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Solid Waste Industry for Climate Solutions

Allied Waste Services, Inc.

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
‘ Norcal Waste Systems, Inc.
Republic Services, Inc.

Waste Connections, Inc.

_ - - Waste Management
May 4, 2007 '

Chuck Shulock, Program Mavager’
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program
California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street,

Sacramento, CA 93812

Subject: Proposed Early Actions for Reducing Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Dear My. Shulock: ‘

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written. comments to you on the report,
“Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Clitnate Change in California” dated Apxil 20, 2007.
We will also be providing copies of these comnments, as well as separate comments, to the
California Climate Action Team regarding their scparate report, “Clmate Action Tearo
Proposed Barly Actions to Mitigate Cliwate Change in. California (undated, but
approximately April 20, 2007). -

The letterhead organizations and undersigned parties to this letter are part of an {uformal
coalition -of solid waste industry stakeholders known as “Solid Waste Industry for
Climate Solitions” (SWICS). We have organized ourselves in this fashion to better
yeptesent the interests of the solid waste industry in discussions over climate change
jssues. '

Solid Waste Industry Track Record

The solid waste mndustry has a long track record of working with regulatory agencics and
persons we serve to reduce the impact of municipal solid waste (MSW) management on
the envirorment. Efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions are no exception. . As
documented in the attached paper, “The Tmpact of Municipal Solid Waste Management
on Greenhouse Gas Emissions in. the United Statcs” (Weitz, et al, 2002), total waste
generated approximately doubled from 1974 to 1997 while greenhouse gas emissions
Fom landfills and from the waste industry as a whole dramatically declined.
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Using a life-cycle assessment of all MSW management practices, the paper’s authors

. estimate that GHG emissions from MSW management were reduced from 36 MMTCE in
1974 to 8 MMTCE in 1997 — a more than 75% reduction. Further, the paper estimates
that if MSW were being managed today as it was in 1974, total GHG emissions from
MSW would be over 60 MMTCE ~ approximately 8 times higher than foday.

No other major industry in North America or in California can point to sach a stellar
" {rack record of GHG reductions over the last 30 years, Of cowse, thése changes did not

come solely from the industry itself.  Working with regulatory agencies and our
. customers we have iuplemented 2 wide range of measures that have resulted in reduced
GHG emissions over the past 30 years mchiding:

¢ Incressed lapdfill methane capture and destruction,

e Copversion of landfilt gas to eneigy,

+ Increased recycling and waste Inininization,

« Increased conversion of waste to energy, and .

« Tncreased solid waste collection and processing efficiencies.

~ As your agency, Cal/EPA and the rest of the State of California trove to implement AB
32, the solid waste industey requests that you recognize these past accomplishments and
continue to work cooperatively with the solid waste industry to achieve even further
reductions. ‘ '

Confusion Over the Types of AB 32 “Early Actions”

There scems to be some confusion over the two i:ypcs:ef Barly Actions that are specified
in AB 32. -
1. Volmtary Early Action by which. implementers way be able to secure future
greerihouse gas reduction “eradits”, and ~

2. Discrete Early Actions that ate to be developed into regulatory proposals adopted
by the ARB and made enforceable by Japuary 1, 2010, :

While the solid waste industry would like to secure credits for actions we bave taken and
will be taking in the future to reduce greenhouse gag exnissions froxm our operations, we
suspect that such credit would not be forthcoming for carly actions that way be mandated
through regulations implementing Discrete Early Actions undet the second bullet above.
Further clarification of the relationship between these two “early action” programs would
be very much appreciated.

Landfill Methane Emissions

While there is considerable uncertainty regarding the amount of methane emissions from
landfills, most landfill gas practitioners believe total crissions to be mnch lower than the
estimates currently being relied upon by the State of California. Existing regulations
require that surface concentrations of methane 4t a landfill be maintained at very low
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" jevels. While there is considerable information on landfill gas that is being captured and
destroyed through landfill gas collection systems and the extremely low concentrations
Jevels of methane that must be maitaimed at the surface of landfills, there is very little
definitive mformation on the amount of overall fugitive exaissions from landfills.

