
 
 

March 5, 2010 
 
 
 
Re: Notice of Response to Comments  

Class I Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct 
 AP4953-2525, FIN A0991, Jungo Land & Investments, Inc. 
 
 
Dear Commenter: 
 
 
The State of Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Pollution Control 
(NDEP-BAPC) is providing notice of its response to comments on the draft Class I Air Quality 
Operating Permit to Construct AP4953-2525 for Jungo Land & Investments, Inc.  The response 
document includes the NDEP-BAPC responses to all persons who commented (and left contact 
information) on the draft Class I Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct AP4953-2525. 
 
The NDEP-BAPC is also announcing issuance of the final Class I Air Quality Operating Permit 
to Construct AP4953-2525 to Jungo Land & Investments, Inc.  The final revised Class I Air 
Quality Operating Permit AP4953-2525 and support documents are available upon request.  If 
you have any questions, please call NDEP-BAPC at 775-687-9349. 
 
An appeal of the issuance of Class I Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct AP4953-2525 
may be requested pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 445B.360 and State 
Environmental Commission (SEC) administrative rules.  Appeals must be received within 10 
days of receipt of this notice, pursuant to NRS 445B.340.  Appeals are processed through John 
Walker, the Executive Secretary for the SEC, at 901 South Stewart Street, Suite 4001, Carson 
City, Nevada, 89701-5249.  Mr. Walker can be reached at 775-687-9308, or by fax at 775-687-
5856. 
 
 
 Thank you, 
 

Original Signed by 
 
 Matthew A. DeBurle, P.E. 
 Supervisor, Permitting Branch 
 Bureau of Air Pollution Control 
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Response to Comments 
Draft Operating Permit to Construct AP4953-2525 

Jungo Land & Investments, Inc. 
 
Comments Raised at Public Hearing 
 
The following comments were raised at the public hearing held in Winnemucca on August 19, 
2009.  The comments have been organized into themes or topics for ease of addressing each 
comment fully.  The order presented is not the order that the comments were raised at the 
hearing.  A recording and transcript of the hearing are available for download at 
http://ndep.nv.gov/bapc/.  The Bureau of Air Pollution Control (BAPC) responses to the 
comments are in bold-italics. 
 
Air Quality and Modeling 
 
1. Was there any modeling done with respect to air emissions?  What model did you use to 
reach that conclusion?  What is the model version and year? 
 
Emissions are estimated based on an excel spreadsheet containing data for determining 
landfill emissions based on a set of criteria that the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (US EPA) has developed.  The excel spreadsheet package is called LandGEM.  The 
version used by the applicant and BAPC was the most recent at the time of application, 
Version 3.02.  The date of this version is May 2005.  The landfill emissions presented as part 
of the public notice process were developed from that LandGEM version.  LandGEM provides 
an estimate of the decomposition products of the waste and provides estimates for emissions of 
non-methane organic carbons (NMOC).  NMOC is the regulated pollutant from landfills. 
 
2. Was there any modeling done with respect to ambient air quality? 
 
No ambient air quality modeling was performed.  The only criteria pollutant emitted from this 
landfill is NMOC. 
 
3. Who at the agency did the modeling for you? 
 
The permit engineer is the person responsible for performing model evaluations.  In this case, 
a model of emissions is provided by the applicant.  The permit engineer evaluates the data 
used in the model and performs an independent run of the LandGEM model.  No model is 
taken at face value; all inputs to the model are verified to ensure what the applicant provided 
was correct. 
 

http://ndep.nv.gov/bapc/
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4. There are certain problems involving the emission gas modeling software LandGEM.  It 
seems to be widely accepted as flawed due to the software’s inherent inability to qualify data 
absolutely based in this case on first order non site specific landfill gas emissions parameters that 
ultimately cannot be relied on as accurate. 
 
It is true that any model used to estimate emissions have inherent limitations.  However, the 
version of LandGEM used by the applicant and BAPC is the most current and widely accepted 
model and is the regulatory default method approved by US EPA for deriving landfill emission 
estimates.   
 
5. The LandGEM users manual says that the quality of the input data has a direct effect on 
the output data, it is stated in the LandGEM version 3.02 modeling software users guide section 
1 on page 3.  The guide states that the software provides a relatively simple approach to 
estimating landfill gas emissions.  LandGem is considered a screening tool, the better the input 
the better the estimates. Often there are limitations with the available data regarding waste 
quantity and composition variation and design and operating practices over time and changes 
occurring over time that impact the emissions potential. Changes to landfill operation such as 
operating under wet conditions through leach recirculation or other liquid additions will result in 
generating more gas at a faster rate. This is right in the manual. 
 
This is a great point, which is why BAPC independently evaluates the input data used in the 
model.  The model provides a simple first-order decomposition evaluation.  The Federal 
Regulation under which landfills are regulated, 40 CFR 60 Subpart WWW, requires that 
BAPC and landfill applicants use LandGEM and prescribes several of the input parameters 
which are to be used in the model.  In the arid west, these default parameters tend to 
overestimate the decomposition rate and emissions.  Subpart WWW recognizes this reality and 
allows for site-specific data to be obtained and used in the model.  However, since this site is 
not constructed, the applicant is required to use the regulatory default parameters. 
 
Based on questions raised regarding the site-specific parameters used in the LandGEM model, 
BAPC re-evaluated the parameters used in the model.  Based on that review, BAPC found an 
error in the input data.  When the model was re-run, BAPC determined that the applicant is 
required to install a gas collection and control system in compliance with the Subpart WWW 
requirements for NMOC emissions at the initial development of the site.  The applicant will be 
required to have a Professional Engineer designed collection and control plan submitted to the 
BAPC within one year of the date of issuance of the OPTC. 
 
6. How would you know if the PM10 standard is being complied with? 
 
The landfill does not have any point sources that emit particulate matter.  As a result, no 
evaluation of the PM10 ambient air quality standard is required. 
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7. How does Nevada’s air quality standards relate to California’s or the Federal standards? 
 
Nevada’s ambient air quality standards meet or exceed the US EPA’s ambient air quality 
standards.  BAPC does not evaluate any source based on standards established by other states. 
 
8. Without modeling and without understanding a particular geographical location how does 
that sit with sighting and understanding the environment that might be affected by a particular 
location?  Do you have separate standards for a playa or let’s say a range between two very close 
hills?  Is climate taken into consideration? 
 
Ambient air quality models take the site-specific geography and topography of a location and 
the regional weather patterns into account when making ambient air quality determinations.  
The ambient air quality standards are the same regardless of whether the site is hilly or open.  
However, as stated above, this site has no point source emissions of any criteria pollutant 
which requires ambient air quality modeling. 
 
9. Is there any kind of modeling that you do to determine whether or not there is going to be 
airborne particulates? 
 
BAPC evaluates the processes present to determine whether there will be particulate 
emissions.  There are no point sources present at the site which emit particulate emissions.  
Therefore, no modeling is required.  Fugitive emissions are discussed later in this response 
document. 
 
