill is
subject to the NSPS (not EG, what is the tine frame for conpliance
with the NSPS rul e?

Answer: An existing facility is not subject to any Federal
requi rements until either a State plan is approved by EPA or a
Federal plan is pronulgated for existing facilities. A facility
becomes subject to the State standard upon the effective date of the
State standard. The EG as recently anended, States that the
conpliance date for existing landfills > 2.5 mllion Mg and
2.5 mllion n?P is 30 nonths after the initial or subsequent NMOC
em ssion rate report which first shows that NMOC em ssions equal or
exceed 50 Mg/yr. However, States may adopt conpliance schedul es nore
stringent than the EG and NSPS, consistent with 40 FR part 60,
subpart B. Section 60.24(c) of subpart B requires "em ssion
st andards shall be no less stringent than the correspondi ng
gui deline(s) specified in subpart C of this part, and final
conpliance shall be required as expeditiously as practicable but no
| ater than the conpliance tines specified in subpart C of this part.”
There is no later date for conplying with the EG If the State
agency does not submt an approvable plan, a Federal plan will be
i mpl emented to require control of landfills in that State.

The time frame for NSPS conpliance is as follows: A facility
must submt a design capacity report by June 10, 1996 or within 90
days after commencenent of construction, nodification, or
reconstruction. |If the facility has a design capacity > 2.5 mllion
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My and 2.5 million m3, then it nust calculate its NMOC eni ssions
potential using the tier 1 calculations in the rule and report the
results. If this report indicates NMOC em ssions > 50 Mg/yr it nust
submt a collection and control design plan within 1 year, and
install a collection and control systemw thin 30 nonths of the first
report indicating em ssions > 50 My NMOC/yr, unless the |andfill
performs tier 2 or 3 neasurenents that show NMOC em ssions <50 My/yr.
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I11. DESI GN CAPACI TY DETERM NATI ONS

1. Question: The maxi mnum design capacity of a landfill is
specified in its solid waste permt. |If a landfill was never

permtted but has a closure/post-closure plan which specifies the
proj ected volunme of waste in place upon closure, can those
estimati ons be used instead of design cal cul ati ons?

Answer: The landfill owner/operator should use the best
credible information to estinmate the design capacity in the absence
of a permit |limt. The basis for the estimte nust be fully
docunmented. A closure plan could be a good source of informtion,
but the regul atory agency would likely want the landfill owner to
verify it with calculations to be sure it is a reasonable estimate.

2. Question: In 8 60.33c(a)(2), does the design capacity include
pl anned but not permtted landfill capacity?

Answer: No. Design capacity is based upon the npbst recent
permt issued by the State, |ocal or Tribal agency responsible for
regulating the landfill (plus any waste already in place that is not
accounted for in the nost recent permt).

3. Question: In determ ning the design capacity, do My take
precedence over mB?

Answer: Section 60.752(a) of the rule states that the owner or
operator may cal cul ate the design capacity in either My or m3 for
conparison with the exenption values. Under the NSPS and EG design

capacity is used to determ ne whether or not a landfill is below the
desi gn capacity cutoff. |If the design capacity in the permt is
bel ow either 2.5 million My or 2.5 m3, the landfill is exenpt (except
for design capacity reporting requirements). A landfill with a

volunetric permt may choose to cal cul ate design capacity on a nmass
basis, or vice versa, based on a site-specific density. The initial
desi gn capacity report nust provide supporting docunentati on.

For exanmple, a landfill may have a permtted design capacity
greater than 2.5 million m3 by volune; but the landfill may have
document ed cal cul ati ons showi ng that, based on the actual waste
density, the design capacity is less than 2.5 mllion My by wei ght.
Because the design capacity is less than 2.5 mllion My, the landfill
is below the design capacity cutoff. If such a conversion is made,
records must be kept of the annual recal culation of the site-specific
density and design capacity with supporting docunentation. |If such a
landfill changes its conpaction practices such that the density of
the waste placed in the landfill increases, the design capacity could
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become greater than 2.5 mllion My, and the landfill would then need
to submt an anended design capacity report.

4, Question: Wat density should be used to convert vol une waste
to wei ght of waste?

Answer: If a landfill chooses to convert design capacity from
a volunme basis to a mass basis for conparison with the 2.5 mllion My
exenption level (instead of the 2.5 million m exenption |level), the

owner or operator nust docunent the calculations. The site-specific
density nust be recal cul ated and docunent ed annual ly.

An appropriate site-specific density should be used and
docunment ed since density will depend on the type of waste and
conpaction practices at the landfill. Landfill densities range from
0.18 to 1.2 My/ m3 (300-1800 | bs/yd3), with nore typical val ues
between 0.5 and 0.6 Mg/ m3 (800-1000 I bs/yd3). A landfill's density
depends on the conposition of the waste, its original density, and
its conpactability. For exanple, residential waste, which is usually
not as dense as construction debris, is nore easily conpacted than
construction debris. A landfill with nore residential waste woul d be
nore dense than one with constructi on waste.

5. Question: Can non-degradabl e waste such as auto fluff

(shredded cars without the nmetal) or |low | evel petrol eum contani nated
soil that is used as daily cover be excluded from waste cal cul ati ons.
Al so, can process industrial sludge such as paper m Il sludge be

excl uded from waste cal cul ati ons? What docunmentation is required to
subtract non-degradable waste fromthe design capacity?

Answer: In a landfill that has nmunicipal solid waste all the
waste is included in calculating the design capacity. Non-degradable
wast e cannot be subtracted fromthe permtted landfill design

capacity. However, nondegradabl e waste can be subtracted fromthe
mass of solid waste when cal culating the NMOC em ssion rate because
such waste woul d not produce NMOC eni ssions. Nondegradable waste is
defined as waste that does not break down through chem cal or

m cr obi ol ogi cal activity. Exanples include concrete, nunicipal waste
conbustor ash, and netals. Petroleum contam nated soils (PCS) and
paper m |l sludges likely contain organics that could be emtted as
MSW | andfill gas em ssions. Therefore, em ssions from PCS and

sl udges woul d need to be accounted for in the em ssion estimte only.
The direct final notice clarifies that docunentation of the nature
and amount of non-degradabl e waste needs to be maintai ned when
subtracting the mass of non-degradable waste fromthe total nass of
waste for NMOC em ssion rate cal cul ations (See question 1 in section
| X M scel | aneous).
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| V. ESTI MATI NG EM SSI ONS

A. NMOC vs VOC

1. Question: MWhat is the difference between NMOC and VOC? |Is
NMOC for landfills only?

Answer: NMOC i s non-net hane organi c conpounds, which include
vol atil e organi c conmpounds (VOC) as well as other organi c conpounds.
At this time, NMOC is only used for |andfill purposes.

B. Ti er Cal cul ati ons

2. Question: VWhen there is insufficient information to use the
em ssions cal cul ation formulas, can landfill owners/operators use AP-
42 em ssions cal cul ati ons?

Answer: No, to determ ne applicability consistently, the
owner/ operator nust use the equations and Tier 1 default val ues
provided in the NSPS and EG to determ ne NMOC em ssi ons or devel op
site-specific values using the Tier 2 or 3 procedures in 8§ 60.754 of
the NSPS or EG The tier calculations are a purposely conservative
approach to predict the eventual need for controls. The Tier 1
default values of k, Lg, and Cyo: in the NSPS and the EG tend to
overstate NMOC em ssion rates to predict the eventual need for
controls, to enconpass a wi de range of landfills, and to encourage
site-specific data. The AP-42 calcul ations are for determ ning nore
typical landfill em ssions for inventories, PSD and NSR perm tting,
and ot her purposes. Two equations are provided in the tier
cal cul ations: one for use if the actual year-to-year acceptance rate
is known and the other for use if it is unknown. For Tier 1
cal cul ations, the only informati on needed to use these equations is
the mass of solid waste in each section and the age of each section,
or the average annual acceptance rate, age of the landfill, and tine
since closure. Landfills generally have or can calcul ate the
i nformati on needed to use the procedures in the NSPS and EG  The
AP- 42 procedures require the sane i nformtion.

