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From:  Larry Hottenstein, Partner, ERM 
Date:  December 6, 2016 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Letter from Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP submitted to the Planning Commission on 
behalf of the City of Milpitas dated October 25, 2016 

 

Page 11 – Item 3 – the specific opinions referenced from the BCH and CalRecovery 
reports are addressed below for each specific comment. 

 

Letter from Paul Miller and Michael Ratte, BCH Group dated October 25, 2016 

Bullet #1, Page 1 – the 4,810 odor complaints recorded by the BAAQMD represented the 
total number of odor complaints received from the “greater Milpitas area”, which 
included the City of Milpitas, City of Fremont, and the City of San Jose and were not 
necessarily attributed to Newby Island Resource Recovery Park (NIRRP). 

Bullet #2, Page 2 – the 232 “confirmed” odor complaints attributed to NIRRP represent 
approximately 4 percent of the total 5,717 odor complaints received during the 
December 2014 to June 2016 time period. In addition, these 232 complaints occurred on 
only approximately 109 days out of the 577 days in this time period. 

Bullet #4, Page 2 – the odor modeling analysis is generally conservative by assuming 
that the odor emissions are constant over the time period modeled and represents 
potential odor occurrences somewhere in the defined area, not actual complaints.  
Based on actual odor complaints received during this time period, not all potential 
offsite odors will result in complaints.  A complaint may not occur due to the spatial 
location of the predicted odors > 4 D/T with respect to the population.  Also, the 
variability of the actual emissions means that the assumed constant emission rate used 
in the modeling may not occur simultaneously with the worst-case meteorology. To 
assume that each potential modeled odor occurrence results in 10 odor complaints, 
yielding a total of 50,050 complaints from Fremont and Milpitas, clearly overstates the 
issue and is not borne out by actual odor complaint records. 
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Bullet #5, Page 3 – electronic input and output files for the modeling analyses has been 
provided. 

Bullet #6, Page 3 – as stated in the report, on-site odor observations and hydrogen 
sulfide measurements made during the two measurement programs did not show 
fugitive emissions of landfill gas as a major contributor to off-site odors.  Because of the 
very high odor concentration measured for the landfill gas of > 60,000 D/T, any fugitive 
emissions of landfill gas would have been readily detectable.  Apparently the 
installation of over 100 new landfill gas wells provided improved capture of landfill gas 
from earlier reports of fugitive landfill gas odor emissions. 

Bullet #7, Page 3 – Odor emission samples were collected at different locations, at 
different times of day, and on different days during two seasonal periods to represent 
the range of emissions.  Seasonal differences and a variety of meteorological conditions 
will influence the transport and dispersal of odors from the various NIRRP sources to 
off-site receptors, but will have little influence on the actual odor emission rates from 
these sources, which is why a dispersion model is used with a year of actual 
meteorological data to predict off-site odor levels from those emissions. 

Bullet #8, Page 4 – the biosolids being stockpiled during the first field sampling 
program were relatively dry.  During the second field sampling program, there was no 
biosolids stockpiling activity and the stockpiled area was covered with a layer of wood 
chips. 

Bullet #9, Page 4 – due to the nature of most of the process operations, odor emission 
concentrations can vary greatly by specific location or activity within the process area.  
For example, the working face of the landfill may have a wide range of odor emissions 
associated with specific loads deposited.  Some waste loads may be highly odorous, 
while others may not have any odor.  In general, odor samples were only collected 
when odors were present.  When modeling the working face as an area source 
(approximately 1.5 acres), it would not be appropriate to assign the highest odor 
concentration measured from a single truck load to represent the overall odor emission 
rate from the entire working face over time.  Therefore, average measured odor 
concentrations were used. This is still considered a conservative approach, since the 
model assumes constant emissions during all working face operations, even when 
emissions may not be occurring.  In addition, the model assumes that these constant 
emissions occur simultaneously with meteorological conditions, producing off-site 
odors > 4 D/T.   
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Bullet #10, Page 4 – an Excel Workbook has been provided that was used to convert 
sample odor concentration results to odor emission rates.  In general, the AERMOD 
model requires a total mass per time emission rate (represented as grams/sec or grams 
per second per square meter, depending on the source type). Odors are not measured as 
a specific mass, but rather as a ratio of clean air volumes to odorous air volumes, which 
can be defined as an odor volume concentration. Thus, the total amount of odor volume 
must be calculated for input into the model as an emission rate. This is accomplished by 
multiplying the odor volume concentration (D/T) by the total volume rate that is 
emitting the odor. For point sources, the exhaust volumetric flow rate was used as the 
total volume rate. For fugitive odors being emitted out of buildings, the area of the 
opening times an assumed 0.1 meter per second speed of the air exiting the opening 
was used, representing natural draft. For fugitive odors being emitted from open 
surfaces, the rate of emissions exiting the surface was assumed to be 0.01 meters per 
second, representing volatilization.  This value was multiplied by the area to estimate 
the total volume flow rate of odors for model input.  Intermittent sources had emissions 
averaged over the time periods modeled. 

