Filed: 2/26/2015 8:38:08 AM WEQC
Department of Environmental Quality

To protect, conserve and enhance the quality of Wyoming's

environment for the benefit of current and future generations.

Matthew H. Mead, Governor Todd Parfitt, Director

October 31, 2014

COMMENT RESPONSE CONCERNING THE PROPOSED WYOMING AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

AND REGULATIONS, CHAPTER 8, SECTION 6, NONATTAINMENT AREA REGULATIONS

The Air Quality Division is taking this opportunity to respond to all comments officially submitted prior
to the close of the Air Quality Advisory Board meeting on July 14, 2014.

INTRODUCTION

On July 14, 2014 the Air Quality Advisory Board (Board) met in Rock Springs, Wyoming. The Air Quality
Division (Division) requested the Board’s consideration on proposed changes to Wyoming Air Quality
Standards and Regulations (WAQSR), Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations. Chapter 8, Section 6,
Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin, was
proposed to establish requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities located in the Upper
Green River Basin (UGRB) ozone nonattainment area. As indicated in the June 13, 2014 Public Notice,
the public was given 30 days to comment on the proposed WAQSR, Nonattainment Area Regulations.
The official comments, both verbal and written, were accepted through the end of the July 14, 2014
Board meeting.

During the July 14, 2014 meeting, the Board considered comment requesting that a recommendation on
the existing source regulation be stayed until the Division met with interested parties to discuss
comment. The Division held a July 31, 2014 meeting with all interested stakeholders to try to address
comments. The Board met again on August 4, 2014 via conference call and voted to defer consideration
of this regulation to a future Board meeting. The Division hosted several public meetings with individual
stakeholder groups to discuss and clarify comments received during the public comment period held
prior to the July 14, 2014 Board meeting.

The Division has the responsibility, and continues to work diligently, to keep this rulemaking process
moving forward. This unique opportunity to address emissions from existing sources in the UGRB allows
Wyoming to stay at the forefront of sensible oil and gas air regulations.
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OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

During the 30-day comment period, including the Board meeting, the Division received six (6) individual
comment letters. Comments were received from a federal agency, industrial proponents, and
environmental advocacy groups.

PROCESS FOR TRACKING PUBLIC COMMENTS

Official comments on the existing source regulation were divided into groups by commenter type;
federal agencies, industrial proponents, and environmental advocacy groups. The Division analyzed
each letter and verbal comment to identify potentially substantive comments. Within each commenter
group the letters and verbal comments containing substantive comments requiring a response from the
Division were given an identifying number (e.g. federal agency letter 1 is coded FA-1, industrial
proponent letter 1 is coded P-1, industrial proponent 2 verbal comment is P-2V).

CONTENT ANALYSIS ANNOTATION

The Content Analysis process was used to identify substantial comments that may require a response
from the Division. Substantial comments are identified electronically on the original correspondence or
written transcript from the Board meeting, along with their unique identifier by highlighting individual
comments. The letter/written transcript identifier and comment number are annotated in the left or
right hand margins of the correspondence. Official comment letters, annotated by the Division, are
located in Attachment A of this document.

All official comments received are included under specific headings such as; General Comments,
Compliance Time Frame, or Sections of the Proposed Regulation. Many uniquely identified comments
have been grouped together by topic with the Division’s overarching response following.

OFFICIAL COMMENT LOG

Agency, Organization or

Unique |dentifying Number Date Received individual

U.S. Environmental Protection

- 7/11/14
FA-L s Agency — Region 8

Joint Letter - Environmental
EG-1 7/11/14 Defense Fund and Wyoming
QOutdoor Council

Wyoming Outdoor Council —

- 7/14/14
£G-2 il Bruce Pendrey

Anadarko Petroleum

P-1
LA Corporation




Unique Identifying Number Date Received Agency;n?jzﬁia:jnl:;?tlon o
Petroleum Association of
P-2
11114 Wyoming
Verbal Comment — Petroleum
R A5 Association of Wyoming
P-3 7/11/14 USQ — Ultra, Shell and QEP
End of Comment Period (7/14/14)
* [ 7/19/14 | Dave Honhl

* This comment was not assigned a Unique Identifying Number due to the late submittal date. However, most
concerns within Mr. Hohl’s comment letter are addressed in the Division’s response to comment document.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

COMPLIANCE TIME FRAME:

Comment Number(s): P-1-3, P-1-13, P-2-10, P-2-16, P-2-21, P-2-23, P-2-37, P-2-45, P-2-46, P-3-1, P-3-7,
P-3-17, P-3-22

Response:

Thank you for outlining the hardships of complying with this regulation in the proposed time frame. Itis
of the utmost importance to work quickly for the benefit of human health in the UGRB. Therefore,
extending the compliance time frame within the regulation beyond one (1) or more years is unnecessary
due to delays experienced within the rule making process.

