CiTy oF Los ANGELES

BOARD MEMBERS CALIFORNIA GRANADA HILLS

PRESIDENT NORTH

®im Thompson
#+Z BRESIDENT NEIGHBORHOOD

e anan COUNCIL
Cari Buetiner Jusi’_xua Jorg:lahi
“S"je"fo‘i”@gg;”y gz{;h’“éii' 11862 Balboa Boulevard #137
g:g’::l g‘:g:jﬂe %&Z;Lﬁ‘ﬂ’éiberg Granada Hills, CA 91344
Sid Gold Leon Marziller
Edward Headington  Ray Pollok Telephone (818) 360-4346
Gary Holmen Steven Steinberg
Bill Hopkins Jan Subar www.ghnnc.org
Wayde Hunter Anne Ziliak

June 20, 2011

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Mr. Jeffrey Inabinet

c/o CEQA Section, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

RE: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for The Sunshine Gas Producers Renewable Energy
Project (SCH No. 9204153) at Sunshine Canyon Landfill

Mr. Jeffrey Inabinet:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.

The Granada Hills North Neighborhood Council (GHNNC) was certified by the City of Los Angeles on
September 10, 2002, and has had a duly elected and installed Board of Directors since March 31, 2003. The area it
represents and services is bounded by the Los Angeles City/County line and I-5 (Golden State Freeway) to the
north, the 405 (San Diego Freeway) to the east, the 118 (Ronald Reagan Freeway) to the south, and to Aliso
Canyon in the west. It is composed of 3 districts. District 1 - Sunshine Canyon Landfill, District 2 - DWP/MWD,
and District 3 — All Residential Areas to the south encompassing approximately 28,600 stakeholders.

The GHNNC Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee discussed the above referenced project
on Monday, May 16, 2011. For the protection of our stakeholders the GHNNC PLUM recommend that our Board
oppose this project as proposed based on the information included in the document that stated that: “compared to
the existing environmetal setting, the proposed project would increase GHG emissions and would exceed the
SCAQMD significant threshold”. We were faced with a choice of a project that might have been a worthy project
versus one with CO and PM2.5 emissions which are especially detrimental to our stakeholders, that could not even
be mitigated with the use of pollution credits (which we also oppose), and which furthered the degradation of the
local environment and the air we breathe. As a result we must insist that if this project is considered, that the most
efficient equipment available be used, including an analysis of the use of additional equipment such as scrubbers to
make sure that this purported beneficial use does not make our existing air quality any worse than it is.

In closing, at a duly noticed meeting on May 23, 2011 the GHNNC Board agreed with the PLUM
recommendation to _oppose The Sunshine Gas Producers Renewable Energy Project (SCH No. 9204153) at
Sunshine Canyon Landfill unless it results in a reduction of local pollution, without the use of offset of pollution
credits.

Respectfully,

Anne Ziliak, Planning and Land Use Chair, Granada Hills North Neighborhood Council
For Kim Thompson, President, Granada Hills North Neighborhood Council




South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
(909} 396-2000 * www.agmd.gov

February 10, 2012

Anthony Bertrand

Area Environmental Manager
Republic Services, Inc.
Sunshine Canyon Landfill
14747 San Fernando Rd.
Sylmar, CA 91342

Dear Mr. Bertrand:
Evaluation of the Existing Landfill Gas Collection and Control System. Sunshine Canyon

Landfill. Prepared by Tetra Tech BAS. November 29. 2011
Third Amended Order for Abatement. December 6, 2011, Conditions 1.a. and 1.b.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) received the above-referenced
evaluation report prepared and submitted on your behalf by Tetra Tech BAS (BAS) in
accordance with the Third Amended Order for Abatement (O/A). Conditions 1.a. and Lb. of
the O/A. in relevant portions, require Sunshine Canyon Landfill (SCL) to install 7 to 10
vertical wells per week. beginning December 16, 2011, until the maximum number of wells
as described in the above-referenced evaluation report has been installed and the AQMD has
determined that such number of wells is appropriate. The O/A Conditions also require that
the installation of the wells shall be prioritized, subject to approval by the AQMD.

