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NAPA-VALLEJO W-ASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

August 7, 2003
Ms. Carol Allen
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
FAX (415) 749-4949
SUBJECT:
COMMENTS ON DRAFT TITLE V PERMIT, AMERICAN CANYON SANITARY LANDFILL, NAPA,
CALIFORNIA (FACILITY NO. A9183)
Dear Ms. Allen:
The Napa- V allejo Waste Management Authority (Authority), the owner of American Canyon Sanitary Landfill (Plant
No. A9183), herein provides the following comments on the draft Title V permit for the landfill. This letter was prepared
with assistance from SCS Engineers (SCS) for submittal to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).
Specific Comments
1.

2.
Under Section I (Standard Conditions), Section B.1 states that the facility would not be allowed to operate if a complete
renewal application were not submitted by the required deadline. The Authority understands that this is a standard
provision in all Title V permits; however, we wanted
to go on record with our concerns as to how this provision and other similar provisions within Section I actually fit for a
landfill. The American Canyon Sanitary Landfill is already closed. The only on-site operations that are currently active are
landfill gas (LFG) generation and the LFG collection and control system (GCCS). Obviously, LFG generation cannot be
prevented from being in "operation" and certainly the BAAQMD would not want us to discontinue operation of the
GCCS just because an application was not submitted on time. It is clear that provisions such as this were written for
industrial facilities and do not fit well for landfills, particularly closed ones.
Under Section II (Equipment) of the draft pernrit, Table IlA limits the number of vertical landfill
gas (LFG) extraction wells to 92 and LFG/leachate extraction wells to 35. This same limit is contained within Condition 3
of the permit conditions for the landfill source (S-I). There are 24 new LFG extraction and 33 new LFG/leachate extraction
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wells due recent construction. I have asked Gas Recovery Services to verify the number ofLFG extraction wells that own
and will have that number by Monday, or it can be obtained from their pennit. The draft Title V pemlit should be modified
to correct the number ofwells.
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4,
5.

Under Section III (Generally Applicable Requirements) of the draft permit, Table III lists a series of rules that generally
apply or could apply to on-site operations. Although we are not asking for any changes to this section of the permit, many
of these requirements may never apply to operations at the closed American Canyon Sanitary Landfill. These include:
architectural coating, solvent cleaning operations, aeration of contaminated soils, adhesives and sealants, sandblasting, etc.
Condition 2 of the permit conditions for the landfill (S-I) and LFG flare (A-2) seems to indicate that the flare is necessary
to provide adequate control ofLFG at he facility. The Authority does not necessarily agree with this contention. LFG
generation modeling recently completed for the site (attached) indicates that in 2002 (the first year when the new
requirements ofBAAQMD Rule 8-34 took effect), the landfill was likely generating 728 standard cubic feet per minute
(scfm) of LFG. When operating, the engines at the Gas Recovery Systems, Inc. (GRS) facility (Plant No. B1671) can
control approximately 630 scfm ofLFG or about 87%. This collection efficiency is in the range of efficiencies stated by
U.S. EP A to be indicative of a comprehensive LFG system. Therefore, it is our position that adequate LFG collection
efficiency can be achieved with only the GRS engines on-line. Clearly, if one or both of the engines are off-line, the flare
must be operated. Please note that the majority of the surface emissions exceedances that we have had in the past were due
to leakage around well casings (some ofwhich had not even been connected to a vacuum source yet) and other penetrations
or cracks in the cover. They were not due to inadequate LFG collection. As such, we would like Condition 3 to be revised
to allow operation of the flare and/or engines but that operation ofboth is not necessarily required.
Condition 14 of the permit conditions for the landfill (8-1) and LFG flare (A-2) contains a requirement to 1est the LFG for
various toxic substances on an annual basis. The Authority has no problem with this requirement; however, the criteria for
requesting the removal of individual chemicals from the testing list are a bit unclear. As written, it would appear that we
would have to complete some form of risk assessment in order to discontinue this testing or possibly that the District
would complete this risk assessment and advise us of the results. The Authority requests that Condition 14 be revised to
clarify who would be responsible for conducting the risk assessment.
The Authority proposes that the District consider the use of the Toxic Air Contaminant Trigger Levels under Rule 2-1
(Table 2-1-316) be used as a means to screen out chemicals from future consideration. Also, if the Authority completes a
formal risk assessment demonstrating that the site-wide emissions result in risks below the regulated thresholds in the
District, we would like to be allowed to discontinue the toxics monitoring completely or to reduce its frequency to every 5
years or some other less frequent period.
9
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6.
7.
Condition 16 of the permit conditions for the landfill (S-I) and LFG flare (A-3) allows for the synchronizing of the semiannual Title V reports with the semi-annual Rule 8-34 reports. However, it is unclear whether these reports can be
combined into a single report or whether the reports should be kept separate but the reporting periods synchronized. Please
clarify this in the final permit.
There are several typos in the Permit Evaluation and Statement and Basis document. In several places, the facility is
referred to by different names. The facility should be identified by the name, " American Canyon Sanitary Landfill. "
Please correct these typos as necessary.
General Comments
In several places within the Pennit Evaluation and Statement and Basis document, the unresolved compliance status of the
facility is mentioned. Also, the creation ofanew Compliance Report is also mentioned. The Authority is concerned and
confused as to what impact this will have on our Title V pennit.
Over the last several months, we have continually contacted personnel at the District to inquire about setting up a compliance schedule but
we have not been successful in this regard. It now appears that a compliance schedule will be necessary to move this permit forward.

Therefore, we hereby request a meeting with BAAQMD staff to discuss and establish a compliance schedule to address
our open compliance issues. We also request that the Authority be allowed to review the Compliance Report that is
developed by the District before it becomes part of the Title V pennitting process and is released to the public.
The draft Title V pennit contains the requirement for preparation of a start-up, shutdown and malfunction (SSM) plan as
part of the new landfill National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs). The Authority is concerned
that this requirement and the typical contents ofan SSM plan would conflict with some of the provisions ofBAAQMD Rule
8-34 as well as the District's breakdown and other rules. We would be looking for some guidance from the BAAQMD as
to the contents of such a plan in the District as well as how the plan would or should be implemented.
Please note that any requested changes on the draft permit should also be made in the corresponding section(s)ofthe
Statement of Basis document.
The Authority would be glad to discuss any of these issues with you or to meet with you at your convenience. We are
hopeful that the compliance issues can be resolved in a reasonable manner, which would allow for development ofa
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compliance schedule and issuance of the Title V permit.
95 Third Street. Room 101. Napa. CA 94559-3082 707253-4471 .FAX 707253-4545

If you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact the undersigned at (707) 253-4410.
Thank you in advance for your prompt review of our concerns regarding the proposed Title V permit. We await your
responses to our comments and appreciate you giving them careful consideration.
Sincerely,

Jill PaW, R.E.H.S. Authority Secretary
Attachment
cc:

Pat Sullivan, SCS Engineers Trent Cave; Authority Manager
95 Third Street. Room 101. Napa, CA 94559-3082 707253-4471. FAX 707253-4545
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