3. Question: In the pronmulgated rule §8 60.754(a)(1) requires
sources to use assuned values of k, Lp, and Cuoc When cal cul ati ng

em ssions for the purpose of applicability. Many sources in Region
9, particularly in Southern California and Arizona, argue that these
assumed val ues should not apply to them because of the arid

envi ronnent in which they are | ocated. Can other val ues be used?

Answer: The recent anendnents (63 FR 32743) includes a
separate default k value to be used in arid areas (those with 30-year
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average annual precipitation of |less than 25 inches as nmeasured at

t he nearest representative official meteorological site). The arid k
val ue accounts for the slower deconposition rate of waste in those
areas. This optional k value should allow arid areas to account for
the | ower gas production rate wi thout having to incur the additional
cost of Tier 3 site-specific testing. Furthernore, the 3-tier

em ssion estimation procedure in § 60.754(a)(4) allows any
owner/operator to use site-specific values for k and Cyo, based on
testing, in lieu of the default constants if a landfill uses Tier 2
or 3 em ssion estimation procedures. The site-specific values would
reflect any uni que characteristics that would affect the em ssion
rate of NMOC for that particular landfill.

4. Question: If an existing landfill greater than 2.5 mllion My
and 2.5 mllion m3 already has a collection systemin place that is

controll ed, how should it be determned if it emts NMOC greater
than/l ess than 50 Mg/year? Under Tier 1 calculations they would
probably show |l andfill gas em ssions $ 50 My/year. Tier 2

cal cul ati ons al so may not be appropriate.

Answer: This issue was raised in one case where Tier 1
calculations for a landfill that already had a control system
i ndi cated em ssions greater than 50 My/yr. The tier procedures in
the NSPS do not specifically address how to estimte uncontrolled
enm ssions fromalready controlled landfills for purposes of
determning if the em ssions exceed 50 My/yr and whether the |andfill
must nmeet the NSPS or EG control requirenents and em ssion limts.
The State agency reasoned that to determ ne uncontroll ed en ssions
for alandfill with a collection and control system already in place,
it would be appropriate to use the equati on and NMOC concentrations
measur enent procedure in 8 60.754(b). This equation is the one used
for controlled landfills to determne if uncontrolled em ssions have
fallen bel ow 50 My/yr such that the control system can be renpved.
It requires neasuring NMOC at the common header pipe of the
coll ection systemprior to the control device.

Using this approach, landfills that already have collection and
control systens would cal culate uncontroll ed NMOC em ssions for the
portion of the landfill from which gas is collected using the
equation and NMOC concentration measurenment procedures in
8 60.754(b). (If there are areas of the landfill fromwhich gas is
not collected, the tier procedures would be used for these areas.)

In order for the equation in 8 60.754(b) to be appropriate, the
col l ection system nust be well designed and operated. |In particular,
for an active collection system a negative pressure should be
mai nt ai ned at the well heads w thout excess air infiltration. Also,
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if surface nonitoring has been done at the landfill, it should show
met hane concentrations bel ow 500 ppm

In addition to using the equation found in 8 60.654(b) in
conmbi nation with the actual measured NMOC concentration collected at
t he header, the NMOC concentration neasured at the header (as
described in VII.E 13, Testing and Monitoring) could also be used in
the equation found in 8 60.754(a)(1) to determine if the landfill
shoul d be subject to the requirenments found in the NSPS or EG

If total uncontrolled em ssions are < 50 My/yr, the landfill is
not subject to the control requirenments of the NSPS or EG, but nust
continue to submt annual NMOC em ssion rate reports (unless it is
closed). |If the annual NMOC report shows that the uncontrolled
em ssion rate has increased to 50 Mg/yr or greater, the landfill
woul d becone subject to the control requirenents of the NSPS or EG
The landfill would then have 1 year to submt a design plan to either
docunment that the existing system neets the requirements of the NSPS
or EG or to specify plans to upgrade the systemto achieve
conpliance. The landfill would need to conme into conpliance and
begin required testing and nonitoring within the tinme franmes
specified in the NSPS or EG.

5. Question: Can a landfill with uncontrolled em ssions

$ 50 My/yr install a control systemthat does not neet NSPS or EG
requi renments to reduce actual em ssions to <50 My/yr and thereby
avoi d bei ng subject to NSPS or EG control requirenments?

Answer: No. As explained in the answers to the previous
guestions, the uncontrolled em ssion rate is used to determ ne
whet her the landfill is subject to NSPS or EG control requirenents.

6. Question: Has EPA recognized any alternative nodels, other
than the Landfills Air Em ssions Estimation Mddel? If one is
proposed at the State |evel, what woul d be the nechanismfor getting
t his nmodel approved?

Answer: Currently the EPA has not approved any nodels that can
be used as alternatives to the Landfills Gas Em ssions Model
(LandGEM . Version 2.01 of this nodel and the user's manual can be
found on the web at:http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/catc/products. htm .
Alternative nodels should be sent to Susan Thornel oe of EPA/ ORD for
eval uation (see e-nmail address in the Introduction to this docunent).
In order for an alternative nmodel to be approved, it should use the
em ssions estimtion equations in the rule (which are the sane as
those used in the LandGEM or another approach that is denonstrated
to provide a reasonable nmeasure of landfill gas generation.
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7. Question: Does the landfill air em ssions nodel handle the
situation where |eachate is recycled through the landfill?

Answer: The landfill air em ssions nodel does not contain
specific factors that woul d address the recycling of |eachate through
the landfill. However, under Tier 3 of the NMOC cal cul ati on
procedure [8 60.754(a)(4)] the owner/operator can substitute a site-
specific methane generation rate in |ieu of the
nmet hane generation rate constant (k). The site-specific nmethane
generation rate is determ ned by the owner/operator by using gas fl ow
testing (Method 2E). This site-specific methane generation rate
could incorporate the effects of |eachate recycling on the nethane
generation rate for that specific landfill.

C. Esti mati ng Em ssions for Inventory or Perm tting Purposes

8. Question: Should the equations and assumed default val ues for
K, Lo and Cyc i n the NSPS and EG for estimati ng NMOC em ssi ons be
used for title V and enm ssion inventory purposes? Should these sane
val ues be used for determ nation of applicability under PSD and
nonattai nment NSR permtting?