10. You’re telling us that the applicant can’t go above this standard, but you’re not telling us 
what we’re going to suffer before you get to that point.  Can you guarantee us anything in there 
at all? 
 
The regulatory program and relevant standards are developed to take into account health 
effects.  The Federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), in this case Subpart WWW, 
are developed by US EPA based on industry specific parameters and studies.  These studies 
include health effects on the population.  The NSPS is then developed to protect human health 
and the environment using scientific research to reach conclusions regarding potential health 
effects to the public.  This site is being permitted according to the NSPS, as well as Nevada 
rules and regulations. 
 
11. Did anybody consider any reports from the CDC for people that live around landfills? 
 
As stated above, the NSPS is developed based in part on health effects to people and those 
standards are applied to the source.  BAPC does not conduct independent health based 
evaluations. 
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12. If we have a landfill close to an airport, or close to a beach, or close to a very hilly area, 
or a flat playa, is there any difference in the siting from the Bureau Air Pollution Control that 
says in these instances where were on a playa or were in a hilly country there’s a difference in 
how we perceive that site? 
 
BAPC does not conduct siting evaluations.  These types of land use evaluations are typically 
conducted by the city or county in which a source locates.  BAPC only evaluates air quality 
impacts based on the site specified in the air quality operating permit application and chosen 
by the applicant. 
 
13. Are the air quality standards the same from start to finish whether its construction or the 
use of it on the operation of it? 
 
The air quality standards do not change whether the site is being constructed or used.  The 
same set of criteria is applied from initial construction and throughout the life of the project. 
 
14. What do your models say about the air quality when fires happen in these places?  
 
 
Fires are not considered in the evaluation of air quality operating permits.  Evaluations are 
based on the operations of the source as applied for in their operating permit application.  
Fires are not part of the normal operation of the source and cannot be inserted into the 
evaluation of impacts from the source. 
 
15. The SWEEP program, which is not a program to monitor emissions from landfill sites is 
typically used to regulate and determine the erosion at agriculture sites, farm lands.  How do you 
even use the SWEEP program in your modeling in connection with this permit that you’re 
proposing? 
  
As stated by the commenter, SWEEP is not used for landfill emission estimations.  BAPC must 
use the regulatory mandated LandGEM model to estimate emissions from the landfill. 
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Fugitive Dust 
 
16. Was any modeling done to quantify impacts from fugitive dust? 
 
Pursuant to NAC 445B.22037: 
 

1. No person may cause or permit the handling, transporting or 
storing of any material in a manner which allows or may allow 
controllable particulate matter to become airborne. 
 
2. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4, no person may 
cause or permit the construction, repair, demolition, or use of 
unpaved or untreated areas without first putting into effect an 
ongoing program using the best practical methods to prevent 
particulate matter from becoming airborne. As used in this 
subsection, “best practical methods” includes, but is not limited 
to, paving, chemical stabilization, watering, phased construction 
and revegetation. 
 
3. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4, no person may 
disturb or cover 5 acres or more of land or its topsoil until he has 
obtained an operating permit for surface area disturbance to 
clear, excavate, or level the land or to deposit any foreign 
material to fill or cover the land. 
 
4. The provisions of subsections 2 and 3 do not apply to: 

(a) Agricultural activities occurring on agricultural land; or 
(b) Surface disturbances authorized by a permit issued 
pursuant to NRS 519A.180 [mining exploration] which occur 
on land which is not less than 5 acres or more than 20 acres. 

 
Since the proposed site is neither agricultural nor mining related, there is no exception to the 
rule that all fugitive dust must be controlled.  As such, the applicant provided, as part of their 
Operating Permit to Construct application, a dust control plan.  This plan was reviewed and 
approved by BAPC and was referenced in the draft permit.  Further, no modeling was 
necessary to determine the quantity of fugitive dust that could be emitted from the site.  The 
applicant must conduct their operations such emissions of fugitive dust are controlled. 
 
17. No fugitive dust is allowed, at all?  What’s your expectation of wind erosion? Have you 
factored that into your analysis at all?   
 
As stated immediately above, the source must operate their site in accordance with NAC 
445B.22037.  This is required on calm as well as windy days.  They are required to use 
whatever means necessary to ensure that no fugitive dust will be generated from wind or from 
any operation of the site. 
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18. Is there any modeling that’s used to measure how much ambient air will be adversely 
affected by particulate matter being released from wind erosion? 
 
No modeling is required.  As stated above, the source must operate such that no dust is 
removed from the site by wind. 
 
19. What is the fine for fugitive dust violations? 
 
Pursuant to NAC 445B.281, the fine for fugitive dust violations is:  First Offense - $500; 
Second Offense - $1,000; Third Offense - $2,000.  At the fourth offense within 60 months, this 
becomes a major violation and subject to a fine of up to $10,000 per day. 
 
20. One, we’ve got a lot of dust storms, have you allowed for any of that?  
 
Naturally occurring dust storms are not considered in the evaluation of a specific source.  
Fugitive dust from the site must be controlled during wind events according to the dust control 
plan submitted to BAPC. 
 
21. These photos were taken after Burning Man (photos provided as part of the record). what 
kind of impact is this dump going to have with the playa picking up?  They cannot water it down, 
the Burning Man festival did water this down, this is watered down and it still happens. 
 
As stated above, the source is required to control dust in the area they manage.  They are not 
responsible for the rest of the playa, or any other area outside of their control.  The 
disturbances from Burning Man are not covered under the permit at issue here. 
 
22. How can you identify the natural dust and their dust when you get wind velocities out 
there sometimes at 60 mph and it’s rolling across their landfill. 
 
The site can be inspected on windy days to determine if the source is implementing the 
required controls for fugitive dust.  It can be clear from these inspections that the wind is not 
picking up fugitive dust from the controlled site; and any fugitive dust in the air at the 
controlled site is from the surrounding landscape. 
 
23. Has anybody done the analysis on what it would take if at 15% humidity and with 30-40 
mile an hour winds, how many gallons of water would it take over a square mile (the 
approximate size of the landfill) to control dust?  Do they even have the water rights to do that?  
 
The determination of water volumes is not in the part of the analysis for approving a dust 
control plan.  It is the responsibility of the source to control their site, whether that is using 
water or some other form of dust control.  It is the responsibility of the site operator to ensure 
enough water rights or dust control palliatives are maintained on site to control fugitive dust. 
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24. What guarantee do we have that the wind would not carry the dried sludge particulate 
matter to the adjacent site where people are recreating or into our town? 
 
As stated above, the source is required to control all fugitive dust emissions.  This includes any 
dried materials that may be emplaced in the site as part of their normal operations. 
 
Landfill Emissions 
 
25. You don’t report any methane emissions from this particular landfill, is that correct?  Do 
you have any provisions in your regulation for the mitigation of methane emissions? 
 