Most estimates of fiigitive landfill gas-emissions rely on models and assumptions that arve
several yeas, if not decades, old, Althotgh some work has been done rocently to get a
botter handle on cstimates of fugitive Tandfll emissions, accurate measurements of
fugitive emissions are extremely difficult, expensive, and time consuming, The solid
waste industry is very interested in wotking cooperatively with the Cal/EPA and the ARB-
to pet a better understanding on actual landfill gas emissions. :

The original CCAT report estimated that at least 16 MMTCO2ZE were from California
{andfill methane emissions. Now, one year later, the Califoruia Energy Contmission’s
revised inventory through 2004 cstimate tandfill methane emission to be 8.4 MMTCOZ2E
_ approximatcly ¥ that of the GCAT report.  Yet, even the accuracy of the 8.4
MMTCO2E is not known Although this moze tecent munber appears to be based on
procedures developed by the individual California Air Districts for estinating emissions
= only two of these districts have provided any background as to how thesc nugbers were
actually caloulated. ‘

One basis for these emission ntunbers appears o be protocols developed by US EPA
many years ago. . One assumption that EPA developed as a “rule of thumb™ over 15 years
ago was that landfill gas collection systeros ouly capture 75% of landfill gas that is
generated by landfills. This w1x04 factor” was based on an informal survey of landfill gas
coptro! practitioners around the United States, Somme practitioners estimated landfill gas
capture to be over 95% while some estimated less than 50% capture. As a result, the US
EPA decided upon a rough average estimate of landiill gas capture of 75%. Irenically,
some of the most well-documented information on Jandfill gas capture at the time of this
. survey came from California with estimates on the higher end of the curve (ie., between
80% and 100% landfill gas captute). ‘

AB3?2 specifies that all GHG reduction measures adopted and implemented by CARB be
technologically féasible and cost-cfizctive. The ARB is procesding with the proposed
early action jtems on what appears 1o be a “presupuption” that all of the measures it is
proposing to pursue will meet all the Jegal requirexaents of AB32. Yet, AB 32 also
outlines a scries of screening meagures that staff should apply when choosing carly action
measures, including cost effcctiveness and technological feasibility, as well -as other
impottant criteria. In an effort to get éarly action measures. up and rummping, we are
concerned that the ARB may be short-cutting a careful evaluation of early screening
measures as required by AB32 and outlined in the staff document. We recommend that
ARR develop a more comprehensive staff report, not based upon “presumption”, but a
careful development of the science and reasoning to support 2 measure’s Hsting.

Uncontrolled landfills are one of the early action measures proposed by the AR, simply
based upon the fact that landfill gas at these sites is currently “uncontrolled”, It is likely
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that these sites are older, smaller landfills. Here, we are concerned that ARB may be
“presuming” that since a site is uncontrolled, simply installing a gas system will result in
significant methane capture.  This presumption aJso assumes that such an attion is
technologically feasible and cost effective.  Wo believe that the science behind this
selection and preswmptions has not been carefully developed. In fact, we believe that
pursuing illkconsidered methane control programs at landfills could be counterproductive

"to the intent. The State of. California s one of the most heavily regulated states in the
nation, and the landfill industry one of the most heavily regulated sectors, 2§ evidenced
by the impressive mdustry track record of 94% of waste in place already having landfill
gas copgrols. Regulations that have been adopted for Jandfills at a local, state and federal
level, all have been based upott & careful understanding of how a landfill operates. A
landfili is a controlled system that anacrobically decomposes and stabilizes solid waste.
In addition, disposal of waste in a landfill is a solid waste management practice that
should be considered a form of pollution control strategy. The basi¢ for this rests on the
preraise that if solid waste is Jeft unmanaged in 2 responsible manner, the results could be
detrimental to humanp health and 1o the environment.