Answer: The Tier 1 default values of k, Lg, and Gy tend to
overstate NMOC em ssion rates for nost landfills, and are intended to
be used to indicate the need to install a collection and control
systemor performa nore detailed Tier 2 analysis. It is not
recommended that these default values be used for estimating |andfill
em ssions for purposes other than the NSPS and EG  The EPA docunent
"Conpilation of Air Pollution Em ssion Factors" (AP-42) provides
em ssion estimation procedures and default values that can be used
for em ssions inventories, PSD and NSR perm tting, and other
pur poses.
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V. ELEMENTS OF A STATE PLAN

A. Li st

of Pl an El ements

1. Question: What should be included in a State plan for
i mpl enenting the EG?

Answer: I n sonme cases, |ocal agencies, tribal agencies, or
protectorates of the United States may submt plans for landfills on
their jurisdictions. The sane guidance applies. The term*“State
pl an” used throughout this docunment includes plans devel oped by | ocal

or tribal

agenci es or protectorates. A State plan nust include the

foll owi ng conmponents:

1.

| dentification of enforceable State mechani snms sel ected by
the State for inplenenting the EG

A denonstration of the State's legal authority to carry
out the Section 111(d) State plan as submtted,

An inventory of MSWlandfills in the State affected by the
EG  This includes existing MSW Il andfills that have
accepted waste since Novenber 8, 1987, or have additional
capacity for future waste deposition. An existing
landfill may be active (currently accepting waste or
havi ng additi onal capacity available for waste deposition)
or closed (no | onger accepting waste nor having avail abl e
capacity for future waste deposition),

An inventory of NMOC em ssions from MSWlandfills in the
St at e,

Em ssion standards for MSWlandfills that are "no | ess
stringent" than those in the EG,

A State process, as specified in 8§ 60.33c(b) of
Subpart Cc, for State review and approval of site-specific
gas collection and control system design plans,

!On a case-hby-case basis, the State may provide for a |ess
stringent standard or a | onger conpliance schedule if the State
denonstrates to EPA that the criteria in 8 60.24(f) of Subpart B are
met, and the EPA approves the standard or schedule. The State may
al so provide for a nore stringent standard (see section IIl.F).
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7. Conpl i ance schedul es extending no | ater than 30 nonths
after the date the annual NMOC em ssion rate equals or
exceeds 50 My/yr?,

8. Testing, nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents,

9. A record of public hearing(s) on the State plan, and

10. Provision for annual State progress reports to EPA on
i mpl emrentation of the State plan.

These conponents are described in detail in MSWLandfills, Volune 2.
B. Em ssion Inventories

2. Question: |Is an em ssion inventory required only for ngjor
sources or only for landfills with design capacities $ 2.5 mllion M
and $ 2.5 mllion m? |Is this also true of the emi ssions report that

is to be part of the State plan?

Answer: An em ssion inventory of all landfills, including
t hose that are not major sources or are < 2.5 mllion My or
2.5 mllion m3, is a required part of the State plan. This is
specified in Subpart B [40 CFR § 60.25]. Subpart B also requires
annual updates of the State em ssions inventory for all existing
landfills, regardl ess of design capacity. This is discussed further
in MSWlandfills, Volume 2. However, in view of the limted
requi renents of the EG and NSPS on owners and operators of small MW
l[andfills, the EPA will allow States, in |limted circunstances, to
submt em ssion inventories as part of State plans w thout requiring
that, in all cases, that States develop em ssions data for MSW
landfills below 2.5 million My or 2.5 million nd® where devel opment of
such data woul d be unreasonable and inpractical. However, where
accurate data are already avail able, or can reasonably be generated
wi t hout undue expense or effort, States should require and include
such data in their State plans. Details of this policy are discussed
in a menorandumentitled “Em ssion Inventories for Existing MSW
Landfills with Design Capacities Below 2.5 MIlion m3". The
menorandum i s avail able on the EPA TTN under recently issued policy
and gui dance nenoranduns at http://ww. epa. gov/ttn. The nmenorandum
al so discusses situations where it nmay be “unreasonabl e or
inpractical” to estimte NMOC em ssions.

This easing of the NMOC em ssion inventory requirenent,
however, does not relieve States of the obligation to provide, as
part of their State plan, an inventory of all existing MSWIlandfills
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within the State. Also, landfills with design capacity $ 2.5 mllion
My and $ 2.5 million m3 nust submit an annual NMOC emi ssion report to
the EPA or State.

3. Question: Can the submittal of design capacities for snal
landfills substitute for the em ssion inventory?

Answer: No. The inventory is a requirenent as part of subpart
B. Also, the public has the right to know what the landfills are
emtting. (See the preceding question for an exception to the
em ssion inventory requirenent.)

C. Enf orceabl e Mechani sns i ncluding | ncorporation by Reference or
use of Title V Permts

4. Question: |If States adopt by reference the NSPS or the EG

will States still have to go through rulemaking, if not, is EPA
inplying that the States can sinply include the requirenments in a
title Vpermt? |If the latter scenario is true, will the EPA have to

receive a copy of the title V permts on or before Decenber 12, 1996,
as satisfying section 111(d), and the public hearing requirenments as
well? In addition, do States have to submt a 111(d) plan if they

are adopting the landfill NSPS by reference for both existing and new
sources. |If the State's rul emaking procedure includes public
participation, would this fulfill the required el enent?

Answer: The State will have to provide the underlying

authority through a mechanismthat is enforceable by the State such
as rul emaki ng, State operating permt, or regulatory conpliance or
adm ni strative orders. Title V permts may not have that underlying
authority. |If a State uses a mechani sm ot her than rul emaki ng, an
Attorney General's opinion is strongly encouraged.

Under 40 CFR 8§ 60.23(a), States are required to adopt and
submt to the Adm nistrator a plan inplenenting requirenments of the
EGwithin 9 nonths after pronulgation of the EG This plan is
requi red regardl ess of the enforceable nmechanismthat is chosen.
Even if the State adopts the landfill NSPS by reference for both
exi sting and new sources, a State plan is still required to be
submtted that has all of the required elenments as specified in 40
CFR Subpart B. The rule is only one part of this plan and typically
does not contain all of the required elements for a State plan. In
addi ti on, even though there was public participation in the
devel opnent of the rule, a separate public hearing is required on the
State plan, of which the rule is only one part.
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5. Question: Can States revise their existing landfill rules

instead of witing new ones? California stated that they will only
need to revise portions of their current landfill rules. Wsconsin
stated that they wish to use their existing landfill rules also,
because, in their opinion, they are nore stringent in sone ways.
However, since title V permits are a requirenment for sone |andfills,
W sconsin does not believe their State Attorney will allow themto
apply (or revise, if necessary) their current State landfill rules
(devel oped in the Solid Waste Division) as a neans of regul ati ng MSW
landfills under rules not developed fromthe Air Division.

Answer: To go in a title V permt, the underlying authority
such as the rule nmust be an applicable requirenent of the Clean Air
Act (CAA). If the State landfill rules are not an applicable
requi rement of the CAA, a separate rul emaking would likely be needed.
This requirenment of this rule could then go into title V permts.

6. Question: Can States incorporate the EG by reference?

Answer: Yes, as long as the State denonstrates that it has the
| egal authority to enforce its rule against a |landfill owner or
operator. The State may want to add a clause to say that designated
facilities under the respective subpart shall conply with the
requi renents for State plan approval in 40 CFR 60.33c, 60.34c, and
60.35c. This will ensure that the State would be able to enforce its
rule directly against sources. Also, sone States that incorporate
the EG by reference may want to provide an attorney’s opinion
regarding the State regulation to ensure that the State could enforce
the rule directly against a landfill owner or operator.

7. Question: Can the NSPS be adopted as the State rule for
exi sting sources with the provision for the submttal and conpliance
dates that are specified in the EG?

Answer: Yes, if a State has the |egal authority to do this.
Any conpliance schedul e that extends nore than 1 year beyond the date
of EPA's approval of the plan nust include all the increnents of
progress required under 8860.24(a) and 60.24(e)(1). The NSPS does
not contain dates for awarding contracts, initiating construction,
and conpl eting construction (unless this date is the sanme as the
conpliance date).

D. Public Hearings

8. Question: If individual air districts (as in California) have
public hearings for the district State plans, does the State al so
have to have a public hearing for the overall plan?
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Answer: No, the individual public hearings will suffice.