The AQMD staff has thoroughly reviewed the evaluation report and determined that the
evaluations conducted by BAS. along with the supplemental evaluation of lateral pipe sizing
submitted to AQMD on January 17. 2012, meet the requirements set forth in the O/A. These
evaluations concluded that the collection etficiency of the existing gas collection and control
system (GCCS) needs improvement. A summary of BAS"s recommendations are provided
below:

A. Install up to 70 additional vertical wells based on priorities identified in 13 phases.
Areas with most surface emissions will receive new wells first. Recognizing that the
O/A requires installation of 7 to 10 wells per week. the report estimates that two
phases should be scheduled for completion each week.

B. Increase flare capacity by:

a.  Immediate installation of a temporary flare with 3.000 sctim capacity.

b. Replace selected sections of GCCS piping to reduce system restrictions.
¢. Replace Flare No. 8 with a larger capacity Flare No. 9. and

d. Evaluate the need for improvement at Flare Nos. | and 3.

C. Begin the permitting process for additional flare capacity by January 2013, in order to
provide 100% backup to the landfill gas (LFG) to Energy plant.
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D. Upon installation of future collection and control system, the flow direction of the gas
may change. Additional modeling shall be performed to verify that the pipe sizing
analysis is still accurate.

AQMD staff, in general, agrees with BAS’s recommendations and hereby approves the

evaluation, provided that Republic Services/SCL confirms in writing that the following
comments and concerns will be addressed and/or incorporated through the AQMD permitting
process (e.g.. minimum collection efficiency in Item 1, minimum vacuum in Item 3, and
lateral pipe replacement in Item 8, etc.). or otherwise implemented for items that do not need
an AQMD permit (e.g.. additional evaluation in Item 2, additional information in Item 3, and

additional monitoring in Item 6, etc.):

1. The evaluation of the expected gas generation rates and the GCCS system were
conducted based on the current methane concentration of 44% and the collection
efficiency of 68%. After the recommended improvements are made, the collection
efficiency is then assumed to increase to 80%, however, the methane concentration is
assumed to remain as 44%. We consider both assumptions to be marginally adequate
for two reasons. First, we would expect that the GCCS should perform better than
80%, in order to ensure that the uncollected gas does not migrate into the atmosphere
and continue to cause odor issues in the nearby communities. Secondly, when the
GCCS collection efficiency improves, we expect the methane concentrations to be
somewhat lower. Both of these adjustments would result in an increase in the
estimated gas generation rates. Therefore, we recalculated the gas generation rates by
using 85% collection efficiency and 42% methane concentration, and found that the
estimated gas generation rates are approximately 11% higher than BAS’s estimates.
For example, at the end of 2016, our estimated rate was 16,420 scfm, instead of
BAS’s 14,752 scfi. As a result, the total permitted flare capacity of 13,335 scfm
(with the proposed Flare #9 in service and Flare #8 on standby) would be exceeded in
2012, rather than BAS’s estimate of mid-2014. In other words, SCL would need to
immediately proceed to permit additional flare capacities, including but not limited to
placing Flare #8 back in regular service in 2012 and installing an additional flare (5™
flare) by 2017. In addition, SCL should conduct all necessary activities to maintain a
high level of gas collection efficiency (e.g., a minimum of 80% of the estimated
generation rates or possibly higher) at all times and well into the future.

2. In the gas generation rate estimates, BAS used the waste acceptance rates provided by
Cornerstone, which basically assumes an annual rate of 2,515,000 tons for 2012,
gradually increases until it reaches 3,432,000 tons in 2020, and then stays at this rate
until 2037. The SCL-LEA has communicated its concerns to us and indicated that the
gas generation rate estimates for all future years should be based on the landfill’s
permitted capacity of 12,100 tons per day, 6 days per week, or 3,775,200 tons per
year. The AQMD requests that SCL submit an additional evaluation by March
1, 2012, that includes the revised waste acceptance rates and 85% collection
efficiency at 42% methane concentration discussed in Item 1 above.

