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Landfill gas produces ozone precursors such as nitrogen oxides and formaldehyde when combusted in flares or stationary

engines. Solid waste landfills are also the third largest anthropogenic source of methane in the United States. Methane is

both a greenhouse gas and a tropospheric ozone precursor. Despite its low photochemical reactivity, methane may

noticeably affect urban ozone if released in large quantities along with other organic compounds in landfill gas. A fine-

scale 3D Eulerian chemical transport model was used to demonstrate that, under meteorological and background

chemical conditions conducive to high ozone concentrations, typical emissions of ozone precursors from a single

hypothetical landfill may result in persistent daytime additions to ozone of over 1 part per billion (ppb) by volume tens of

kilometers downwind.
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1. Introduction

Solid waste landfills are the third largest anthropogenic source of methane (CH ) emissions in the United States .

Methane is a greenhouse gas with an atmospheric lifetime of about 9 years . It is also a global ozone (O ) precursor due

to its ability to alter the balance of tropospheric radicals. West and Fiore  suggested that a 17% decrease in world

emissions of methane may result in a 1 part per billion (ppb) by volume average reduction in global tropospheric ozone.

While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) does not classify methane as a Volatile Organic Compound

(VOC) due to its low photochemical reactivity , methane may nevertheless contribute significantly to urban (as opposed

to global background) ozone if released in large quantities, especially if coincident with high-density emissions of ozone

precursors from mobile and stationary sources.

Large methane leaks are known to occur from underground natural gas pipelines. Emissions from natural gas distribution

and end use may in fact be 2–3 times larger than predicted by existing inventory methodologies and industry reports ,

with older, corrosion-prone distribution lines leaking ~25 times more methane than more modern pipelines . Phillips et

al.  identified 3356 methane leaks in Boston from measured ambient air concentrations exceeding up to 15 times the

current global background level of over 1.8 parts per million (ppm) by volume . Recent studies suggest that landfills may

have releases of methane to the atmosphere comparable to defective natural gas pipelines.

When estimating emissions, there are two general classes of methods, often referred to as “bottom-up” (i.e., based on

emission factors and activity metrics) and “top-down” (i.e., based on ambient air measurements). “Bottom-up” estimates of

methane emissions from landfills are often obtained from the USEPA’s Landfill Gas Emissions Model (LandGEM) , and

are typically well below 1000 kg/h of CH . The increasing availability of advanced optical methods such as cavity ring-

down spectrometry (CRDS) has made it possible to make much more revealing measurements of methane emissions in

real time using “top-down” analysis techniques.

The California Methane Survey  deployed airborne visible and infrared imaging spectrometry to measure methane

point sources (i.e., emissions from infrastructure elements or localized surface features) at 30 landfills and two

composting facilities. These 32 sources collectively contributed about 43% to total point source emissions of methane in

California, indicating the presence of super-emitters among the surveyed facilities. The strong methane plumes at some of

the landfills may have been associated with gaps in intermediate cover, delays in construction projects, and/or leaking gas

capture wells. Duren et al.  compared airborne measurements of methane emissions at six California landfills analyzed

by with bottom-up estimates reported to the USEPA. They found significant discrepancies between bottom-up and top-

down estimates, especially for the super-emitters releasing over 2000 kg/h of CH .

Not all landfills manifest as large point sources of methane. A more recent study of landfills conducted by California

Polytechnic State University (CPSU) , based on both aerial CRDS (16 sites) and synchronous ground-based static flux
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chamber measurements (5 sites), found that methane emissions from small, medium, and large landfills varied from −25

to 11 kg/h, 90 to 638 kg/h, and 602 to 3275 kg/h respectively. Estimated gas collection efficiencies ranged from 23.2 to

91.4% from aerial data, 38.9 to 100% from ground data, and 24.5 to 75.9% from LandGEM. The results of the CPSU

study also indicated that Non-Methane Organic Compounds (NMOCs), which include USEPA-delisted low-reactivity

organics other than methane, are a significant fraction of landfill gas.

Ozone precursors are also generated when landfill gas is combusted in flares or by stationary engines used for gas-to-

energy conversion. These precursors include nitrogen oxides (NOx = NO + NO ) and the hazardous air pollutant (HAP),

formaldehyde (HCHO), as well as other organic species. Formaldehyde is especially important to ozone formation as a

radical precursor ; that is, it photolyzes to yield external HOx (= OH + HO ) radicals that convert emitted NO to NO ,

which is then converted to ozone by photolysis and molecular collisions. This is opposed to most VOCs, which only yield a

chain of internal radicals upon reaction with already-available HOx. To use an analogy, HCHO and other radical

precursors (HONO, higher aldehydes, etc.) are the “matches” that light the “flame” of ozone chain reactions involving NOx

and VOCs.