E. Stringency of State Standards

9. Question: The Agency has indicated that the State prograns

must generally be at |east as stringent as the EG and can be nore
stringent. Does the Act allow for |ess stringent requirenents, as
long as there is justification? Can the EPA provide gui dance on
criteria and specific conditions which may allow for a |l ess stringent
em ssion standard or a |l onger conpliance schedule to apply.

Answer: Section 60.24(f) of subpart B states that:
"On a case-by-case basis for particular
designated facilities, or classes of
facilities, States nmay provide for the
application of |less stringent em ssion
standards or | onger conpliance schedul es than
t hose otherw se required by paragraph (c) of
this section, provided that the State
denonstrates with respect to each facility (or
class of facilities):

(1) Unreasonable cost of control resulting from plant
age, location, or basic process design,;

(2) Physical inmpossibility of installing necessary
control equi pnent; or

(3) O her factors specific to the facility (or class of
facilities) that make application of a |l ess stringent
standard of final conpliance tinme significantly nore
reasonabl e. "

More specific conditions cannot be provided at this tine
because the decisions nust be made on a case-by-case basis
considering the specific situations.

If a State believes that one of these criteria apply and wants
to prescribe | ess stringent specifications, they can nake such a
denonstration as part of the State plan. These denonstrati ons nust
be approved by EPA as part of the State plan approval process.

10. Question: Wiy would a State plan be nore stringent than the
NSPS?

27



Answer: States have the discretion of devel oping a State pl an
for inplenmenting the EG or a State standard for new sources, that is
nore stringent than the NSPS or EG (see section Il.F for additional
details). Sonetinmes, States have nore stringent standards to address
State and local air quality issues or public health concerns. |If a
State has a regulation or law that limts its ability to adopt and
i mpl ement regul ati ons nore stringent than the Federal requirenents,
then such a State should nake clear its authority for adopting nore
stringent requirenments than the Federal requirenents.

F. Pl an Approval Notices, Oher State Pl ans

11. Question: How can | get a copy of a FR notice that has already
been published for a State plan?

Answer: 40 CFR Part 62, Approval and Promnul gati on of State
pl ans for Designated Facilities and Pollutants, lists State plans
t hat have been approved by EPA. Each State plan is referenced to a
Federal Register citation by |ocation and date.

12. Question: Wiich States have devel oped rul es/ pl ans al ready?
Can these State rules be nade avail able to States that are further
behi nd in devel oping a rule?

Answer: The EPA will keep an up-to-date list of State plan
subm ttals and approvals on the EPA TTN Web at
http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg. Also you may contact your Regi onal EPA
office for informati on on which States have adopted rul es.

G SI P _Program

13. Question: Since the landfill rule also deals with criteria
pol lutants (i.e., VOCs), will the State/EPA also have to do a SIP
revision?

Answer: The section 111(d) designated pollutant is landfill
gas, which includes both toxics and VOC and other elenents. The
State nust prepare a section 111(d) State plan to inplenment the
landfills EG for landfill gas. The NSPS and EG regul ate NMOC
enm ssions as a surrogate for landfill gas. Thus, the section 111(d)
State plans for landfills nmust address NMOC. This rule in no way
adds to or deletes fromany obligation for VOC control or toxics
control. Therefore, A SIP revision would not be required because of
this rule. However, if a landfill neets a VOC or toxics threshold,
that may trigger other requirements, such as PSD review or a MACT
standard or title V permt, independent of the NSPS and the EG
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H  Oher

14. Question: VWhen is the State del egated authority to inplenent
t he EG or NSPS?

Answer: For the EG States have authority to inplement and
enforce the EG upon EPA approval of their State plans. For the NSPS,
many St ates have al ready been given the authority to inplenent and
enforce all NSPS. However, other States have been del egat ed
authority only for certain subparts, but not for all NSPS. Such
States may request delegation of the landfills NSPS. A list of
St ates that have been del egated authority appears in 40 CFR 60,

8 60.4(b).
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VI . REPORTI NG REQUI REMENTS

A General
1. Question: Wat format should be used for the reports?

Answer: Appendi x H of MSW Landfills, Volunme 1 provides an
exanple format for the reports required by the NSPS and EG  States
and landfills have discretion to use any format as |long as all the
i nformati on specified by the NSPS or EGis included.

2. Question: To whom should the reports be submtted?

Answer: For landfills subject to the NSPS, the General
Provi sions of Part 60 require that reports be sent to the appropriate
EPA regional office. Reports nust also be submtted to the
appropriate State air agency contacts where the State has been
del egated authority to inplenent and enforce the NSPS. Addresses for
EPA regional offices and State agencies that have been del egated
authority are listed in 40 CFR 60, § 60.4.

For landfills subject to the EG if the State in which the

landfill is |ocated has an approved State plan, reports are submtted
to the State. |If the State or tribal area in which the landfill is

| ocated does not have an approved plan that covers that |andfill,
then a Federal plan will be pronulgated. Enforcenent of the Federal

pl an may be delegated to the State or retained by EPA. If a |andfill
is subject to a Federal plan and enforcenent has been del egated to
the State, then reports should be sent to both the State and the EPA
regional office. |If enforcenment of the Federal plan has not been

del egated, reports should be sent to the EPA regional office.

B. Desi gn Capacity Reports

3. Question: In developing their section 111(d) plan, do the
States need to require all landfills to submt design capacity
reports? |If a State is addressing the EG by regul ating | arge
landfills with Conpliance Orders instead of a rulemaking, will they
al so need to require the small landfills to do design capacity
reports? Do States that submt a negative declaration stating that
t hey do not have any large landfills need to require that all of the
smal | landfills submt design capacity reports?

Answer: The State nmust require that all landfills subnmt the
initial design capacity report unless an alternative approach is
approved for the State under § 60.24(f) of 40 CFR 60 subpart B
Subm ttal and review of these reports hel ps ensure that the landfill
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has correctly calculated their landfill capacity. The State nay

cal cul ate design capacities for small landfills as part of the State
plan as long as the State verifies their calculations with the small
| andfill owner or operator.

4. Question: Section 60.757(a)(2) lays out the requirenents of

the design capacity report (map, maxinum design capacity fromperm:t
or calculations, etc.). |If the State already has this information in
its records fromwhen the landfill was initially constructed (maybe
even 30 years ago), and the information is still accurate, nust the

l andfill owner/operator subm<t this information hinself?

Answer: Unless an alternative reporting approach is approved
for the State under 8§ 60.24(f), a report nust be submtted. The
State may allow the owner/operator to submit a letter indicating that
the informati on has been submtted previously, the date it was
submtted, why it was submtted, and a signed statenent that the
previously submtted information is still current.

5. Question: |Is there any |ower design capacity bel ow which a
facility does not have to submt an initial design capacity report
pursuant to 8§ 60.752(a)?

Answer: No, all landfills nust submt an initial design
capacity report.

6. Question: For the NSPS, is it true that only nodifications
which result in a maxi num design capacity greater than or equal to
2.5 mllion My and 2.5 million m3 are required to submt an amended
capacity report?

Answer: Landfill owners/operators who are already subject to
the NSPS but are <2.5 million My or 2.5 million m3 are required to
submt an anmended design capacity report only if there is an increase
in the design capacity to or above 2.5 million My and 2.5 million mB.
Such a capacity increase could be a result of a modification (i.e.,
an increase in permtted volune by vertical or horizontal expansion)
or a change in density if a site-specific density has been used to
convert frommass to volume or fromvolume to mass. The anended
desi gn capacity report mnmust be submitted within 90 days of the
capacity increase.

If an existing landfill subject to the em ssion guidelines is
nodi fied, then it becones subject to the NSPS and nust submt the
NSPS initial design capacity report. This report nust be submtted
within 90 days after the date the nodification is conmenced as
required by 8 60.757(a) of the rule, as recently anended. This
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requi renment applies even if the nodified capacity is <2.5 mllion M
or 2.5 mllion m3.