3. The proposed addition of 70 vertical wells is based on the estimated radius of
influence (ROI) of 128 feet, which in turn is based on a minimum of 3 inches water
column (w.c.) vacuum being applied to all wells and specific well design features to
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minimize air intrusion. This initial set of additional wells is acceptable provided that
SCL either maintains or exceeds its current level of efforts in monitoring and
maintaining all of the wells, and install additional wells on an expedited schedule
(1.e., faster than what required by AQMD Rule 1150.1) in areas where the coverage
appears to be inadequate. In addition, SCL should apply the 3” w.c. vacuum as a
minimum requirement for all wells.

In addition, the SCL-LEA is concerned that the ROI calculations were based in part
on the assumption of the waste density of 1,350 Ibs/yd3. The SCL-LEA believes that
the in-place waste density could be as high as 1,600 lbs/yd3 due to the use of 9” daily
soil cover and other considerations. This density could increase as landfill ages.
Therefore, SCL is requested to either provide additional information to justify the use
of the waste density or additional evaluation of the ROI using the higher waste
density as suggested by SCL-LEA.

4. A statement in Section 3.2.1 of the GCCS Evaluation Report indicates that
measurements of 500 ppm of methane above background levels are recorded as
exceedance and that, based on these results, some areas within SCL’s waste footprint
do not currently have adequate LFG emissions control. It should be noted that the
landfill surface emission monitoring includes both the 500 ppm instantaneous surface
monitoring and the 25 ppm integrated surface monitoring. Both are good indicators
of insufficient LFG emission control. We believe that the above-mentioned statement
was simply an oversight of the report writer and not intended for SCL to rely only on
the 500 ppm monitoring results.

5. Since SCL installed very few horizontal collectors in the existing waste fill areas, the
evaluations focused primarily on the effectiveness of vertical wells. While this is
acceptable for the purpose of the evaluation, we would like to re-emphasize the
tmportance of installing and maintaining the horizontal collectors in a proper manner
in order for the landfill to eventually be completed with a fully-integrated, effective
gas collection and control system. Therefore, SCL shall continue to install the
horizontal collectors in the new fill areas as described in the O/A. As for the existing
filled areas, SCL shall install a system of horizontal collectors when each of the filled
areas has reached its final elevation.

In addition, the SCL-LEA is particularly concerned about two specific areas where
landfill gas can escape the collection system and enter into the atmosphere: (1) the
existing filled areas where the edge of the waste footprint meets the liner and (2) the
side-slopes (e.g., where the old Republic Logo area was) in the existing filled area.
The AQMD urges SCL to step up its effort in monitoring the emissions from these
areas and, if any exceedance of 25 ppm or 500 ppm is found, take immediate
remedial actions as required by Rule 1150.1 and the O/A. SCL should also consider
installing additional vertical, horizontal and/or inclined wells, as appropriate, in these
areas to further improve gas collection efficiency in these particular areas of concern.

6. Section 6.2 of the report evaluates the existing blowers with respect to their
capabilities to support the desirable outcome of the GCCS and SCL’s planned or
ongoing actions to upgrade some of the blowers. BAS proposes to re-evaluate the
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overall suitability ol these blowers after the ongoing flare and blower replacements
are completed. We believe that this re-evaluation is necessary and should be
implemented as proposed.

Except for the timing issues as discussed in Item | above, AQMD fully agrees with
the statement in Section 7.3 of the report, which recommends that SCL maintain
100% flare capacity. even after the proposed DTE Biomass Energy Co. LFG to
energy plant is built. This is essential in order to ensure adequate landfill gas control
during the time when the energy plant is shut down for maintenance, and to provide
for additional flexibility if additional gas need to be collected to mitigate gas
migration.

8. The separate Lateral Pipe Sizing Evaluation submitted on January 15, 2012, identities
that 68 lateral pipes (or 6.8% of all pipes at SCL) analyzed did not meet the
requirements of the analysis and thus required replacement. The analysis performed
in this evaluation forms a critical basis for maintaining the collection efficiency
expected in the subject evaluation. Therefore, it is important for SCL to timely
upgrade these undersized lateral pipes. SCL should further establish a definitive
timeline for this task and submit it to the AQMD for approval by March 1, 2012.