GENERAL COMMENTS:
Comment Number (s): P-2V-1

RESPONSE:

The Division organized and hosted a special public meeting to address stakeholder concerns regarding
the existing source regulation on July 31, 2014 at the Wyoming State Library in Cheyenne, Wyoming.
During the July 31, 2014 meeting, it was requested that additional individual meetings with specific
stakeholders occur. The Division went above and beyond the initial request by hosting three (3)
additional stakeholder meetings on August 18, August 26, and September 3, 2014.




Comment Number(s): EG-2-5, EG-2-6, P-1-1

RESPONSE:

Thank you for your support of the Division’s decision to pursue an emission budget approach. The
Division plans to pursue developing this option as promptly as possible.

The Division does not have the resources available, at this time, to conduct a fine grain analysis to
provide the anticipated emission reductions. Through the implementation of this regulation,
proponents will be required to provide a more refined and detailed summary of specific equipment and
associated emission reductions at applicable facilities to get this vital information. It is important to
note that as a long term benefit, existing facilities will not be allowed to remove controls at a threshold
higher than 4 tons per year (tpy) in the nonattainment area.

The Division understands knowledge of Phase 2 is important to share. At this time we cannot provide
information necessary to respond to comment on Phase 2. However, the stakeholder process will be a
critical component of developing the Phase 2 emissions budget based control strategy.

Comment Number(s): EG-1-2, EG-2-1

RESPONSE:

This proposed regulation is designed to be no more stringent than requirements for new and modified
sources as permitted under the Chapter 6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013). The
Division finds that a threshold of 4 tpy for existing sources is technically feasible and economically
reasonable while not undermining the permitting process.

Comment Number(s): P-1-16, P-2-48, P-3-2, P-3-11

RESPONSE:
This proposed regulation will not eliminate the Chapter 6, Section 2(c)(ii), Interim Permitting Policy for

sources in Sublette County (Interim Policy). The Interim Policy is expected to be addressed in the Phase
2 rulemaking.

This proposed regulation does not require a permit for the installation of control devices. However, if a
company would like to receive offset credits for controlling VOC emissions, they must receive a New
Source Review permit prior to the compliance date in the Upper Green River Basin existing source
regulations.



Comment Number(s): EG-1-3, EG-1-4, EG-1-5

RESPONSE:

The Division heard from environmental advocacy groups that including compressor stations in the
proposed regulation would be beneficial to the environment and the health of the UGRB citizens. As
stated during the July 31, 2014 public meeting, industrial proponents are not opposed to reducing
emissions at compressor stations. In response to these comments, implementing a Leak Detection and
Repair (LDAR) program will be required for compressor stations under subpart (g) of the Upper Green
River Basin existing source regulations, as applicable.

Comment Number(s): EG-1-4, EG-1-10, EG-2-3

RESPONSE:

Currently federal regulation does not require the regulation of Greenhouse Gases, e.g., methane, for
minor sources. Wyoming Statute, §35-11-213 prohibits the State of Wyoming from being any more
stringent than federal regulation.

Comment Number(s): FA-1-6

RESPONSE:
The Division has reviewed the proposed regulation and revised any provision that could compromise the
federal enforceability of the State Implementation Plan (SIP).

Comment Number(s): P-3-3

RESPONSE:

As this regulation is a Permit by Rule, a permit is not needed to address affected existing facilities.
The Division intends the Upper Green River Basin existing source regulations to become federally
enforceable under a SIP submitted to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

PROPOSED REGULATION - APPLICABILITY - SECTION 6 (a):
Comment Number(s): P-2-1, P-3-5

RESPONSE:

The regulation as proposed on July 14, 2014, was limited to single and multiple well pad oil and gas
production facilities or sources and equipment on those sites not extending to midstream facilities or
sources. Based on comment received, the proposed regulation has been revised to include compressor
stations.



Comment Number(s): P-2-3

RESPONSE:

The Division acknowledges this typographical error and has revised the language in the proposed
regulation.

Comment Number(s): FA-1-3, P-2-2, P-3-4

RESPONSE:

The procedure used to determine whether a WAQSR Chapter 6, Section 2 permit meets or exceeds the
requirements of the proposed regulation will be a line by line comparison of permit conditions
completed by the proponent. If a permit is more stringent than the proposed regulation, the permit
conditions stand and the affected facility has satisfied the requirements of the proposed regulation. If
the permit is less stringent, the facility must comply with all applicable requirements of the proposed
regulation. The January 1, 2014 applicability date was chosen to avoid an “applicability gap” between
older sources and sources permitted under the Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013) for new and
modified facilities.

Comment Number(s): P-2-4

RESPONSE:

The proposed regulation does not prevent the incentive to do voluntary permitting under the Qil and
Gas Guidance (September 2013).