7. Question: The information requested in 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts
Cc and WAW (8 60.757) requires that depth of refuse be specified.
The depth of refuse will vary in different cells and will even vary
within a single cell when base grades of the cell are sloped to
facilitate | eachate collection. What is EPA | ooking for as an
acceptabl e response? A range? Wiy is this information needed if the
permtted volunme is specified? Regarding conpaction practices, what
ki nd of response is desired? A description of the conpaction

equi pnment used? A gate-to-bank conpaction ratio with gate density
specified? An in-place waste density? Wth regard to the annual
refuse acceptance rate, is this a projected maximum for the |ife of

the landfill, the project waste receipts for the current year, or is
it the average waste receipts since the landfill began receiving
wast e?

Answer: Section 60.757(a)(2)(ii) specifies that the maxi num
design capacity that is specified in the permt issued by the State,
| ocal, or Tribal agency responsible for regulating the landfill be
submtted in the initial design capacity report. A copy of the
permt may be included. Only if this permtted value is not
avai lable, or if the permit is by volume and the owner/operator
wi shes to convert it to a nass basis (or vice versa) is the owner or
operator required to submt engineering cal culations supported with
data. The direct final rule clarifies that val ues of appropriate
parameters nust be submitted with the cal cul ations. The
owner/ operator must provide sufficient data to support the
calculations. |If depth varies or waste acceptance rate used in the
cal cul ation varies, the calcul ations and supporting docunentation
shoul d show what val ues were used in the calcul ati ons and expl ai n why
t hese val ues were used and how the variation was accounted for. |If
the design capacity is being converted fromvolune to mass, or from
mass to volune, a site-specific density nust be used in the
cal cul ati ons. Supporting docunentation nust docunent and justify the
density value used in the calculation. Typical landfill densities
range fromO0.5 to 0.6 My/m3, but they can range from about 0.18 to
1.2 Mg/ m3. A landfill's density depends on the conposition of the
waste, its original density, and its conpactability.

C. Tim ng of Reports

8. Question: When nust the required reports be submtted? What
should the EPA do if design capacity and em ssion reports are not
submtted by June 10, 19967?
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Answer: For landfills subject to the NSPS, the initial design
capacity report must be submtted no later than

C June 10, 1996, for landfills that conmmenced constructi on,
reconstruction or nodification on or after May 30, 1991,
but before March 12, 1996.

C 90 days after the date of commenced construction,
nmodi fication, or reconstruction for landfills that
conmence construction, nodification, or reconstruction on
or after March 12, 1996.

The initial NMOC emi ssion rate report (required if the design

capacity is > 2.5 million My and > 2.5 million m3) nust also be
submtted by these sanme dates and may be combined with the initial
desi gn capacity report. Subsequent NMOC em ssion rate reports nust

be subm tted annually thereafter, except as provided in §
60. 757(b) (1) (ii) and (b)(3).

For existing landfills, the report is due to the State 90 days
after the effective date of the State's section 111(d) plan approval
unless a different date is specified in the approved State plan.

This due date is consistent with the NSPS. It is also consistent
with the recent amendnent's (63 FR 32743) clarification that
landfills $ 2.5 mllion My and $ 2.5 nmillion m3 become subject to the
requirement to submt a Title V permt application 90 days after the
effective date of State 111(d) program approval. Design capacity
reports would need to be submtted at or before this tinme to
determ ne which landfills are subject to Title V permtting
requirenents as well as NMOC em ssion reporting and contr ol

requi rements. The report due date will differ from State to State,
dependi ng upon how soon the State devel ops and obtai ns approval for a
State plan for inplenenting the EG

The enforcenment agency can take enforcenent action on those
| andfill owners or operators that fail to submt reports by the
requi red date. The exact nature of the appropriate enforcenent
action would be determ ned by the enforcenment agency.

D. Moni tori ng Reports

9. Question: |Is there no collection systemreporting if the
systemis passive?

Answer: If the landfill uses a passive collection system then
it must designate and submt paranmeters to be nonitored and reported
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that indicate the correct performance of the passive collection
system

VI . TESTI NG AND MONI TORI NG

A, General

1. Question: a) Wien do monitoring requirenents start for existing
and new sources? b) For those facilities that have em ssions greater
than 50 Mg NMOC/yr, but already have a conplying gas collection and
control system (although not currently approved by the Agency), when
does the conpliance nonitoring begin?

Answer: a) Monitoring starts for both existing and new sources
upon startup of the required collection and control system The
first nmonitoring report is due 180 days after installation and start-
up of the new collection and control system per 8§ 60.757(f). b) In
the case of a landfill that is already controlled with a conplying
system the landfill owner would submt docunmentation that the system
design neets the requirenents of the NSPS or EG at the tine the
design plan is due. The EPA or the State agency will review the
plan. The landfill should begin nonitoring within 180 days of
becom ng subject to the NSPS or EG requirements and subnmt the first
noni toring report.

2. Question: |Is surface nmonitoring required for NMOC?
Answer: No, surface nonitoring is required for only nethane.

3. Question: Are there any air nonitoring standards for landfills
in terms of parts per mllion of NMOCs or methane?

Answer: There are no fence |line anmbient air nonitoring
requirenents in the standards. Proper collection system design and
operation are ensured through landfill surface nonitoring for nethane
and nmonitoring of operating paraneters. In 8 60.753(d) of the rule,
owners and operators are required to operate collection systens so
t hat the nmet hane concentration is | ess than 500 ppm above background
at the surface of the landfill. To determine if this level is
exceeded, the owner or operator is required to conduct surface
testing around the perinmeter of the collection area and al ong a path
traversing the landfill at 30 neter intervals.
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B. Sur f ace Met hane Moni tori ng

4. Question: One commenter stated that it is infeasible to

conduct surface methane sanpling in the winter due to icy slopes and
the sensitivity of the nonitoring equi pment in freezing tenperatures.
Is it acceptable to exenpt landfills from surface nethane sanpling in
the winter? M nnesota plans to do this in their rule, requiring
nonitoring at |east three tinmes per year. The timng of the sanpling
will coincide with other sanpling at landfills in M nnesota.

Answer: Section 60.755(c) of the NSPS requires that each owner
and operator nonitor the surface concentrations of nethane on a
quarterly basis. However, the NSPS allows sone flexibility in this
requirement. GCeneral flexibility is provided for in the general
al |l owmances for alternative progranms that the owner/operator can
denonstrate woul d be as effective as the rule. [In addition,
Section 60.753(d) states that "areas with steep sl opes or other
dangerous areas may be excluded fromthe surface testing." Although
it would not exenpt a landfill fromall w nter testing, this clause
woul d all ow the owner or operator to exclude nonitoring of dangerous
icy slopes.

Under the authority of 8 60.13(i) of the NSPS CGeneral
Provi si ons, owners and operators of landfills subject to the Landfill
NSPS can submt witten requests to the Adm nistrator for alternative
noni toring procedures or requirenments.

For existing landfills subject to the EG 8§ 60.24(f) of
Subpart B gives States sone flexibility for State plans to request
EPA approval for "less stringent em ssion standards or |onger
conpliance schedules.” To do this, it nust be denonstrated that a
particular landfill or class of landfills would incur unreasonable
costs, installing controls is a physical inpossibility, or there are
ot her factors that nmake application of a | ess stringent standard or
final conpliance time significantly nore reasonable. Less frequent
nmonitoring m ght be considered a | ess stringent standard. The State
shoul d discuss this issue with the EPA Regional Ofice that will be
reviewi ng their State plan

5. Question: For nonitoring, the rule allows the owner/operator
to establish an alternative traversing pattern that ensures

equi val ent coverage. Wuld a well-to-well rnonitoring nmethod be
equi valent to the nethod of nonitoring at a 30-neter spaci ng and
where vi sual observations indicate el evated concentrati ons of
landfill gas (e.g. cracks) as required in the rule?