Since there is a only a very small scgment of Jandfills jo the State that are left
uncontrolled - in a State that has the most advanced landfill regulations in the world ~ it
is a clear judication that they tave already been considered Dy regulations, but passed
over. More importantly, though, the market has also decided not to pursue capture of
roethane at these sites. The fandfill industry is very much market driven. . If landfill gas
could be economically developed at a site, the market will generally pursue a project that
could lead to emergy Tecovery. The fact that these sites have been lefi untouched is 2
clear indication that the capture of landfill gas is not technologically or economically
feasible. : :

1f the ARB were to proceed with enbanced landfill gas capture systems at landfills
without carefnl evaluation, the effort could be coupterproductive. First, the methane
content of uncontrolled sites is tikely very low which limits the pas management optious.
1 the methane is too low (¢.g., less than. 10% methane), flaring may require supplemental
fuel, such as natural gas, creating additional air emissions apd requiring air permitting,
which is often a struggle. Another option for low methune gas streamns js to pass the gas
. through a carbon adsorber to remove toxic constitients, However, in this process, the
methane passes through the carbon unaffected, counter to the measure’s purpose.

Also, installing a gas system on AR old or small landfill often can disrupt the snaerobic
conditions of 2 landfill by introducing too much air in to the system. In this oase, the
reactor can become aerobic and allow the waste to compost, creating the potential for
Jandfill fives, ot not allowing the waste to properly decompose. Both situations are not
only counter fo the intent of the early action measure, but are counter to AB32 that
requires that the action not create an negative impact.

Considering al these facts, it s clear that ARB should carefully work to fulfill the intent
of its on screening criteria and work throngh these issues before considering uncontrolled
landfills in the garly action hst. If afier careful consideration, ARB stafi believes its
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actions }ustiﬁed, staff éhould work with the industry on controls that can achieve the
goals of the AB32 program -

Landfill Carbon Storage (Sequestration)

The fact that landfills “store” (or Sequester) carbon that would otherwise be emitted es
CO?2 has been widely documented. The US EPA clearly articulates this fact in their
teport, “Solid Waste Management and Greenhouse Gases: A Life-Cycle Assessment of
Emissions and Sinks” (Octobér, 2006):

httg:[ﬁwww.epa.gov[climatac}gggge[m(cdg_w_ggtgﬁ.\IQMGHGregort.mml :
See, in particular, Chapter 6 on “Landfilling”. :

In addition, a number of technical papers, sich as the atfachéd study (Barlaz, 1998 --
attached), document the phenomenom of carbon storage in landfills.

The last two Greenhouse Inventories prepated by the California Energy Commission also
clearly document landfill carbon sequestration due to the landfill managment of lumber
and yard trimmings. The lastest 2006 inventory estimates 5.5 MMTCOZE of landfill .
carbon storage sinks in 2004 st California landfills. Although the solid waste industry
believes this number underestimates the amoumt of carbon .storage or sequestration
occuring atmually i Califormnia landfills, we believe that this carbon sink should be
mentioned in concert with parallel statements about mcthane emissions. For example, we
believe the last sentence at the end of the second paragraph on page 15 of the report
under “Landfill Methane Capturs” should be modified as follows:

“Currently, the California Energy Commission cstimates GHG emissions from
California’s MSW landfills to be approximately 8.4 MMTCOZE in 2004. In
addition, the CEC estimates that carbon. storege in landfills is approximately 6.9

* MMTCO2E. over the same time period. Thus. based.on these numbers, California
landfills appeat. to resylt in net emissions of 1.5 MMTCOZE during 2004.