Methane is not currently a regulated pollutant.  The regulated pollutant from landfill 
operations is NMOC.  As such, there is no control for methane emissions.  However, since the 
site will be required to install a gas collection and control system for NMOC, any methane that 
is captured along with the NMOC will also be controlled. 
 
26. Do you measure any of the methane emissions? 
 
As stated above, methane is not currently regulated.  Therefore, no measurement of methane 
emissions is required.  However, methane emissions are estimated as part of the emission 
profile generated by the LandGEM model. 
 
27. When we were here last with Recology, they mentioned that the water run off would be 
re-circulated and sprayed out.  Is that a source of particulate matter? 
 
Water that is sprayed as part of dust control does not generate particulate matter since it is 
sprayed directly on the ground. 
 
28. You state there are zero emissions of NOx, and other pollutants correct? What about the 
equipment they’re using up there, bulldozers, graders, compactors. Is that included in that? 
 
The use of bulldozers, graders, compactors and other vehicles are not evaluated as part of the 
permitting process for the landfill.  These engines are regulated under other US EPA 
programs and BAPC is specifically prohibited from evaluating these sources.  NAC445B.187, 
“Stationary Source” defined, specifically states in paragraph 3, “The term does not include 
motor vehicles, special mobile equipment, nonroad engines and nonroad vehicles.” 
 
29. Is there any mechanism in your department to determine the impact of air quality for 
standing locomotives at this site? 
 
Locomotives are also outside the regulatory authority of the BAPC.  These engines are 
regulated by the US EPA. 
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30. Has there been any investigation or a look into any other waste disposal sites and rail 
transport in any other states such as Arizona? 
 
Each site is permitted based on the application and all applicable state and federal rules.  
BAPC does not evaluate other waste disposal sites as part of its permit evaluation.  As stated 
above, emissions from rail transport are regulated by US EPA. 
 
31. There’s no PM10 that’s been analyzed, apparently as has been previously noted.  There’s 
no nitrogen compounds that are supposedly noted; there’s no carbon monoxide noted; there’s no 
SO2 noted.  What instruments do you place around the landfill to monitor to ensure that we have 
these zero emissions?  Do you have year round instrumentation in place to assist you in 
monitoring what is released from this particular land fill? 
 
Landfills by themselves will not generate CO, NOx or SO2.  These emissions are typically 
associated with combustion of fuels.  The only combustion sources present at the site are the 
vehicles identified in comment 28.  As stated, BAPC is specifically prohibited from regulating 
these emissions. 
 
BAPC is not required to install instrumentation around the site for emissions of NMOC.  
These types of emissions do not lend themselves to ambient monitoring.  As part of the design 
and installation of the gas collection and control system mentioned above, the source is 
required to conduct site monitoring to ensure that there are no emission of NMOC occurring 
and that the control system is capturing all gases generated by the site.  No additional 
monitoring is required to determine compliance with all federal and state standards. 
 
Odors 
 
32. Do you have a role in controlling the odors that the state prevents from being emitted 
from stationary source? 
 
Odor evaluations are not part of the permitting process.  However, odors are regulated 
pursuant to the provisions of NAC 445B.22087. 
 
33. At what distance does that odor dissipate? 
 
As stated above, odor evaluations are not part of the permitting process.  This includes 
evaluations of odor dissipation. 
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Site Inspections and Monitoring
 
34. How many inspectors do you currently have with your agency after the budget cuts? 
 
The BAPC currently employs seven inspectors.  To date, state budget resources have not 
affected the number of inspectors on staff. 
 
35. How often would they be visiting the site on an annual basis would you estimate? 
 
This site, as well as all other operations permitted under a Class I Operating Permit, is 
required to be inspected a minimum of once a year.  More frequent inspections may be 
conducted based on complaints received from the public or at the determination of an 
inspector who is traveling through the area.  This is not to suggest that complaints or concerns 
of the operation at this location will be only looked into only once a year.  More inspections 
may be warranted.  
 
36. How many landfills throughout the state are the inspectors responsible for monitoring? 
 
There are currently five other landfills that have a Class I Operating Permit issued by BAPC. 
 
37. Would there be more than one inspection based on your analysis of the activities that 
would be going on at this site and the potential for emissions? 
 
As stated above, more inspections may be conducted if BAPC determines that they are 
necessary to ensure compliance with their Operating Permit. 
 
38. Once a year, for example, during those inspections, there would be no data that had been 
collected by your agency as an independent evaluator that would be available to the inspectors to 
determine the record for the prior 364 days? 
 
The source is required to submit records of landfill operations on a regular basis.  This 
requirement is in their Operating Permit.  These records are reviewed and verified as part of 
the overall inspection process. 
 
39. How many trips are you going to make up and down Jungo road before you find a hazard 
out there? 
 
BAPC conducts at least one inspection of the site per year.  There are other plants along 
Jungo road that are inspected.  If there is cause, BAPC will conduct other inspections of the 
site. 
 
40. So when do they get to the size that you start monitoring them, weekly, monthly? 
 
BAPC will conduct inspections as often as necessary to ensure compliance with their 
operating permit.  The minimum requirement is an annual inspection. 
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41. Are there any instruments that would provide you with a meteorological type of data base 
throughout the entire period? 
 
This type of source does not require the collection of meteorological data.  Meteorological data 
is typically only collected for large industrial sources which emit large amounts of criteria 
pollutants.  The proposed landfill only emits NMOC, and in quantities too small to require 
installation and operation of a meteorological station. 
 
42. Instrumentation, there would be no instrumentation records of air quality from 
independent instruments that you have around this particular site to determine what had occurred 
during the 364 days prior to the inspection. You’d be relying only on the records of the operator 
in terms of your review? 
 
This is correct.  As stated above in Comments 31 and 41, this site is not required to have any 
meteorological or ambient air quality monitoring.  The records from the operator are required 
for input into the LandGEM model to determine the estimated emission rates of NMOC.  This 
estimate is updated annually to give a more accurate picture of actual emissions from the site. 
 
43. Your agency uses NAC 445B.252 to determine compliance by using testing and 
modeling and sampling to ensure that the applicant is complying with all of those conditions 
under 445B so I would like to submit the questions to points of clarification, do you have a role 
in controlling the odors that the state prevents from being emitted from a stationary source? 
 
Testing required pursuant to NAC 445B.252 is for testing the amount of emissions which are 
being emitted from a stack.  Since there are currently no point sources or stack emissions 
permitted at this landfill, there would be no requirement to test pursuant to NAC 445B.252.  
As for controlling odors, that is not part of the permitting process, as stated in Comment 32. 
 
44. I think as citizens we know that we need we do need this monitoring to ensure ourselves 
and I think you need that monitoring to be able to come to public meetings like this and be able 
to defend what you are doing and I think that monitoring is feasible. 
 
Monitoring of the site has been addressed in Comments 31, 41 and 42.  There is no 
requirement to conduct ambient air quality monitoring. 
 
Landfill Size/Capacity 
 
45. The 5.8 million metric tons, your formula for getting that weight was based on 
compression for something disposed at a landfill? 
 