Again, AQMD staff appreciates your timely submittal of the evaluation report. AQMD staff
found the report to be well-written and comprehensive, covering all aspects necessary for
evaluating the GCCS systems at SCL. If you have any questions or concerns about our
comments. please contact me at (909) 396-2664, or by email at JChen‘@agmd.gov.

Sincerely,

Jay'Chen. PIZ

Senior A.QQ. Engineering Manager
Refinery & Waste Management Permitting
Engineering and Compliance

ce: Gus Andraos. TetraTech BAS
Cindy Chen. SCL-LEA
Eugene Tseng, SCL-LEA
Mohsen Nazemi
Jill Whynot
Nancy Feldman
Nick Sanchez
Ed Pupka
Charles Tupac
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June 23,2011

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Mr. Jeffrey Inabinet

c/o CEQA Section, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

RE: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for The Sunshine Gas Producers Renewable
Energy Project, SCH No. 9204153 Sunshine Canyon Landfill

Mr. Jeffrey Inabinet:
The North Valley Coalition wishes to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIR.

It is our intent in our response and the attached comments not to address each and every specific instance
or section where a comment and/or facts, figures, tables et cetera are located, but to address an example of
an area that we question and/or comment on, and to have that comment uniformily apply to any and all
sections where that information is referenced and/or used to support the project, and to be address by the
proponent appropriately in each and every instance.

The members of our organization were among those recommending that the landfill gas be utilized to
generate energy. However, never in our wildest dreams did we expect to be faced with a project that
would increase the amount of emissions beyond that which we were currently experiencing with the
existing landfill flares.

Since this project would raise the levels of permitted emissions, and does not provide any guarantees of
reduced emissions from current levels, we oppose this project as presented and recommend the
consideration of the 6.3.1 Alternative — No Project Alternative.

Sincerely,

Wayde Hunter
President, North Valley Coalition

Attachment
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Comments to Draft SEIR by North Valley Coalition, June 23, 2011
4.2.3.3 Localized Construction Impacts

Page 4-17 it states the nearest sensitive receptor is 2700 meters (2700x3.2808/5280) or 1.68
miles. Stated they used LST 2-acre site at a distance of 500 meters (500x3.2808/5280) or 0.31
miles. The construction of a water pipe to the landfill entrance they indicate would be 600
meters from the nearest receptor and that the 500 meters used is conservative, however, the
trailor park/woodcutter is directly opposite the landfill is only 35 meters away from where this
construction would end and/or start and would result in greater impacts. The list below also
includes some other receptors that may be as close or closer to the project. This calls Table 4.7
and the methodology into question. In a number of cases these areas are located at a higher
elevation than the proposed project and could possible experience greater impacts.

The nearest sensitive receptors that should also be considered are as follows (distances

approximate):

e Trailer park at 14748/14810 San Fernando Road, and Patton’s Firewood opposite
entrance of landfill at 14747 San Fernando Road (600 - 700 meters)

e Industrial complex on San Fernando Road from approximately 14980 which includes
among others Hermalair Sheet Metal at 14928 and Senora & Vega Firewood (400

meters)

e Cascades homes in Sylmar on Balboa Boulevard north of Foothill Boulevard (1400
meters)

e (Cascades apartments in Sylmar on Foothill Boulevard east of Balboa Boulevard (1600
meters)

e O’Melveny Park (see map attached taken from
http://www.lamountains.com/maps/eastRiceMDAOSNewhall.pdf ) (1000 meters)

e Michael D. Antonvich Open Space Preserve, Newhall Pass Trailhead, Coletrane Avenue

(see map attached http://www.lamountains.com/maps/eastRiceMDAOSNewhall.pdf)

(450 — 600 meters)

Foothill Soils Inc. at 22925 Coltrane Avenue, Newhall (500 — 600 meters)

Camelot Riding Club at 22945 Coltrane Avenue, Newhall (500 — 600 meters)

Oaktree Gun Club at 23121 Coltrane Avenue, Newhall (500 — 650 meters)

Cresent Valley Mobile Home Estates, 23500 The Old Road, Newhall (1600 meters)