Landfill Early Actions _

As documented on page 15 of your report, the ARB and the California Climate Action
Team huve identified 3 categotics of possible eatly action strategies: '

1. Installation of Emission Control Systems at Uncontrolled Landfills. As
" pointed out in the teport, only about 4l landfills in. Californda are currently:
operating without landfill gas collection systems and emission’ controls. These
Jandfills represent less than 6 percent of the total waste in place that js geperating
gas. According to the report, this category i8 being considered for inclusion as a
discrete eatly action. We do not eppose inclusion of this activity as a discrete
early action. However, we ask that you give appropriate consideration to the
coneerns we have expressed above before proceeding with a rule-making in this
area. Further, we ask that you recognize that 6 percent of 8.4 MMTCO?ZE is only
0.5 MMTCOZE even assuming 100% capture efficiency — which is unlikely.
Further, no method of funding these ernissions controls has yet been identified.
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Our industry group would ke to work cooperatively with the ARB 0 further
evaluate these Jandfills and determine appropriate approaches for the control of
'emissions from this relatively small munber of uncontrolled landfills.

2. Increased Methane Capture Efficiencies. There is congiderable uncertainty
regarding the currently level of methane capture efficiency in landfills. Some
parties such as the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) maintain
that their lapdfill gas capture effciencies are as high as 95% or more (see attached
paper by Huitric, 2006). Most other operators of landfill gas systews believe theit
capture efficiencies are well over 75%. The solid waste industry believes that
cusrent tandfifl gas capturc rates art souch higher than currenily estimates reflect.
Currently the report does pot specifioally include this activity as a “discrete carly
action” — and the solid waste industry supports this stance. The levels of
reduction that Cal/EPA and the ARB are secking from thig activity may well have
already occurred due to vohuttary controls by the sofid waste industry and
compliance with NSPS standards to control YOC emissions. We suggest delaying
inclusion_of this gorivity in any spécific regulatory initiative pntil the following
efforts are completed:

a. Complete the CIWMB project, “Technologies and Management
Practices Reducing Greenhouse Gas Engssions from Landfills”. As
described m the CIWMB REP: The objective of this study is to provide a
guidance docutuent that Jandfill operators and regulators can use to
evaluate potential changes to tandfills that will result in additional GHO
emissions (Note: we assume it means “eqnission reductions™). The study
will be based on an evaluation of ‘existing state-of-the-art practices, as
reflected in published literature, reporis to regulatory agencics, and
contractor familiarity with specific landfill practices and projects. It will
evaluate the teohnologies and practices and recorntnend practical and cost-
effective site-specific measures that can be used on a yoluntary basis fo

' reduce GHG emissions from Jandfills in California (crophasis added).

b, CEC and CITWMB complete the evaluation of Landfill Fugitive

Emissions through the contract with Landfills + Ine. This study will

provide valiable infoxmation regarding more teliable estimates of GHG
emissions from landfills. : '

. Upon Completion of the above two programs, evaluate the need for
additional regwatory action. We believe that the track record of the
solid waste industry derponstrates our willingness to implement measures
to reduce GHG emissions. We request that existing control strategies be
fully evaluated before resorting to new regulatory command. and control
meastres to achieve landfill gas colection efficichcies that may already

"peen attained. To the extent that increased collection efficiencies can be
achieved through voluntary measures, the solid waste industry should be
ehigible for potential GHG reduction credits. We believe that this is
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3.

sufficient ncentive to encourage responsible action on the part of the solid

waste industry.
Increasing Energy Recovery from Landf) Methane. The solid waste industry

strongly recommends that this activity not be ‘(:"Qz;,gic_{ered for further regulatory

dction at this time. There are many regulatory and economic bartiers currently
preventing optimization of Jand$ill methane energy recovery, including:

a Conflicts with criteria pollutant standards, partiowlarly NOx emission
standards and offsct tequirements. '

b, High capital anid operational costs of Jandfill gas to energy projects.

¢, Migh variability of landill gas and lendfill configurations, inchiding tie-in
to the energy grid. ' )

4 Potential conflict with the objective of activity #2 above: Increased
methane capture efficiencies, if not conducted properly, could lead to
degraded gas conditions that would decrease potential energy recovery.