35



According to the commenter the nmonitoring method in the rule
woul d require the landfill to:

1. Mow and resurvey each quarter. The well-to-well path is
already nowed as it is used to periodically bal ance the
wel | field.

2. Walk 9 mles to cover the landfill, whereas, sanpling from
well to well would only be 2.5 niles.

The comenter believes that one is nost likely to see high
concentrations between wells.

A possible alternative nmethod would be to have them do the full
9 mle pattern once per year, then well to well the other 3 tines. A
commenter noted that cracks may not be an issue with a synthetic
liner, so they should only be required to nmonitor fromwell to well.

Answer: Section 60.753(d) of the NSPS allows the owner and
operator to establish alternative traversing patterns that ensure
equi val ent coverage as the 30 neter interval pattern. Therefore, in
order for the commenter to inplenent their alternative sanpling
pattern, the commenter nust apply to the regulatory authority for
approval of an alternative approach

6. Question: Wiy didn't the EPA require well-to-well surface
sanpling in the rule?

Answer: The 30-neter interval sanpling pattern provides a
systemati c nmet hod that ensures adequate |andfill coverage.
Col I ection system problens or cracks and fissures resulting in areas
of high surface em ssions could occur at random t hroughout the
landfill, not just on direct |lines between wells. The 30-neter
traverse pattern assures systematic coverage of the landfill area and
wi || neasure surface concentrations at varying distances and
directions fromwells. The well-to-well sanpling pattern would
differ fromlandfill to landfill depending on the spati al
configuration of the wells, may be nore difficult to define, and may
not al ways ensure adequate coverage.

7. Question: A commenter suggested two options to surface

noni toring based on a California nodel. The first is "integrated
sanpling”, which allows conposite sanpling over an area. Wy did the
EPA use a point basis rather than a conposite basis for sanpling?

36



The second option suggested was to obtain a range of extraction
rates that would neet 500 ppm and then maintain gas extraction within
t hat range, updating the effective range every two years.

Answer: The rule is based on point sanpling because the
purpose of the testing is to determ ne where the landfill gas
collection systemis insufficiently designed or operated. Wth point
sanpling the |ocation of the landfill gas em ssions is pin-pointed so
that the adjacent well vacuum can be adjusted, cover naintenance can
be performed, or additional wells can be installed. Integrated
sanpling provides an average value over an area. This averaging
coul d mask areas of poor system performance by dilution. In
addition, integrated sanpling has a much | ower action level and is
more an indicator of em ssion rate than system performance. Since
the purpose of the testing is to identify |ocations of poor system
performance, integrated testing is not indicated.

Regardi ng the second suggested option, a consistent extraction
rate woul d not work because |andfill gas production is a dynam c
process that is not consistent in all areas. Also, cracks and
fissures can occur at any tinme and would result in eni ssions that
woul d not be detected or corrected by maintaining a constant
extraction rate.

8. Question: Wuld renmpte sensing not be a nore efficient, if not
nore accurate neans to neasure surface em ssions? (By doing two
sides | would assunme you could even | ocate hot points.)

Answer: I n general, renote sensing would not be feasible for
t he purpose of nonitoring surface methane concentrations. The
pur pose of perform ng Method 21 along a pattern that traverses the
landfill at 30 mintervals is to cover the entire surface area of the
landfill and to identify specific |ocations of high nethane
concentration so that cover and collection system performance
probl ems can be identified and corrected. Method 21 uses portable
hydrocarbon anal yzers that can be easily carried by the person
perform ng the sanpling and provi des readi ngs for specific | ocations.
Rempt e sanpling would not be an effective way to pinpoint problem
spots. Wth renote sanpling, the equipnent is set up at a fixed
| ocation and nonitors along a straight line fromone point to
another. In order to cover the entire surface area of the landfill,
the renote sensing equi pmrent would need to be noved and set up a
| arge number of tines. Also, if the surface of the landfill is not
flat, this could cause difficulties for renpte sensing since
measur enents nust be conducted just above the landfill surface to
m nimze effects of dispersion and dilution. It should be noted that
the NSPS allows |landfill owners and operators to apply to use
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alternative nonitoring nethods. |If renote sensing or another nethod
woul d be effective for a particular landfill, they can apply to use
it.

C. Gas Fl ow Monitoring

9. Question: The rule requires a gas flow rate neasuring device
that records the flow to the control device every 15 m nutes or a

| ock and key to prevent bypass. The commenter stated that their
systens are designed to shut everything off (e.g. the blower) if
there is a problem for exanple, with the flare. Can they disregard
the gas flow lock & key requirenents as long as their systemis
designed with no neans to bypass the control device?

Answer: The gas flow neasurenent or | ock and key requirenents
woul d not apply to a systemthat is designed such that there is no
physi cal nmeans to bypass the gas fl ow before it reaches the control
devi ce.

D. Use of Alternative Test ©Methods

10. Question: Can test data obtained using TO 14 be used in lieu
of data obtained using Method 25C? The enabling docunment provides
only one reason for not allowing TO 14--the cost. |Is there another
reason, or are the nethods ot herw se equival ent?

A landfill already has test data using this method and shows
t hat one of M nnesota's larger landfills would not be subject to the
st andard because of too | ow of an NMOC concentration. This landfil
has a gas extraction system al ready.

Answer: The rule requires that landfills measure NMOC, which
i ncl udes numerous organi c conmponents. TO 14 (toxic organic test #14)
measures specific toxic conmpounds which may not total to NMOC.
Therefore, Test Method 25C nust be used.

11. Question: Wuld EPA accept the site-specific testing conducted
in conpliance with the Chapter 115 rule in nonattai nment areas?

Answer: Testing nmust neet the requirenents in the NSPS and EG,
in terns of test methods and procedures. A landfill owner or
operator or State could apply to use a different nethod if they can
denonstrate that it is equival ent.

E. Test Met hods 18 and 25C
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12. Question: Does Method 18 give |lower NMOC results than Method
25C? A recent talk given at a conference indicated this and

concl uded that, although Method 18 is somewhat nore costly, it should
be the preferred nethod due to the |lower results it gives.

Answer: No conparison studi es have been done to indicate that
Met hod 18 gives |ower NMOC results than Method 25C. Method 18 was
allowed as a flexibility option in case sonme unforeseen special need
devel oped. Method 18 is significantly nmore costly than Method 25C.
Wth Method 18, the sanple nust be analyzed for all of the conpounds
on the latest AP-42 list. This neans calibrating an analyzer at
3 points for each compound. As a m ninmum each calibration point
requires duplicate injections. This results in a burdensone
calibration of approximately 246 injections. Add to this the
requi renment to obtain an acceptable recovery of each 10th sanple
which is spiked with approxi mtely 40 conmpounds. |If Method 18 is
perforned correctly, the tinme and expense required will greatly
exceed that of Method 25C

13. Question: Can NMOC sanples be collected from passive vent
systenms or collection system headers already in place ? This wll
give a nore representative sanple and help protect synthetic

menbr anes used at sone landfills. In sanpling for landfill gas, the
met hod requires one to insert the ss probe 3 feet into the landfill.
How does one acconplish this through a HDPE geomenbrane cap, w thout
destroying cap integrity?