Semper Fi Tow Inc. at 22400 The Old Road, Newhall (400 — 500 meters)
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4.2.3.4 Regional Operation Impacts

It states on page 4-17 that: “Operation of the project would likely increase air pollutant emissions
compared to baseline emissions. Operational Nox, VOC, and SOx emissions from the proposed
project would be less than significant with the allocation of PR offsets. Operational CO and
PM2 5 emissions from the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable.” On page 4-18
line 1 it states that: “Emissions form the proposed project would increase from the current level
of emissions generated by flaring, due to the differences in the combustion process of the
turbines as compared to the the flares and between baseline LFG production and project
capacity”. It goes on the explain in #1 that the use of a pilot flame of LFG is used as the ignition
source, and in #2 it states the residence time in the combustion chamber of the turbine is less
compared to the flares. While providing additional information in the form of Table 4-8 and
sucessive pages 4-20 thru 4-22 it does not indicate how large an area the air dispersion modeling
covered and whether or not only “residents” were considered. Since the operation’s noise and
emissions are 24/7 365-days per year, not only residential areas and recreational areas but
commercial areas as well should be considered (see the nearest sensitive receptors that should
also be considered).

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

According to the proponent on page 4-19 they state that: “The estimated emission rates for the
proposed project are based on the the manufacturer’s guaranteed values and represent a
conservative estimate of emissions. Actual emisisons for the propose project are antipated to be
less.” If this project is approved the SCAQMD must reduce the acceptable emissions from this
facility for future compliance to whatever levels stack testing produces.

4.2.4 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure A-2 on Page 4-27 indicate that: “The project proponent shall purchase
MSERC:s to mitigate significant adverse NOx air quality impacts.” The use of Pollution Credits
to offset this impact or any other impacts is not acceptable to this organization nor the
community as a whole. Buying pollution credits or argueing that pollution will not be created
over the entire region does nothing to improve the quality of the air we breath locally. The
Sunshine Canyon Landfill was sited with “overriding considerations” because the air quality
impacts could not be mitigated. Best Available Technology (BACT) was employed in the form
of the existing flares which have been approved by the SCAQMD, and which were designed to
reduce this impact as much as possible. To ask that we now approve or be forced to endure
additional threats to our health, safety, and welfare posed by the increase in pollutants from this
less efficient destruction system especially those posed by the CO and PM2s5 emissions is
unconsciable. Unless the emissions are scrubbed to produce a result the same as or less than
currently emitted without the use of polluton credits, the project would not be acceptable. The
DEIR should include an indepth analysis or discussion under the alternatives if additional
equipment and/or methods are available to reduce the expected emissions, the cost of same, and
the reason they can or cannot be employed.

Page 3 of 4




4.7.3.1 Operational Noise Impacts

While this section purports to address or quantify noise impacts on pages 4-47 thru 4-49 it fails
to fully address the impacts not only human sensitive receptors to the east and west of the
property boundaries but also to the fauna in all cardinal directions. As previously argued by us
under Chapter 3 Environmental Setting, Page 3-43, that there are sensitive human receptors in
the east (i.e. Trailer park and woodcutter opposite entrance of landfill at 14747 San Fernando
Road, the Cascades homes in Sylmar on Balboa Boulevard north of Foothill Boulevard, and the
Cascades apartments in Sylmar on Foothill Boulevard east of Balboa Boulevard). There are also
hikers, families, and horses that transit O’Melveny Park (second largest in Los Angeles) which
are normally involved in outdoor activities which may be impacted by the noise. Further the
impacts to the Michael D. Antonvich Park located north of the proposed site and with similar
activities as O’Melveny Park need to be addressed. Fauna in all cardinal directions including
those areas of the landfill which will not be under the landfill’s footprint (i.e. interior slopes,
closed City landfill, 100-acre buffer zone to south), O’Melveny Park to south and west, SEA #20
to north, and Michael D. Antonvich Open Space Preserve to the north need to be addressed. We
would also like to discount or limit any reliance on background noise since the operation of the
turbines is 24/7 365 days per year and the landfill and the adjacent freeway does not provide
consistent masking effects.
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