The solid waste industry requests that Cal/EPA and the ARB work cooperatively
to jdentify ways in which barriers to fiture energy development can be eliminated
and the econontics of enerpgy recovery projects can be enhanced. For exatmple, a
visble GHG offset trading program could provide additional revenues to make
these projects economically viable. :

Summary of Recommendations

1.

Waste Industry Track Record. Recognizc the accomplish:h&nts of the sold

. waste industry, in concert with govemnment progratns and generator cfforts to
reduce waste that greenhouse gas emssions from the sofid waste industry, unlike

yoost other industrics, have declined dramatically over the past 30 years.

. Types of Early Actions. Clearly define the differences betweeti voluntary early

actions that may be eligible for emission credits and early actions that require
regulatory action and for which emission credits would not be earned.

Landfil GHG Emission Sources and Sinks. Clearly recognize the GHG

emission sinks along with the GHG emission soutces. If we are fo be serutinized

~ for our potential sources of GHG emissions we should be similatly credited for

entission sinks and carbon storage.

Uncontrolled Landfill Gas Capture as a Discrete Early Action. Carefully
cvaluste the cfficacy of controlling landfill gas at landfills that are currently
«yncontrolled” before procecdivg with the development of regulations to Tequire
more landfills to install gas collection systems as a discrete early action under AB
32. ' ‘

facrease Landfill Gas Collection Efficiency. Further evaluste fugitive: landfill
gas cmissions through the cxisting CEC/CIWMB study,  Proceed with the
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development of voluntary guidance by the CIWMB op landfill gas capturc
efficiencies. Defer further regulatory action until the ren) extent of fughive
- landfill emigsions is better upderstood.

6. Increased Energy Production from jandfill gas and waste. Work cooperatively
with the solid waste industry to remove regulatory and economic barticrs fo
incteased energy production from landfill gas and other waste materials, Focus-
on voluntary measures and incentives to increase energy production from Tandfill
gas and other waste materials.

“Thank you for your qousideration of the above issues. If you requite any further
information or have any questions, please contact any one of the undersigned individuals,

Sincerely,
Chuck Helget , Frank Caponi, P.E.
for Allicd Waste Services, Inc. Supervising Engineer ,
(916) 563-7123 : _ County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
County '
(562) 699-7411 %2460
Don Gambelin ' ' David Zeiger
Vice-President Axea Compliance Managet
Norcal Waste Systems, Ine. Republic Services, The.
(415) 875-1194 (510) 262-1669
Tom, Reilly, P.E. _ Charles White, P.E.
Regiopal Engineering Manager Director of Regulatory Affairs
Waste Connections, Inc. . ‘Waste Management
(925) 672-3800 (916) 552-5859

Attachments: “The Impact of Municipal Solid Waste Management on Greenhouse (Gas
Eissions int the United: States”. Weitz et al, Ajr and Waste Management
Association, 2002,

«Carbon Storage during Degradation. of Municipal Solid Waste
Cowpeonents in Laboratory-Scale Landfills”, Barlaz, Global
Blogeochemical Cycles, 1998. '
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“Méésuring Landfilt Gas Collection Efficiency Using Surface Methane
Conceptrations”. Huitric et al, SWANA, 2006,
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cc:  Eileen Tutt, CaVEPA, California Climate Action Teamn
Mark Leary, CIWMB, Executive Director
Ted Rauh, CIWMB, Division Chief, Permits and Compliahice
Seott Walker, CTWMB, Branch Manager, Remediation, Closure and Technical
Services .
Michael Robert, ARB, Staff Lead (Barly Action)
Alberto Ayala, ARB, Chief, Clirvate Change Mitigation and Science Branch
Richard Corey, ARB, Chief, Regearch and Economic Studies Branch
Renaldo Crooks, ARB, Staff Lead, Landfill Gas :
Richard Boyd, Manager, Process Evaluation Section
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