Answer: Sanpling using Method 25C or 18 may be done for two
purposes: (1) Tier 2 calculations to determ ne the NMOC em ssion
rate as specified in 860.754(a), and (2) testing after installation
of collection and control systens to calculate NMOC em ssion rate for
pur poses of determ ning whether the control system can be renpved, as
specified in 8§ 60.754(b).

For the purposes of tier calculations, Tier 1 calculations are

perfornmed first. Tier 1 uses default values and does not require any
sanpling. Owners are not required to perform Tier 2 sanpling.
However, if Tier 1 shows NMOC em ssions $ 50 My/yr, a landfill owner

may elect to performTier 2 sanpling to try to denponstrate that
enm ssions are < 50 Mg/yr. Method 25C or 18 is used for Tier 2. The
rule (8 60.754(a)) requires at |least two sanple probes per hectare of

andfill surface where waste has been in place for at |east 2 years,
up to a total of 50 sanples. Method 25C provi des specifics on the
coll ection of the sanples using the sanple probes. If the landfill

al ready has a collection and control systemand is being sanpled to
determ ne whether the system can renoved, the sanple is taken from
t he common header pipe as described in 8§ 60.754(b).
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Many |andfills with covers such as that described in the

question have in place passive vents (venting to the atnosphere). |If
passive vents are in place, a sanple could be taken through these,
but with caution. |If collection lines and a control systemare in

pl ace, it is possible to tap into the collection lines to withdraw a
sanple, again with caution (i.e., allowing mninml oxygen to enter to
avoi d creating an expl osive situation).

Testing passive vents and header systens is evaluated on a
case-by-case basis. The landfill needs to contact the EPA and State
agency with a witten request and diagram so that the specific plan
can be reviewed to assure that the sanple will be representative.

The main criteria for passive systens are that at |east 2 wells be

| ocated per hectare and the sanpling |ocation can be nmade | eak-ti ght.
Many passive systens are vertical vents connected to a network of
hori zontal tubing that traverses the landfill. Wth this
arrangenent, the 2 vertical wells/hectare criterion nay be met with
fewer wells if sanples representative of the affected area can be
taken. Sanpling at collection system headers is allowable if they
will provide representative sanples and the gas is collected before
any condensate traps. A mninmum of 3 sanples nust be taken from
headers to constitute a conpliance test. Therefore, it is acceptable
to take sanples from either passive vents or collection system
headers to avoid degradation of cap integrity if the criteria

di scussed above have been net including the securing of prior
approval .

Furthernmore, the rule allows for alternative procedures to
determ ne the NMOC concentration if the method has been approved by
the Adm ni strator.

14. Question: For GC/FID nmethod 25C, is it necessary to analyze
all 100 species known to be present in LFG? |[If not, which conpounds
shoul d be included, and howis total NMOC determ ned? Should air
toxics be identified individually for health risk assessnment? How
about eval uati ng odor potential ?

Answer: Method 25C does not speciate (or separate) individual
organi ¢ conpounds. Rather, the procedure provides a single peak of
all the organi c conpounds except methane. The instrunent response to
the peak is referenced to a single calibration peak. |ndividual
toxi cs cannot be reported using Method 25C and do not need to be
reported. The NSPS and EG do not require health risk assessnent or
eval uati on of odor potential.
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15. Question: Method 18 is allowed in the final rule to analyze
NMOC concentrations. Wat sanpling procedure should be followed if
met hod 18 is used for analysis of the sanples?

Answer: Method 18 specifies sanpling equi pnent and procedures.
It requires sanples be taken by one of three nmeans: 1) Tedl ar bag,
2) direct instrunental interface, or 3) adsorption tube. In

addition, a detailed discussion of the procedures is discussed in
Section 5 of Method 18 (see 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 18).
Section 60.754(a) and (b) also provide specifications for sanple
probe | ocation and nunber of sanples for Tier 2 or control system
renmoval testing. Alternative testing nedia will be considered on a
case- by-case basis.

16. Question: What are the requirenments for conposite sanpling
with Method 25C?

Answer : Conposite sanpling with Method 25C is all owed under 8§
60. 754. I n conpositing, sanples fromnore than one probe are
collected in a single evacuated cylinder. The follow ng conditions
are required for acceptabl e conpositing.

(a) A cylinder’s conposite sanples nust be of equal vol une

(b) Equal sanpling nmust be docunented by recording the
appropriate flow rate/sanpling tinme/tank vacuuns

(c) Each conposite sanmple nust have a m ni num vol ume of 1
liter

(d) The tank nmust be under vacuum after the |ast conposite
sanple is collected vacuum

17. Question: s a nitrogen anal ysis of each sanple required for
Met hod 25C? What if sone sanples show nitrogen anal yses higher than
20% but correspondi ng oxygen |levels are very |low and do not refl ect
the ratio in anbient air?

Answer : A nitrogen analysis for leak determ nation is
required of all Method 25C sanples. |In cases where the sanple
nitrogen analysis is greater than 20% but an additional oxygen
analysis is less than 5% the sanples may be considered valid for
pur poses of |eak determ nation only. |If sanples are collected from
ot her purposes, they may not be representative of normal |andfill
condi tions.
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18. Question: For the Method 25C analysis, can |ess than
triplicate injections be perforned?

Answer: All Method 25C anal ytical injections nust be perfornmed
intriplicate.

19. Question: There is a DOT container size limtation of
2.5 liters when shipping nethane at certain concentration |evels.
Met hod 25C specifies 4-liter canisters as a m ni num

Answer : Containers smaller than 4 liters will be allowed to
conply with this DOT limtation. However, in nost cases where the
sanple tank is filled to 325 mmwith dry helium as prescribed before
sanpling, this critical methane limt will not be exceeded.

F. Test ©Met hod 21

20. Question: When using Method 21 for nonitoring nethane
concentration, does one nove continuously across the surface?
Doesn't nmethod 21 require sanpling tinme be related to response tine
of the instrunent? Does this nean that the sanple nust stop at
intervals? |If so, what intervals?

Answer: The sanpl er should walk slowy across the surface,
there is no need to stop.
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VI, NONATTAI NVENT NEW SOURCE REVI EW PREVENTI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT
DETERI ORATI ON PERM TTI NG | SSUES

1. Question: What are the requirenents for NSR? What are the
thresholds? WII landfill owners and operators of new or nodified
landfills also be required to install controls to neet New Source
Review (NSR)? Do States have to anmend their NSR rules on the sane
track as this rule?

Answer: Nonattai nment NSR applies to new or nodified ngajor
stationary sources |ocated in nonattainment areas. Nonattai nnment
areas are areas not nmeeting air quality standards for one or nore air
pollutants. |If a new landfill locates in a nonattai nment area and
emts, or has the potential to emt, mjor amounts of a nonattai nment
pol l utant then nonattai nnent NSR applies. The mjor source threshold
for nonattai nment NSR may vary for different air pollutants. For
exanpl e, the major source threshold for ozone nonattai nment areas
ranges from 100 tons per year to as low as 10 tons per year depending
on the severity of the ozone problem A nodification at an existing
landfill may be subject to nonattainment NSR if the existing |andfill
is a mpj or source for the nonattainnment pollutant and the
nmodi fication results in a significant net em ssions increase of the
nonattai nment pollutant. For ozone nonattainnment areas the
significant threshold for VOC and NOx is any increase for extrene
areas, 25 tpy for serious and severe areas, and 40 tpy for all other
ozone nonattai nnment areas. The technol ogy requirenment for
nonattai nment NSR is that the source neet the | owest achievable

em ssions rate, known as LAER. In neeting LAER it is likely that
pol l ution controls or other em ssions reduction techni ques nmay be
needed. I n general, nonattainment NSR al so requires that the

proposed em ssions increase of the nonattainment pollutant (or its
precursors in sonme cases) be offset by actual em ssions reductions
fromexisting sources. O her nonattai nment NSR requirenments include
an alternatives analysis and a certification that all major sources
owned by the applicant in the State are in conpliance, or on a
schedul e for conmpliance, with air programrequirenents. For new or
modi fied landfills in nonattainment areas the air pollutants of
concern are typically VOC and NOx (both precursors of ozone) and CO.
The NOx and CO em ssions are typically products of conbustion.