The volume and typical density of the waste was provided by the applicant and evaluated by 
BAPC.  This was also verified based on records from other landfills and in discussions with 
staff from the Bureau of Waste Management. 
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46. My question is concerning the 58 million ton capacity, how many years until that tonnage 
is reached, please? 
 
Based on a waste acceptance rate of 4,000 tons per day, the landfill would reach capacity in 
approximately 40 years.  This assumes that waste would be accepted seven days per week at 
the maximum waste acceptance rate. 
 
47. Recology is telling us that the waste acceptance rate is going to be 4,000 tons a day, is 
that what the one in Reno accepts? 
 
The Lockwood landfill currently accepts approximately 2,600 tons/day, about 65% of the rate 
proposed by the Jungo disposal facility.  It’s design capacity is about 42 million megagrams, 
which is less than the proposed Jungo’s 58 million megagrams. 
 
48. I just wondered because I thought that was a large amount and I didn’t know of any other 
that took that amount of tonnage a day for 5 days a week. 
 
For comparison, the Apex landfill in Clark County, outside of Las Vegas, has a capacity of 
825 million megagrams, or over ten times the capacity of the proposed Jungo site’s 58 million 
megagrams.  Apex currently has in place a volume equal to the entire design capacity of the 
Lockwood landfill.  The Rawhide landfill has a capacity of 188 million megagrams, 
approximately three times the size of the proposed Jungo site.  Although air emissions from 
Apex are regulated by Clark County, this comparison lets you know that BAPC has experience 
regulating other large landfills and that the proposed Jungo disposal site is not the largest in 
the state. 
 
49. My question is that in the original conditional use permit that Recology submitted to the 
regional planning commission, it states that the amount would, the amount of material coming in 
would be 200 million cubic yards and so I’m just wondering if they revised their application 
because that’s a large difference and I would like you to speak to the difference between those 
two numbers and if that changes anything about their permit. If you’re saying that 106 million 
cubic yards is their maximum design capacity or that’s what you permitted them for, what 
happens if they go over that amount? 
 
The design capacity is used for planning purposes and applicability with various federal and 
state standards.  The company can apply for a revision of their Operating Permit to increase 
their capacity.  As far as permits issued by the county, such as a conditional use permit, that is 
outside of BAPC’s jurisdiction and handled at the county level. 
 
50. Is there any landfill in the State of Nevada that compares in size to what’s proposed here? 
 
As you can see in the answer to question 47, the Lockwood landfill outside of Reno has a 
similar size. 
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51. In your presentation you said that the total amount of acreage that they were bringing up 
was almost one section? 
 
Based on the application, the disposal site footprint 560 acres, slightly smaller than a section, 
which is 640 acres. 
 
52. Well, when Recology came up here to give the presentation with the county they said 
they had four sections.  As far as their other parcels of land, is that looked at individually or is 
that added if they want to open up another parcel? 
 
The total area in the application for waste disposal operations is slightly less than one section.  
If the site is to be expanded, the source would need to apply for a permit revision to reflect the 
larger area.  BAPC only evaluated the process as it was presented in the application.  Should 
the source deviate from the application and permit, they would be subject to enforcement 
actions. 
 
53. I found out yesterday that they do not have enough dirt material to cover any of this, they 
will be using one of those other sections of land for the dirt.  Have they applied for permits to 
take that dirt off of the other sites for cover material? 
 
The applicant only applied for use of the previously identified 560 acres.  If the source is to 
remove material from, or cause any disturbances in any of the remaining three sections, they 
will need to apply for and receive a Surface Area Disturbance permit for those areas.  The 
source can also revise their Operating Permit to incorporate additional disturbances beyond 
the 560 acres identified. 
 
Disposal and Control 
 
54. How about the waste, the paper and stuff flying out of this thing?  Have you allowed for 
that on the air quality, getting into the air? 
 
The management of the waste itself is outside the purview of the air quality operating permit.  
Control of waste is covered under the permit issued by the Bureau of Waste Management. 
 
55. Without having specific knowledge of the types of material they’re going to be shipping 
into this part of the country, and the conditions under which their going to be shipping it, and 
whether or not their going to cover it or whether or not it’s going to be allowed to dry on the 
surface and be allowed to become airborne as particulate matter during windy conditions, there’s 
absolutely no possible way that anybody’s going to be able to say that certain types of materials 
are not going to get into the atmosphere. 
 
As stated in Comment 54, management and burial of the waste will be handled under the 
permit issued by the Bureau of Waste Management.  Further, as stated in Comments 31, 41, 
42 and 44, the source is obligated to control all fugitive dust due to operations at the site. 
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56. Did you take into consideration hazardous waste that’s going to be dumped there like 
asbestos? Or did you take into consideration tires and burning as part of the air quality analysis? 
 
The type of waste accepted is controlled by the permit issued by the Bureau of Waste 
Management.  This site, however, will not accept hazardous waste, and is not applying for a 
hazardous waste disposal permit.  Further, the applicant is not permitted to burn any waste 
accepted at their site. 
 
57. There will be probably electronic equipment which has mercury in it, mercury does go 
into the air, a matter of fact I think we have mercury in the air a lot of the time. 
 
As stated above, all waste accepted is handled under the permit(s) issued separately from the 
Air Quality Operating Permit. 
 
58. Recology told us they would be capturing runoff and using it to control dust.  I just felt 
like if they’re spraying it on the pile to keep the dust down, the spray that they’re using would be 
poisonous spray.  
 
Recapture and use of the runoff and leachate is handled under the solid waste permit.  The 
source will need to comply terms and conditions of that permit. 
 
59. Recology is quoted by one commenter:  “Extracted leachate will be used for dust control 
over constructed line modules in the event the collected leachate exceeds the dust control needs 
the excess leachate will be re circulated within the landfill.” (Excerpt from the December 2008 
report of design Jungo disposal site, submitted by the applicant, page 15) 
So, this is with respect to the dust control technology that they’re going to be using, the leachate 
by the way is defined as typically as pretty bad stuff, and will be sprayed into the air and I don’t 
think I heard that you all took that into account in issuing your air quality permit, or considering 
same, to this point. 
 
As stated above, use and management of leachate is handled under the solid waste permit.  
Materials used to control fugitive dust will need to comply with all applicable federal and state 
standards and permits. 
 
Permitting Process 
 
60. Are you gentlemen responsible for ensuring that the statements made by the applicant in 
connection with the process prior to submitting the applicant to you are in fact, true, correct and 
accurate? 
 
BAPC processes applications, which the applicant must certify as true and accurate.  The 
Responsible Official made that declaration and signed the application accordingly.  The 
BAPC is responsible for ensuring that the site is constructed and managed in accordance with 
the air quality operating permit. 
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61. Prior to being allowed to submit applications to you, it’s my understanding the applicant 
has to have a conditional use permit from the county before your agency can act, is that correct? 
 