Comment Number(s): P-1-4, P-1-9 P-2-5, P-2-12, P-2-17, P-2-29, P-3-12

RESPONSE:

The wording change of “98% manufacturer designed VOC destruction efficiency” will be used
throughout the Upper Green River Basin existing source regulation. Based on discussions during the
public meetings the Division has determined that the purposed language meets the intent and purpose
of the regulation.



PROPOSED REGULATION -DEFINITIONS — SECTION 6 (b):
Comment Number(s): P-2-6

RESPONSE:

The Division determined it is inappropriate to include in a definition where an extended hydrocarbon
analysis sample must be taken. The Division relocated the language to an appropriate subsection within
the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-2-7, P-2-49

RESPONSE:

The Division determined that the absence of the narrative language included in the Oil and Gas
Guidance (September 2013) definition of “PAD facility” does not create an inconsistency with the
proposed regulation definition.

Comment Number (s): P-1-2, P-2-8, P-2-44

RESPONSE:
The Division will use the Chapter 8, Section 5, Ozone Nonattainment Emission Inventory Rule regulatory
language for responsible official to provide clarity and consistency within the WAQSR.

Comment Number(s): P-2-9, P-2-49

RESPONSE:
The Division determined that the absence of the narrative language included in the Oil and Gas

Guidance (September 2013) definition of “single well facility” does not create an inconsistency with the
proposed regulation definition.

PROPOSED REGULATION - FLASHING EMISSIONS — SECTION 6 (c)(i):
Comment Number(s): FA-1-4

RESPONSE:

The 4 tpy applicability threshold is based on the operating parameters of the emission unit as defined in
the proposed regulation. For example, flashing emissions from storage tanks are based on model results
using actual operating parameters and production rates.



Comment Number(s): FA-1-1

RESPONSE:
The Division has reviewed the proposed regulation and revised any provision that could compromise the
federal enforceability of the SIP.

Comment Number(s): FA-1-5

RESPONSE:
The Division considered EPA’s proposed language to be consistent with the intent of the proposed
regulation and has revised the language in the appropriate Subsection.

Comment Number(s): EG-1-9, EG-2-2, P-1-5, P-2-11, P-2-47, P-3-10

RESPONSE:
The Division considers the requirement to control produced water tanks to be explicit, as produced
water tanks are called out in the definition of “storage tanks”.

The proposed regulation is designed to require that emergency, open top, and/or blowdown tanks will
not be used as active storage tanks. In order to guarantee these storage tanks are used on a temporary
basis, the Division has included the requirement that emergency, open top, and/or blowdown tanks be
emptied within seven (7) days. Flashing emissions from storage tanks are important to control to help
protect public health in an Ozone Nonattainment Area and therefore this requirement will not be
removed from the proposed regulation.

PROPOSED REGULATION —FLASHING EMISSIONS APPLICABILITY— SECTION 6 (c)(ii):
Comment Number(s): P-2-13

RESPONSE:
The utilization of one (1) calendar year in the calculation for flashing emissions is reasonable, as the use
of an annual production average will capture a representative sample of normal production operations.

Comment Number(s): P-2-14

RESPONSE:

The regulation allows for a site specific or composite extended analysis. As stated in the definition of
composite extended hydrocarbon analysis, the analysis is based on at least five (5) wells producing from
the same formation and under similar conditions.



Comment Number(s): P-2-15

RESPONSE:
Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) of sales oil is provided as part of the hydrocarbon analyses submitted in
permit applications, and is a required model input parameter.

PROPOSED REGULATION - DEHYDRATION UNITS— SECTION 6 (d)(i):
Comment Number(s): P-3-13

RESPONSE:

Most combustors are designed to meet the 98% manufacturer designed VOC destruction efficiency. To
satisfy the requirement of the proposed regulation, proponents will be required to provide a verification
of the manufacturer’s designed destruction efficiency level of 98%. If no documentation exists, the
affected facility will need to be controlled pursuant to the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): EG-1-8

RESPONSE:

The Division acknowledges the more stringent requirements in place for new and modified Jonah and
Pinedale Anticline Development (JPAD) area facilities. However, this proposed regulation for existing
sources is designed to be no more stringent than requirements for new and modified sources outside of
the JPAD area in the UGRB Nonattainment Area. In further support of allowing control removal, it
should be noted that the practice is not a common one. The Division has not seen an influx of control
removals on dehydration units as allowed under existing permits. Also, industrial proponents operating
within the nonattainment area have commented that “it seems rare that dehy controls would be
removed.” (P-3-21).

PROPOSED REGULATION —DEHYDRATION UNITS APPLICABILITY- SECTION 6 (d)(ii):
Comment Number(s): FA-1-2
RESPONSE:

The Division has reviewed the proposed regulation and revised any provision that could compromise the
federal enforceability of the SIP.