Primary formaldehyde, that is HCHO directly emitted by industrial (and also natural) sources, is unfortunately under-

reported or even ignored in official emission inventories, as the standard measurement technique for VOCs used in

regulatory settings (flame ionization detection) does not account for HCHO. Moreover, there exists a widespread

assumption that primary formaldehyde is dwarfed by secondary formaldehyde, that is, HCHO chemically produced by

organic reactions in the atmosphere . In the case of landfills, stationary engine stack tests conducted for permit

applications in the State of Michigan based on extractive Fourier Transform Infrared (FTIR) spectroscopy reveal HCHO-to-

CO molar ratios of the order of 10% or more. This is confirmed by engine stack test data collected by the State of New

Jersey , which has since 2018 required more accurate measurement and reporting of primary formaldehyde from

reciprocating internal combustion engines by permitted industrial facilities .

Note that landfill gas combustion may be especially inefficient due to the presence of organic silicon compounds (e.g.,

siloxanes) that form silicon dioxide when burned. Silicon dioxide, commonly known as silica, is a solid at combustion gas

temperatures. Silica deposits often cause maintenance and operational problems in engines.

For flares, the HCHO-to-CO molar ratio is of the order of 5%, based on data collected by Aerodyne Research, Inc.

(Billerica, MA, USA) in 2010 at the John Zink experimental facility in Oklahoma . The combination of HCHO

emissions from flares and engines, as well as other combustion sources such as duct burners, may result in many landfills

exceeding the major source threshold of 10 short tons per year (tpy) of a single HAP, triggering the need for a U.S. Clean

Air Act Title V permit.

Changes in landfill operation may trigger the need for another type of permit under the New Source Review (NSR)

provisions of the U.S. Clean Air Act. NSR permit decisions for individual facilities in the State of Michigan consider

whether the facility’s contribution to ambient ozone averaged over 8 h is likely to exceed a Significant Impact Level (SIL)

of 1 ppb, among other factors. This impact is typically gauged from reported facility emissions and pre-computed ozone

look-up tables for the region of interest .

The goal of this paper was to demonstrate that, under meteorological and background chemical conditions conducive to

high ozone concentrations, a single landfill facility may persistently contribute over 1 ppb to ambient ozone above the

urban background based on typical emissions of ozone precursors. This was accomplished on the basis of explicit

simulation with a state-of-the-art microscale air quality model.

Note that Southeast Michigan (including metropolitan Detroit) is currently in non-attainment of the U.S. National Ambient

Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone (set at 70 ppb averaged over 8 h), with recent design values (3-year average of

the annual 4th highest daily maximum 8 h ozone) exceeding the NAAQS at the Oak Park, East 7 Mile, New Haven, and

Port Huron monitoring stations run by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE). Figure
1 shows the distribution of landfills in Southeast Michigan and their spatial relationship to the monitoring network. Given

that ozone exceedances in the region typically occur when the wind blows from the southwest, a plausible hypothesis is

that Southeast Michigan landfills may have a combined impact on ozone design values at downwind monitors

approaching or exceeding 1 ppb. If this hypothesis is true, then control of landfill emissions of methane, HCHO, and other

ozone precursors is a potentially important strategy for ozone attainment in Southeast Michigan.
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Figure 1. Locations of major solid waste landfills (blue diamonds) in the seven counties of the Southeast Michigan ozone

non-attainment area relative to ozone monitoring stations (orange markers) run by the Michigan Department of

Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE). Stations are shown with corresponding 2018–2020 ozone design values.

2. Near-Source Simulation

Results are first presented for the near-source simulation. Figure 2 displays surface concentration isopleths for ozone and

key ozone precursors (NO, NO , HCHO, CH , and PAR) at the end of the three-hour simulation period for the Baseline

scenario.
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Figure 2. Near Source: Baseline Scenario.Final surface concentrations of (a) NO, (b) NO , (c) O , (d) HCHO, (e) CH ,

and (f) PAR at the end of the 3 h simulation in the Baseline scenario for the 4 km × 4 km domain.