The air quality permitting process is distinct and separate from the county land use process.  
An applicant does not need to have a conditional use permit prior to applying for an air 
quality operating permit. 
 
62. There’s no requirement that your agency permit in conjunction with the local county? 
 
Again, these processes are not linked.  There is no requirement that the air quality permit 
process be linked to any county or other environmental permitting process. 
 
63. When do they apply for a Title V permit? 
 
The application for a Title V, Class I Operating Permit is required within one year of the date 
that initial operation of a site begins.  The operator of the site is required to notify the BAPC 
of the anticipated and actual date(s) of startup of their facility.  An inspector will verify this 
information. 
 
64. My question concerns more of a procedural nature since the air quality permit has already 
been issued; I’m really confused to the purpose of this meeting tonight. 
 
No air quality permit has been issued prior to the close of the public hearing and public 
comment period.  The purpose of the public hearing is to seek input on the technical aspects of 
the proposed Operating Permit to Construct for the proposed Jungo disposal site, as well as to 
answer questions and concerns the public may voice. 
 
65. So then, this meeting is to take the input from the public and that will go into your 
decision making process? 
 
All comments received as they relate to the air quality permitting process will be considered 
prior to final action by the BAPC. 
 
66. After the decision is made, is there an appeal process to that? 
 
In accordance with Nevada Revised Statute 445B.340, you may appeal the department’s action 
within 10 days after the date of notice of action of the department. 
 
67. And any citizen would have the standing to file that appeal? 
 
NRS 445B.340 states:  “A party aggrieved may file notice of appeal with the Commission…”  
This means that any citizen can appeal within the 10 day appeal window. 
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68. I believe that this permit did not get the scrutiny that it deserves. This is a big issue, 4,000 
tons per day servicing 8 to 10 million people in another state coming to our county to dispose of 
their refuse.  As far as the permit itself, the data that you received, unless I’m wrong, please 
correct me, was data supplied to you by the applicant and you base your decision based on the 
applicants data, correct?  Where’s the checks and balances, how do we know that their data is 
correct? 
 
All applications are given the same level of scrutiny.  They are evaluated against the federal 
and state standards that apply to that type of source.  All the agency has to rely on for a new 
source is the data supplied by the applicant.  BAPC evaluates all statements and prepares an 
air quality operating permit which limits the operations to the operation described by the 
application.  As described above, once the source begins operations, they are inspected to 
ensure compliance with all terms and conditions of the Operating Permit. 
 
69. I direct your attention to the code of federal regulations 52.21 which talks about how to 
do these things, create a baseline, part of your source impact analysis you haven’t done that at 
all, your allowed to, you’ve abused your discretion to this point by operating as you have. It’s 
shameful, as you know, if the emission of particulate matter from the landfill exceeds more than 
150 micrograms per cubic meter of air, more than one time a year, on average, over a three year 
period of time, both federal and state will have been violated.  
 
This source is not subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration regulations codified at 
40 CFR 52.21.  This regulation is for sources that emit in excess of 250 tons of criteria 
pollutants.  Since this landfill does not emit at that level, it is not subject to this regulation.  
Therefore, the establishment of a set of baseline data is not required. 
 
The 150 microgram per cubic meter of air standard for PM10 has been discussed previously in 
Comments 2 through 9. 
 
Other Regulatory Programs 
 
70. Number one, the plan of operations involving an EA or EIS never happened. 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act, which includes Environmental Impacts Statements or 
Environmental Analyses, is a separate process from the air quality permitting process.  Similar 
to conditional use permitting, a source does not need to have their NEPA process completed, if 
required, prior to applying for and receiving an air quality operating permit. 
 
71. One of the things we always looked at was feasibility:  somebody comes to the door and 
says I want to do XYZ and I know that we will be successful in that enterprise because we’re 
good. 
 
Similar to other processes that are distinct from the air quality permitting process, feasibility 
determinations are not required to obtain an air quality operating permit. 
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This is the end of the comments and questions raised at the public hearing.  The following 
written comments and questions were received by correspondence during the public comment 
period.  These letters are presented verbatim. 
 
72. Letter from Larry & Marilyn Hill:  
 
I recently read about a San Francisco based company wanting to dispose their garbage in 
Humboldt County, on Jungo Road located 25 miles west of our beautiful city of Winnemucca. 
There is water that flows through the desert valley during spring snowmelt runoff. We have our 
wild life, fish, our cattle that benefit from the water and the vegetation the water grows. We have 
families living on Jungo Road. 
 
We do not want this land or any part of our beautiful State of Nevada contaminated with San 
Francisco filthy garbage. 
 
Sincerely 
Mr. and Mrs. Larry Hill 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Although these are important considerations when selecting a 
site, the issues raised are not part of the air quality permitting process.  As discussed 
previously, siting is handled at the local level through their land use planning process. 
 
73. Letter from Katharine Jensen: 
 
Dear Sir, 
I’ve carefully read the particulars of the pursuit of permits by Jungo Land and Investments, Inc. 
a.k.a. Ricology to create a 634 acre landfill near Winnemucca, NV. 
 
There are areas of concern that do not seem to be recognized as being potentially damaging to 
the tourism, health, and quality of life in Winnemucca. 
 
 1. There is no mention of the odor of a landfill 
 
See Response to Comments 32 and 33 regarding odors. 
 
 2. Estimates of 9.7 tons per year of hazardous air pollutants (among others) meet the 
“stringent” requirements for a class 1 permit?? Prevailing winds will bring those pollutants right 
to Winnemucca. Periodically winds of great velocity blow from the proposed landfill in this 
direction and more than particulate material would be blown from the site. 
 
The emission inventory predicted by the LandGEM model includes typical hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) which may be emitted by the site.  The threshold to be a major emitter of 
HAPs is 25 tons/year.  It is important to note that these LandGEM provides worst-case 
emissions estimates.  However, the site meets all applicable requirements under federal and 
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state rules.  See response to Comments 1 and 5 for a discussion of LandGEM and the gas 
collection and control system that will be required to be installed at the site.  This system will 
also collect and control HAP emissions. 
 
Evidently waste can be a very profitable business; the company would make enough profit from 
transporting this vast amount of waste so far and seem to have persuaded local authorities that 
the monetary reward to the area would be substantial. I have seen no figures to substantiate this. 
But no matter what income may accrue to Humboldt County, if the promises and estimates do 
not prove out, what recourse will there be? 
 
If all the permits are issued, the facility built, and negative repercussions eventually occur, it will 
be too late to reverse. 
 
As discussed in the response to numerous comments, BAPC is charged with inspecting and 
conducting record audits of the facility to ensure they comply with the air quality operating 
permit.  It is also important to note that the air quality permit is not the only environmental 
permit that will be required for the site.  The site must comply with all permits and regulations. 
 
Please look very hard at all the facts, worst case scenarios and ask if there is any monetary 
reward that could be worth Nevada loss of quality of life this could cause. 
 