The major NSR requirenments for prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) apply to new or nodified major stationary sources
in attai nnment areas. An area is attainnent for an air pollutant if
area is in conpliance with the ambient air quality standard for the

pol lutant. The PSD requirements apply if a new landfill will emt,
or has the potential to emt, major amunts of one or nore PSD
regul ated pollutants. In general, the PSD maj or source threshold for
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new landfills is 250 tons per year of any PSD regul ated poll utant.
For PSD the technol ogy requirenent is best available control
technol ogy (BACT). For exanple, in neeting BACT for new or nodified
landfills, controls may be needed for NOx. Also, under PSD the
appl i cant nust denpnstrate that the proposed eni ssions will not
violate anbient air quality standards and increnents, not adversely

i npact Class | areas, and nust consider the inpacts on soils,
vegetation, and visibility. For existing landfills that are major
sources, the PSD requirenents apply to nodifications that result in a
significant net em ssions increase of a PSD regul ated pollutant. For
nodi fications, a PSD significance |evel of 50 tpy for landfill gas
enm ssions (measured as NMOC) has been established concurrent with
promul gating the NSPS and EG.

The EPA's NSR regul ati ons for nonattai nnent areas are set forth
at 40 CFR 51. 165, 52.24 and Part 51, Appendix S. States with
exi sting nonattai nnent areas were required by the Act to have
nonattai nnent NSR rul es adopted by Novenber 15, 1992. The EPA s PSD
programrules are at 40 CFR 52.21 and 51.166. States’ PSD rul es
shoul d be anended within nine nonths after the effective date of the
change to EPA's PSD rules to add landfill gases. Landfill owners or
operators are encouraged to contact the appropriate State or |ocal
air permtting authority to discuss construction permtting
requi rements prior to landfill construction or nodification.

2. Question: If small landfills are only required to report their
desi gn capacity, how would a State determ ne if they had an em ssions
increase of NMOC that may or nay not be subject to NSR?

Answer: The NSPS and EG only require reporting of design
capacity for purposes of determ ning applicability of the NSPS or EG
However, State construction permt progranms nay apply independently
to new or nodified landfills. State major NSR prograns apply to new
landfills that may be mmjor sources as defined in the NSR program or
nodi fi cations of existing major sources that have a significant net
increase in emssions. |In other words, State preconstruction
approval progranms are not determ ned by the applicability of the NSPS
and EG
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| X. M SCELLANEQUS

1. Question: What should be done about landfills that have
asbestos in them where the | ocation of the asbestos is not accurately
document ed? Would controls be required if asbestos is present

t hroughout the landfill?

Answer: The NSPS [8 60.759(a)(3)(i)] states that segregated
areas of asbestos or nondegradable materials may be excl uded from
collection if there is docunentation of the nature, date of deposit,

amount, and |l ocation of the material. The reason for the exclusion
is that such areas would not emit NMOC. |If asbestos is co-m ngled
with MSW these areas will emt NMOC. |If a landfill requires control

and the | ocation, ampbunt, and date of deposit of asbestos is not
docunmented, or if the asbestos is co-mngled with MSW coll ection and
control systens will need to be installed throughout the landfill,

i ncluding areas that may contain asbestos. Asbestos in landfills may
al so be subject to the asbestos NESHAP regul ati ons.

2. Question: |Is there any prohibition fromusing chem cal
contam nated soils for landfill daily cover if the soil has not first
been treated to renove the NMOCs?

Answer: If the spill is a hazardous waste under RCRA, it could
not be put in an MSWlandfill. |If the soil is determned to be a
non- hazardous waste, then there would be no Federal restrictions on
using the soil as cover material or disposing of it in an MSW
landfill. However, sone States specifically exclude these materials
fromlandfills.

3. Question: |s EPA aware of any energy tax credit programthat
is operating now or anticipated in the innmediate future that would
provide a tax credit for landfills installing gas collection and
energy recovery systens?

Answer: There are currently two Federal progranms potentially
avail able for landfill gas energy recovery systens:

1. the Federal tax credit under section 29 of the IRS code
for production and sale of gas from bi omass, and

2. t he Departnment of Energy (DOE) renewabl e energy production
i ncentives program ( REPI).

The section 29 tax credit offers privately owned landfills

approximately 1 cent/kilowatt hour (kWh) (or $1.00/mllion Btu) for
projects that involve the beneficial use of landfill gas. To
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qualify, the landfill needs to have signed a binding gas rights
agreenent for the sale of their gas to another party by Decenber 31
1996. They al so needed to have installed the landfill gas collection
system by June 30, 1998.

REPI offers municipally owned landfills that produce
electricity fromlandfill gas approximately 1.5 cents/kWh. The final
rule for this program was published in the Federal Register on July
19, 1995. Applications nmust be submtted to DOE between COctober 1
and Decenber 31 of each year. However, REPI is subject to annua
appropriations by Congress, and in some years there nmay not be
sufficient allocations to pay all projects the full anount.

In addition, State and |ocal agencies are beginning to
establish prograns to pronote or provide incentives for utilizing
renewabl e energy sources including landfill gas. A report
sunmari zi ng sone of these State and | ocal programs can be obtai ned by
calling toll-free landfill nethane outreach program hotline at 1-888-
782-7937. The hotline can also provide other general landfill gas-
t o-energy information.

4. Question: It was nentioned that there is litigation on the
rule. How does this affect the State plan schedul e?

Answer: The landfill rule remained in effect, throughout the
[itigation settlenment discussions and States were required to have
submtted their plans by Decenber 1996. As a result of litigation
settl ement agreenents, a Federal Register notice to revise the rule
was published on June 16, 1998 and the revisions becone effective on
August 17, 1998. These revisions are mainly clarifications and do
not change the basic control, nonitoring, recordkeeping or reporting
requirenents of the rule. The revisions do not change the required
content or due date of State plans. States that have not already
submtted State plans are encouraged to submt them as soon as
possi ble. (Indeed many States are actively working on their State
pl ans.) A Federal plan is being developed to cover landfills in
States that do not submt an approvable State plan.

5. Question: Are NMOC eni ssions creditable for the
Attai nment Denonstration? |If so, at what rates? (Region VI)

Answer: Yes, if the emi ssions were included in the 1990 base
year inventory and the em ssions and reductions in those em ssions
were accounted for in the rate of progress plan. This inventory
served as the basis for determning rate of progress em ssions
reductions that would be necessary to achieve a 15 percent reduction
in VOC em ssions by 1990 and 3 percent per year thereafter until
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attai nment of the ozone standard. The portion of NMOC eni ssions that
are VOC will need to be calculated for use in the attainnent
denonstration and rate of progress denonstration.

6. Question: Is an MSWlandfill that burns landfill gas and
produces electricity for sale to the grid subject to title IV acid
rain requirenments?

Answer: An MSW Il andfill is not subject to title IV acid rain
requirenments as long as the landfill is not burning a suppl enental
fuel. Burning a supplenental fuel such as coal, oil, or natural gas

could trigger title IV acid rain programrequirenents.
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