Note that the downwind ozone concentrations were below the inflow level of 70.3 ppb because of dry deposition within the

model domain, as well as some titration of ozone by incoming NOx. Downwind HCHO was increased above the inflow

concentration of 2.84 ppb due to secondary formation by decomposing incoming organic species.

Figure 3 presents the end-of-simulation differences from the Baseline scenario due to landfill combustion sources in the

Combustion Only scenario. Landfill NOx emissions increase the titration of ozone near the source, hence the negative

contours in the ozone isopleths in the vicinity of the NOx enhancements. Incomplete combustion also significantly

increases near-source formaldehyde exposure, with a peak enhancement of 0.68 ppb above the baseline concentration.
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Figure 3. Near Source: Combustion Only ― Baseline. Difference plots of (a) NO, (b) NO , (c) O , (d) HCHO, (e) CH ,

and (f) PAR between the Combustion Only and Baseline scenarios at the end of the 3-h simulation for the 4 km × 4 km

domain.

Figure 4 presents the end-of-simulation differences from the Combustion Only scenario due to the addition of fugitive

emissions of methane and NMOC in the Fugitives + Combustion scenario. Note that the additional reactivity introduced by

fugitives was not enough to overcome the effects of the combustion NOx titration of ozone near the source. The maximum

enhancements of methane and PAR above background due to landfill fugitives were 22.6 ppm and 98.7 ppb respectively.

The former value is comparable to urban methane concentrations in the vicinity of leaking natural gas pipelines  and to

some CRDS measurements of ambient methane outside Michigan landfills during EGLE inspections.
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Figure 4. Near Source: Fugitives + Combustion − Combustion Only. Difference plots of (a) NO, (b) NO , (c) O , (d)

HCHO, (e) CH , and (f) PAR between the Fugitives + Combustion and Combustion Only scenarios at the end of the 3-h

simulation for the 4 km × 4 km domain.

3. Far-Field Simulation

Figure 5 displays surface concentration isopleths for ozone and key precursors for the Baseline scenario, but for the

larger 30 km × 30 km domain. In this scenario, the downwind edge of the far-field domain surpassed the inflow ozone

concentration due to longer-range photochemical reactions, which also consumed NOx down to about a third of the

boundary conditions. Meanwhile, the far-field methane concentration decayed nearly to the global background value with

no interior sources in the domain. Formaldehyde peaked in the interior of the far-field domain at 3.3 ppb due to secondary

formation.
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Figure 5. Near Source: Fugitives + Combustion − Combustion Only. Final surface concentrations of (a) NO, (b) NO , (c)

O , (d) HCHO, (e) CH , and (f) PAR at the end of the 3-h simulation in the Baseline scenario for the 30 km × 30 km

domain

Figure 6 presents the additional ozone formed due to landfill combustion emissions in the Combustion Only scenario over

and above that in the Baseline scenario. Maximum ozone enhancements were over 1 ppb over a broad segment of the

downwind plume.

Figure 6. Ozone difference plot between the Combustion Only and Baseline scenarios at the end of the 3 h simulation for

the 30 km × 30 km domain.

Figure 7 and Figure 8 show the ozone and methane increments resulting from the addition of landfill fugitive emissions of

ozone precursors in the Fugitives + Combustion scenario. Note that the methane increment exceeded 100 ppb all the way

to the downwind edge of the far-field domain. The ozone increment exceeded 0.1 ppb beginning at about 16 km

downwind of the hypothetical landfill and maximized at the domain edge.

Figure 7. Ozone difference plot between the Fugitives + Combustion and Combustion Only scenarios at the end of the 3

h simulation for the 30 km × 30 km domain.
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Figure 8. Methane difference plot between the Fugitives + Combustion and Combustion Only scenarios at the end of the

3 h simulation for the 30 km × 30 km domain.

The ozone increment of over 0.1 ppb due to landfill fugitive emissions is significant considering that it was due to a single

source only. Additional ozone would result from landfill gas leaks if there were outside emissions of ozone precursors.

Emissions from mobile sources, for example, would tend to counteract the NOx-limited conditions assumed in this study

and attribute more importance to methane as a radical extender, as well as to formaldehyde as a radical precursor. It is

therefore plausible that the ozone increment of a large leak of landfill gas in a real-life setting could be several tenths of a

ppb, a significant fraction of the ozone design value reductions needed to bring Southeast Michigan into attainment of the

U.S. federal ozone standard. This is in addition to the ozone increment of around 1 ppb due solely to landfill combustion

activities.