See response to Comment 68.  All permit applications are given the same level of scrutiny.  If a 
proposed source meets all the standards, BAPC must issue the air quality operating permit. 
 
Sincerely 
Katharine Jensen 
 



Response to Comments 
Draft Operating Permit to Construct AP4953-2525 
Jungo Land & Investments, Inc. 
 

 Page 18

74. First Letter from Phil Jacka: 
This article/permit caught my eye and gave me a bad feeling. I called the Environmental Agency 
in Carson City to see if I could get some information on this issue. The person I talked to told me 
that this company out of San Francisco and (9) counties surrounding San Francisco wanted to 
build a landfill in Humboldt Co. 3 to 4 miles north of Pershing Co. line so they could haul this 
trash from these counties in the bay area by rail across 3 Nevada Co.’s and dump in our state. We 
have the Jackson Mtn. Wilderness in the area, the Humboldt river to the south in which this 
drains to the south. We have wildlife in area. Deer, antelope and big horn sheep just to name a 
few. Plus our game birds. But the real issue is these states think that all Nevada is, is a dump site. 
Look at Yucca Mtn, or the Mustang dump site east of Reno or example. They are already 
dumping garbage from California at Mustang now. I myself am tired of Nevada being a dumping 
ground fir the rest of this country. I would appreciate any support from our legislators at every 
level as well as our Nevada citizens. I am totally opposed to this landfill and any waste what-so-
ever from outside the state of Nevada being dumped anywhere in the state of Nevada. The waters 
flow every spring from the snow melting through the desert valley and drop into the Humboldt 
River and east end of Rye Patch Dam/Reservoir. This proposed landfill property is fully covered 
at times during the winter. I was last out there in June 17, 2009 in the late afternoon and there 
was at least 2 to 4 feet of water covering this landfill property as well as 1,000’s of acres 
surrounding this property. The contaminates from this proposed landfill property will 
contaminate the ground, vegetation and the Humboldt river, Rye Patch Dam and everything 
below the dam. This could kill the wildlife, the domestic live stock that graze these lands, the 
fish (7 species) Make people sick and even kill them. These are real issues. I repeat that we don’t 
want this landfill or any waste from outside out state to be dumped anywhere in our state. I am 
against this landfill and I want a hearing. 
Phil Jacka 
 
Thank you for your comments.  The issues raised are not air quality related.  The proposed 
landfill will be required to comply with the air quality operating permit as well as any other 
environmental permit required, such as the waste management permit.  
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75. Second Letter from Phil Jacka: 
We in Humboldt Co. do not want this landfill established in our co. or in our state. A friend of 
mine contacted you earlier/ the Gov’s. office on this issue and received an answer about this 
being some kind of a Commerce Constitutional law. Article 1, Section 9, Paragraph 6 states: 
No Preference shall be given by any Regulation or Commerce or revenue to the ports of one state 
over those of another: nor shall vessels bound to, or from, one stae, be obliged to enter, clear, or 
pay duties in another. 
Obliged: To be binded by a promise, contract, duty, etc; to be compelled; or forced. (nor shall 
vessels bound to, or from, one State, be binded by a promise, contract, duty, etc; to be 
compelled; or forced) to enter, clear, or pay Duties in another. We can not be obliged to take in 
nor give it to some other state by force. 
Phil Jacka 
Nevada Resident 
 
Thank you for your comments.  The public notice process is to address air quality issues in 
our draft operating permit.  The proposed landfill will be required to comply with the air 
quality operating permit as well as any other environmental permit required, such as the waste 
management permit.  Issues that pertain to interstate commerce are regulated at the federal 
level. 
 
76. Letter from Michael P. Liberatore: 
 
I am writing to voice my opposition  to the dump proposed on Jungo Road in the Desert Valley 
area near Winnemucca. The Permit Number for this is AP4953-2525. 
 
Since making my home here in Nevada, I have grown weary of the mindset of many throughout 
the country, that because Nevada has wide open spaces, and appears to be a barren wasteland, to 
those uninformed individuals, that it can be the dumping grounds for the rest of the nation. Be it 
prison’s garbage, etc. I for one, do no want to see trash from California being hauled out here to 
our beautiful desert. California has been mismanaged for many years, and they need to take 
responsibility for their own refuse. California, I believe, is the second largest state in the lower 
48, and somehow, I think they can find an area large enough to haul the 4,000 tons of garbage a 
day to. I say keep California trash in California. 
 
There are many issues involved with this landfill with probably the possibility of contaminating 
the ground water being the most important. As a Nevada taxpayer, I demand a court and or a 
public hearing regarding this whole mess. 
 
Sincerely 
Michael P. Liberatore 
Winnemucca, Nevada 
 
Thank you for your comments.  The public notice process is to address air quality issues in 
our draft operating permit.  Issues related to interstate commerce are regulated at the federal 
level. 
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77. Letter from Donald and Annette Stripe: 
 
We would like to voice our objection to the proposed landfill site on Junga Road in Winnemucca 
for the purpose of disposing of San Francisco waste material. Why does San Francisco have to 
dump into Nevada? Why not somewhere in California? In the notice it is stated that adverse 
ambient air quality impacts are not expected. Not expected, but can you be sure. Of course not. 
 
Please rethink this when the application is voted upon. Thank of Nevada and the people who live 
here. Winnemucca is a clean rural area and we would like to keep it that way. 
 
Thank You. 
Donald and Annette Stripe 
 
Thank you for your comments.  The public notice process is to address air quality issues in 
our draft operating permit.  Issues related to interstate commerce are regulated at the federal 
level.  The air quality permitting process is described in response to Comments 60 through 69. 
 
78. Letter from Alicia Craig: 
 
I am writing in concern to the purposed Jungo Disposal Site. According to what was in the paper 
it looks as though Jungo Land and Investments Inc is going to put in a landfill or dump. 
 
It looks to me that the area where the site is supposed to in has drainage into the Humboldt River. 
Please do not permit this dump until more information is available to the public. 
 
The legal notice I read said the “adverse ambient air quality impacts are not expected” but what 
about the seepage into the ground. Have there been studies done to find out what more 
contaminants will ne going in the Humboldt River? If so would you make them available to the 
public? 
 
I am writing to let you know that I am opposed to the permitting of Jungo Disposal Site. 
 
Thank you for considering my comment. 
 
Sincerely 
Alicia Craig 
PO Box 257 
Imlay, NV 89418 
 
Thank you for your comments.  This process is specific to the air quality permit.  Issues 
related to siting, management of the site and landfill liners are covered under other permits, 
such as the waste management permit. 
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79. Letter from Linda Willer: 
 
Please do not issue a permit to Jungo Land & Investments, Inc. for the purpose of conducting air 
quality testing and construct a facility at the potential landfill site. We Nevadans do not want to 
be a dumping site for California trash, let alone any other state. California needs to be 
responsible for their trash. Let them use the northern part of the state for this facility. 
 