Bullet #12, Page 4 – meteorological data and AERMET input and output files have been 
provided. 

Bullet #13, Page 5 – a full year of valid on-site meteorological data was not available at 
the time of the modeling analysis.  A comparison of on-site meteorological data with 
San Jose Airport data was performed for the months where concurrent data were 
available and San Jose Airport data was deemed representative of local wind direction 
and wind speed patterns at NIRRP.   Therefore, San Jose Airport data was used because 
it is collected from a recognized National Weather Service station, had a full year of 
data corresponding to the desired time period (2015), and was determined to be 
representative of on-site conditions at NIRRP. The most recent year of available 
meteorological data (2015) was utilized for the modeling analysis to compare with 2015 
odor complaint records and recent NIRRP operations. 

Bullet #14, Page 5 – model input and output files and assumptions used have been 
provided. 

Bullet #15, Page 5 – building downwash was incorporated for the baghouse stacks 
associated with the MRF. 

Bullet #16, Page 5 – duplicative modeling using both AERMOD and CALPUFF 
dispersion modeling systems was not performed because CALPUFF is currently only 



4 
 

approved by the USEPA for far-field modeling analyses (> 50 kilometers) and will soon 
lose its approval status for any regulatory modeling application. 

Bullet #17, Page 6 – intermittent sources were modeled for specific time periods to 
reflect specific short-term operations or processes.  Green waste grinding was, in fact, 
modeled as an intermittent source operating only from 6 am to 3 pm daily.  It is not 
feasible to establish variable emission rates for all hours of the year from all of the 
process areas due to the variable nature of wastes received and individual process 
operations.  

Bullet #20, Page 6 – the modeling receptor grid was established around defined 
communities, which presumably have known concentrations, although population 
density was not within the scope of this modeling analysis.  Model receptors were not 
placed where there was no population, i.e. west of NIRRP. 

Bullets #21, Page 7 – the recommendations for odor reduction were general in nature 
and in some cases represent best management practices.  It was beyond the scope of this 
study to provide detailed engineering analyses of odor control measures for specific 
process areas and process operations. 

Bullet #23, Page 7 – predicting potential off-site odor levels from the increased landfill 
height was beyond the scope of this study and would not be possible without a detailed 
landfill expansion plan showing the locations of specific process areas over the years of 
landfill expansion.  There is no basis for the conclusion of BCH Group that “the 
proposed project would clearly result in a substantial increase in the severity and/or 
duration of the odor impacts.” 

 

Letter from George Savage, CalRecovery, Inc. dated October 25, 2016 

Item #1, Bullet #1 – ambient odor monitoring was conducted periodically downwind of 
NIRRP during both field sampling programs in Milpitas and in adjacent areas.  
Monitoring was conducted at varying times of day, including early morning hours 
during calm wind conditions.  For the most part, no odors attributable to NIRRP were 
detected off-site and never in Milpitas.  On one or two occasions a faint landfill odor 
was observed at the entrance to NIRRP and along the frontage road downwind of the 
MRF. 
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Item #1, Bullet #2 - an Excel Workbook has been provided that was used to convert 
sample odor concentration results to odor emission rates.  In general, the AERMOD 
model requires a total mass per time emission rate (represented as grams/sec or grams 
per second per square meter, depending on the source type). Odors are not measured as 
a specific mass, but rather as a ratio of clean air volumes to odorous air volumes, which 
can be defined as an odor volume concentration. Thus, the total amount of odor volume 
must be calculated for input into the model as an emission rate. This is accomplished by 
multiplying the odor volume concentration (D/T) by the total volume rate that is 
emitting the odor. For point sources, the exhaust volumetric flow rate was used as the 
total volume rate. For fugitive odors being emitted out of buildings, the area of the 
opening times an assumed 0.1 meter per second speed of the air exiting the opening 
was used, representing natural draft. For fugitive odors being emitted from open 
surfaces, the rate of emissions exiting the surface was assumed to be 0.01 meters per 
second, representing volatilization.  This value was multiplied by the area to estimate 
the total volume flow rate of odors for model input.  Intermittent sources had emissions 
averaged over the time periods modeled. 

Item #1, Bullet #3 – meteorological data for the one year modeled (2015) have been 
provided. 

Item #1, Bullet #4 - the biosolids being stockpiled during the first field sampling 
program were relatively dry.  During the second field sampling program, there was no 
biosolids stockpiling activity and the stockpiled area was covered with a layer of wood 
chips.  

Item #1, Bullet #6 - the recommendations for odor reduction were general in nature and 
in some cases represent best management practices.  It was beyond the scope of this 
study to provide detailed engineering analyses of odor control measures for specific 
process areas and process operations. 

 

Attachments 

1) Letter from Paul Miller and Michael Ratte, BCH Group dated October 25, 2016 
2) Letter from George Savage, CalRecovery, Inc. dated October 25, 2016 


