References

1. Basic Information about Landfill Gas. Available online: (accessed on 24 March 2021).

2. Stocker, T.F.; Qin, D.; Plattner, G.-K.; Tignor, M.; Allen, S.K.; Boschung, J.; Nauels, A.; Xia, Y.; Bex, V.; Midgley, P.M.
Intergovernmental panel on climate change (IPCC). In Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution
of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2013; p. 509.

3. West, J.J.; Fiore, A.M. Management of tropospheric ozone by reducing methane emissions. Environ. Sci. Technol.
2005, 39, 4685–4691.

4. U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Chapter I, Subchapter C, Part 51, Subpart F, Section 51.100. Available
online: (accessed on 2 July 2021).

5. McKain, K.; Down, A.; Raciti, S.M.; Budney, J.; Hutyra, L.R.; Floerchinger, C.; Herndon, S.C.; Nehrkorn, T.; Zahniser,
M.S.; Jackson, R.B.; et al. Methane emissions from natural gas infrastructure and use in the urban region of Boston,
Massachusetts. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2015, 112, 1941–1946.

6. Von Fischer, J.C.; Cooley, D.; Chamberlain, S.; Gaylord, A.; Griebenow, C.J.; Hamburg, S.P.; Salo, J.; Schumacher, R.;
Theobald, D.; Ham, J. Rapid, vehicle-based identification of location and magnitude of urban natural gas pipeline leaks.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 2017, 51, 4091–4099.

7. Phillips, N.G.; Ackley, R.; Crosson, E.R.; Down, A.; Hutyra, L.R.; Brondfield, M.; Karr, J.D.; Zhao, K.; Jackson, R.B.
Mapping urban pipeline leaks: Methane leaks across Boston. Environ. Pollut. 2013, 173, 1–4.

8. Schiermeier, Q. Global methane levels soar to record high. Nature 2020.

9. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Landfill Gas Emissions Model (LandGEM) Version 3.02 User’s Guide; EPA-
600/R-05/047; Office of Research and Development: Washington, DC, USA, 2005.

10. Duren, R.; Thorpe, A.; McCubbin, I. The California Methane Survey; CEC-500-2020-047; California Energy
Commission: Sacramento, CA, USA, 2020.

11. Duren, R.; Thorpe, A.; Foster, K.T.; Rafiq, T.; Hopkins, F.M.; Yadav, V.; Bue, B.; Thompson, D.R.; Conley, S.; Colombi,
N.; et al. California’s methane super-emitters. Nature 2019, 575, 180–184.



12. Janson, J.L.; Yesiller, N.; Manheim, D.C. Estimation and Comparison of Methane, Nitrous Oxide, and Trace Volatile
Organic Compound Emissions and Gas Collection System Efficiencies in California Landfills; California Polytechnic
State University: San Luis Obispo, CA, USA, 2020.

13. Olaguer, E.P.; Rappenglück, B.; Lefer, B.; Stutz, J.; Dibb, J.; Griffin, R.; Brune, W.H.; Shauck, M.; Buhr, M.; Jeffries, H.;
et al. Deciphering the role of radical precursors during the Second Texas Air Quality Study. J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc.
2009, 59, 1258–1277.

14. Olaguer, E.P.; Kolb, C.E.; Lefer, B.; Rappenglück, B.; Zhang, R.; Pinto, J.P. Overview of the SHARP campaign:
Motivation, design, and major outcomes. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 2014, 119, 2597–2610.

15. Ratzman, K. Formaldehyde Emissions from Landfill Gas and Natural Gas Engines; Mid-Atlantic Regional Air
Management Association (MARAMA) Air Toxics Workshop: Towson, MD, USA, 2018.

16. Cestone, R.M. Formaldehyde emissions from combustion sources and its contributions toward volatile organic
compounds and hazardous air pollutants. In Proceedings of the New Jersey Water Environment Association
Conference, Atlantic City, NJ, USA, 8 May 2018.

17. Torres, V.; Allen, D.; Herndon, S. TCEQ 2010 Flare Study Report; Houston-Galveston Area Council: Houston, TX, USA,
2011.

18. Olaguer, E.P. Atmospheric Impacts of the Oil and Gas Industry; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2017; pp. 124–
126.

19. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Guidance on the Development of Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors
(MERPs) as a Tier 1 Demonstration Tool for Ozone and PM2.5 under the PSD Permitting Program; EPA-454/R-19-003;
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards: Research Triangle Park, NC, USA, 2019.

Retrieved from https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/history/show/28376