Since we have severe winds, we are concerned with the possible contamination of surrounding 
land and water (mainly the Humboldt River and Rye Patch Dam). This could greatly impact 
ranching and farming in the area which is a major part of our livelihood, not to mention the 
hunting, fishing and wildlife habitat. 
 
Landfill emissions and the control of fugitive dust are covered in the response to Comments 16 
through 31.  In short, the site will be required to control fugitive dust.  Water issues are not 
part of the air quality permit process. 
 
There is also the possibility of odors being pushed by the winds that could travel far, that could 
impact our tourist trade. 
 
Odor issues are discussed in the response to Comments 32 and 33.  Odor considerations are 
not part of the air quality permitting process. 
 
I moved to Winnemucca from Los Angeles 45 years ago because I love the outdoors, camping 
and boating and wanted a place where I could see the sky and mountains not the smog in 
California. If California has a fire, thanks to the winds, we get all the smoke settled into our area 
which is bad enough. 
 
Please give us a court hearing on this matter. No amount of money is worth this type of risk. 
 
A public hearing was held in Winnemucca, after receipt of this letter, on August 19, 2009. 
 
Thank you for your consideration 
 
Linda Willer 
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80. Letter from Jack & Cindy Pardick: 
 
This letter is to express our opposition to the proposed waste disposal land fill on Jungo Road in 
Humboldt County Nevada. Anyone who has lived in Nevada for any length of time knows that 
when the surface is disturbed it turns to a fine dust. The 500-600 acres of land fill is a lot of 
disturbed surface area. The prevailing winds are out of the West which means that the citizens of 
Humboldt and North Eastern Pershing Counties will be breathing this dust. Another concern is 
the trash which will be picked up and carried by whirl winds some of which rise 700-800 feet in 
altitude, it will be almost impossible to contain this waste material. 
 
Last year the dust from Burning Man almost obliterated the sun when the wind was blowing 
toward Winnemucca.  
 
Thank You 
 
Jack and Cindy Pardick 
 
Thank you for your comments.  Control of fugitive dust is discussed in the response to 
Comments 16 through 24.  Management of the waste, specifically trash being blown off site, is 
discussed in the response to Comments 54 and 55. 
 
81. Letter from Carrie & Donald Johnson: 
 
I’m writing this letter to you on behalf of our friends, family and neighbors. Everyone we have 
talked to agree that this Landfill for California is not a good idea for Humboldt County or 
Nevada. If we don’t stop this we could have contamination on the water. Not just the River, but 
also Rye Patch. Please do not grant this request for this permit. We shouldn’t have to be the ones 
that have someone else garbage. 
 
Thank You 
Sincerely 
Carrie Johnson 
 
Thank you for your comments.  The issues raised are not part of the air quality permit process. 
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82. First Letter from Bob Dolan: 
 
Please take note that the undersigned citizens and attorneys from Humboldt County, State of 
Nevada, hereby request that a public hearing be held regarding the above matter pursuant to NRS 
Chapter 445B and NAC 445B. 
 
A public hearing was held in Winnemucca, after receipt of this letter, on August 19, 2009. 
 
Also please take note that eth below signed requests that the above referenced hearing must 
address, without limitation, the following points and/or objections: 
 
1) Failure to adequately consider the adverse consequences to the surrounding community 
and/or adjoining land regarding the foul smelling odor which will emanate from the landfill site 
and/or from the point of unloading of the train while said point is in or near Winnemucca, 
Nevada. 
 
Odor issues are discussed in the response to Comments 32 and 33.  Odor considerations are 
not part of the air quality permitting process. 
 
2) Failure to adequately and/or correctly determine the amount and kind of emissions from 
the facility. 
 
Emissions from the site have been quantified using the regulatory required models.  See 
response to Comments 1 through 15 and 25 through 31. 
 
3) Failure to adequately consider the adverse consequences to the ambient air quality to the 
surrounding community and/or adjoining land from the landfill site and/or from the point of 
unloading of the train while said point is in or near Winnemucca, Nevada. 
 
Ambient air quality analyses were not required.  See response to Comments 1 through 15.  
Additionally, the unloading of the trains are not part of the air quality permit.  This process 
does not have a potential to emit any regulated pollutants.  Management of the waste from 
receipt to emplacement is handled under the separate waste management permit. 
 
4) Failure to adequately apply the legal and factual standards as established by the Clean Air 
Act as regards to granting a Class 1 air quality permit. 
 
All regulations, federal and state, regarding the issuance of a Class I air quality operating 
permit to construct were evaluated.  This comment does not point out a specific failure of the 
air quality permitting process conducted by the BAPC.  As such, a more specific response 
cannot be made. 
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5) Failure to use proper procedures consistent with current scientific and/or testing standards 
and methods to determine or ensure that the landfill has a nonmethane organic compound 
emission rate of less than 50 mega grams per year. 
 
The emissions estimates were derived using the regulatory required LandGEM model and 
model inputs.  See response to Comments 1 through 15.  Again, the commenter does not 
provide a specific failure for the agency to respond to. 
 
6) Failure to use proper standards, and/or to require that the applicant will create and 
maintain appropriate procedure to ensure that the applicant will not deposit hazardous wastes 
into said landfill. 
 
Management and acceptance of waste does not fall under the purview of the air quality 
operating permit.  These issues will be handled under the waste management permit. 
 
7) The failure to rely on, or use, accurate data as regards the ability of applicant to control 
fugitive dust in accordance with appropriate federal, state, and local law and standards. 
 
The dust control plan was submitted in accordance with state regulations.  The applicant must 
control all fugitive dust from operations at this site.  See response to Comments 16 through 24. 
 
8) The failure to ensure that applicant has a proper plan or procedure to not cause or permit 
the discharge into the atmosphere from any stationary source any hazardous air pollutant or toxic 
regulated air pollutant that threatens the health and safety of the general public. 
 
Based on the information submitted, the applicant has demonstrated compliance with all 
applicable standards.  The applicant must comply with all requirements of the air quality 
operating permit. 
 
9) The failure of applicant to comply with NRS 445B.470 in that in its special use permit 
application in connection with the instant and/or related matter the applicant provided false and 
misleading information to the Humboldt County Planning Commision and/or Humboldt County 
Commission on or about March 20, 2007, Said false or misleading information was material and 
related to the following: Question 6: Will the use affect abutting properties or the uses permitted 
thereon? Describe: Answer: “No effect on abutting properties.” This answer was a false and 
misleading factual assertion nu applicant, and indeed, violated NRS 445B.470 (2). Frankly, at the 
rate of $10,000 per day the possible fine at this point is in the multiple millions of dollars. 
 
NRS 445B.470 is specific to Air Pollution Control.  This statute is not related to the Humboldt 
County planning processes or land use issues; these are separate processes. 
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10) The failure of the applicant to comply with NAC 445B.3365 (2) (j), which requires that a 
responsible official of the stationary source (the applicant) shall certify that, based on 
information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements made in any document 
required to be submitted by any condition of the operating permit to construct are true, accurate 
and complete. Given the false and misleading statement as discussed in number 9 herein, to the 
extent any official so certified, said certification was false and misleading. 
 
The Application for a Class I Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct is a distinct document 
from any document filed with the county for land use or planning purposes.  The air quality 
permit process is distinct and separate from county processes.  The Application for a Class I 
Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct has been evaluated by BAPC and a draft permit has 
been prepared based on that application.  The applicant must abide by any and all permits 
issued for the operation of their site.  This process focuses solely on the air quality permit. 
 
11) The failure of applicant and administrator to ensure that the public policy of the State of 
Nevada as stated in NRS 45B.100 is served and met by the proposed operating permit. Indeed 
the applicants plan and proposed permit fails to ensure that the quality of air to maintain or 
protect human health and safety, prevent injury to plant and animal life and to preserve visibility 
and scenic, esthetic and historic values of the State, are not adversely affected. 
 
As stated above, the application has been evaluated against all applicable standards.  The 
source is to comply with all conditions of their air quality operating permit. 
 
12) The failure to adequately consider the design features of the landfill site to protect health 
and safety and to ensure compliance with Federal and State requirements. 
 
The commenter fails to provide a specific failure.  All applicable federal and state air quality 
requirements for the landfill have been considered. 
 
13) Failure to require an appropriate set back of only 30 feet as opposed to industry best 
practices which are consistent with Nevada State Policy of not less than 100 feet. 
 
As stated previously, land use issues reside with the county and are not part of the air quality 
permit process. 
 
14) Failure to adequately consider the adverse consequences to health and safety of the 
citizens of Humboldt and Pershing Counties based on seismic stability and related issues. 
 
Seismic considerations are not part of the air quality permit review process. 
 
15) Failure to adequately consider and protect Native American historical land usage rights 
and/or cultural preservation needs. 
 
Land use and cultural preservation are not part of the air quality permit process. 
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16) Failure to applicant to present a plan that can adequately protect that water table and/or 
aquifer. 
 
A plan to protect water tables or aquifers is not required under the air quality permit process. 
 
17) The failure of applicant’s plan to ensure that it shall not cause or permit particulate matter 
to become airborne. 
 
The application provided a dust control plan.  That plan was reviewed and approved.  See 
response to Comments 16 through 24. 
 
18) The failure of applicant’s plan to protect the overall ecology of the area and surrounding 
areas, which, includes, without limitation, plants and animals. 
 
A plan as described in this comment is not required under the air quality permit process. 
 
19) Failure of applicant’s plan to ensure that wildlife that consume the garbage from the 
landfill won’t become part of the food chain and/or otherwise damage local animals and cattle 
and/or farmland. 
 
Management of the waste is covered under separate permit processes.  See response to 
Comments 54 through 59. 
 
20) The failure of applicant’s plan to protect the beautiful Nevada desert landscape. 
 
A plan as described in this comment is not required under the air quality permit process. 
 
The below signed believe that the stated public policy of the State of Nevada will not be served 
by the granting of the permit in question. Indeed, the quality of life of the citizens from Northern 
Nevada will be substantially adversely affected, and the health and safety of said citizens will be 
put at risk if this landfill application is granted. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. We await your response to the foregoing. 
 
Bob Dolan 
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83. Second Letter from Bob Dolan: 
 
Please take note that the undersigned citizen and attorney from Humboldt County, State of 
Nevada, hereby supplements the request made on July 3, 2009 (by the undersigned and Massey 
K. Mayo) that a public hearing be held regarding the above matter pursuant to NRS Chapter 
445B and NAC 445B based on the following points and/or objections: 
 
1) That there was a failure by the applicant, and the proposed or conditional permit, to 
adequately consider the substantial wind gusts and/or speed and/or the powerful regular and/or 
intermittent prevailing winds as regards causing adverse consequences, relative to both the 
location of the landfill and the possible point of unloading the garbage and/or solid waste, to 
adjoining landowners and/or users near the respective locations, and/or the citizens of 
Winnemucca, and/or Humboldt County, Nevada, by the spreading or emission of noxious odors 
and/or unhealthy particulate matter and/or other hazardous materials through the air. 
 
All these issues have been discussed in the response to Comments 16 through 24 (fugitive 
dust), 32 through 33 (odors) and 54 through 59 (management of waste). 
 
2) The failure of applicant and/or the conditional permit to adequately consider the fact that 
a public park, and that downtown Winnemucca, and a neighborhood with young children and 
senior citizens (whose immune systems may be compromised and/or not fully developed) live 
within one or two miles of the location of the unloading of the garbage and/or solid waste prior 
to the completion of the proposed rail spur at the landfill site. 
 
Siting of the facility is not part of the air quality permit process.  Applications for sources are 
evaluated based on the site provided by the applicant.  See response to Comments 11 and 12. 
 
3) The failure of the applicant, and/or the conditional permit, to adequately consider the 
likelihood that lighting will regularly strike the landfill site and that said lightning strikes will 
substantially reduce the effectiveness of any proposed environmental safety methods as 
regarding limiting the emission to the air and otherwise noxious odors, particulate matter and/or 
other hazardous materials. 
 
Lightning, similar to fires, is not a normal operational event for a facility.  See response to 
Comment 14.  These types of events are not required to be considered as part of the air quality 
permit process. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bob Dolan 
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84. Letter from Recology 
 
July 6, 2009 
 
Jonathan McRae, P.E. 
Division of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Air Pollution Control 
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 4001 
Carson City, NV 89701-5240 
 
Re: Jungo Land and Investments, Inc. Draft Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct  

No. AP4953-2525 FIN # A0991 
 
Dear Mr. McRae: 
 
Jungo Land and Investments, Inc. offers the following comments on Draft Air Quality Operating 
Permit AP4953-2525: 
 
1. Director’s Review – As discussed, the landfill is designed to include a landfill gas 
collection system.  A control system (i.e. flares or other waste to energy system) will also be 
installed over time.  Please see Appendix 7, Section 2.3.3 of the January 8, 2009 application for 
an air quality operating permit to construct for details on the landfill gas control system. 
 
As discussed previously in this response document, a gas collection and control system design, 
stamped by a professional engineer, will be required to be submitted to BAPC within one year 
of the issuance of the OPTC.  See Response to Comment 5. 
 
2. Page II-1 – remove statement “Use for new or altered emissions units NOT SUBJECT 
TO NSPS REQUIREMENTS needing appropriate notification dates.” 
 
3. Page V-2 – A.4.a(1)(d), second line, correct typographical error, “determined at eh” to 
“determined at the”. 
 
4. Page VII-1, B – correct date of submittal of “Fugitive Dust Control Plan” from April 1, 
2009, to January 8, 2009. 
 
5. Last page, Class I Non-Permit Equipment List – insert Facility ID 0991 and Permit 
number AP4953-2525. 
 
The above typographical errors were corrected. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  Please feel free to call me or Erin Merrill with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew T. Lehman, Director, Environment and Planning 