Comment Number(s): P-1-6, P-2-18

RESPONSE:

This proposed regulation is a Permit by Rule, all existing facilities and sources in the UGRB will have to
meet the control requirements set forth within the proposed regulation unless the facility or source is
already satisfying conditions of a Chapter 6, Section 2 permit that meets or exceeds the proposed
control requirements. The Division has not allowed the use of flash tanks and/or condensers as the
sole means of emissions control for dehydration units. For example, applicability for new and modified
sources under the Oil and Gas Guidance has been determined using total uncontrolled emissions;
therefore the Division has determined it is not appropriate to utilize flash tanks and condensers in
determining applicability in the proposed regulation for existing sources.

Comment Number(s): P-2-19, P-2-42

RESPONSE:
The utilization of one (1) calendar year in the calculation for flashing emissions is reasonable, as the use
of an annual production average will capture and represent normal production operations.

Comment Number(s): P-3-14, P-3-15

RESPONSE:
The Division has used the separator pressure for all samples collected for use in permit applications
under the Qil and Gas Guidance.

The intent of the proposed regulation is to get the most up to date and accurate data possible in order
to calculate emissions for determining which existing facilities would be subject to the proposed
regulation based on permit conditions, not Emission Inventory calculations.

PROPOSED REGULATION - EXISTING PNEUMATIC PUMPS— SECTION 6 (e):

Comment Number(s): EG-1-6

RESPONSE:

When possible, proponents in the UGRB are using technologies to eliminate natural gas pneumatic

pump emissions. The Division cannot prescribe the type of control used to meet the 98% manufacturer-
design control efficiency for facilities or sources in the UGRB.
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Comment Number(s): EG-1-7, P-1-7, P-2-20, P-3-18

RESPONSE:
Based on comments, the Division will be removing this language from the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-3-16

RESPONSE:
No control device would be needed.

PROPOSED REGULATION - EXISTING PNEUMATIC CONTROLLERS — SECTION 6 (f):
Comment Number(s): P-2-22

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has made appropriate changes to meet the
intent and purpose of the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): EG-1-9
RESPONSE:

The Division considers the requirement to control pneumatic controllers to be explicit, in accordance
with Section 6 (f) of the proposed regulation.

PROPOSED REGULATION - FUGITIVES — SECTION 6 (g):
Comment Number(s): P-2-24

RESPONSE:

Subsection (h)(iii)(F) of the proposed regulations refers to the submission of the LDAR protocol prior to
implementation of the protocol and is irrelevant to the demonstration of permitting guidance
equivalence.

Comment Number(s): P-2-25, P-3-6

RESPONSE:

The requirement to do quarterly inspections is consistent with LDAR requirements outlined in the Qil
and Gas Guidance, these requirements and good operating practices will help industry detect and repair
a source of fugitive emissions that impact human health in the UGRB Ozone Nonattainment Area.

11



Comment Number(s): EG-1-1, EG-1-2

RESPONSE:

This proposed regulation is designed to be no more stringent than requirements for new and modified
sources as permitted under the Chapter 6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013). The
Division finds that a threshold of 4 tpy for existing sources is technically feasible and economically
reasonable while not undermining the permitting process.

Comment Number(s): P-1-8, P-2-26, P-3-8

RESPONSE:
The Division has taken these comments into consideration and has revised the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-2-27, P-3-9

RESPONSE:

Oil and Gas Guidance Table 2-4 from EPA-456/R-95-017 as referenced in the proposed regulation, has
gone unchanged since 1996 and is widely used. However, if the Emission Inventory Study yields results
that could be incorporated into the proposed regulation, the Division may consider the option.

PROPOSED REGULATION - MONITORING — SECTION 6 (h)(i):
Comment Number(s): P-2-28
RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has made appropriate changes to clarify the
monitoring requirements of the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-1-9, P-2-29, P-3-19

RESPONSE:
The Division has taken these comments into consideration and has made appropriate changes to clarify
the monitoring requirements of the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-2-30, P-2-32
RESPONSE:
Quarterly site evaluations of control equipment and systems are required. This requirement is not part

of the LDAR protocol referenced in Subsection (g). However, an LDAR protocol will satisfy this
requirement as specified in the Monitoring, Reporting and Recordkeeping Section.

12



Comment Number(s): P-1-10, P-2-31

RESPONSE:
The Division has taken these comments into consideration and has revised the proposed regulation by
incorporating a leak repair schedule requirement into the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-3-20

RESPONSE:
The Division has determined that no emission reduction benefit was associated with this requirement,
and has removed the language from the proposed regulation.

PROPOSED REGULATION - RECORDKEEPING — SECTION 6 (h)(ii):
Comment Number(s): P-2-33

RESPONSE:
The Division took this comment under consideration and has made appropriate changes in the proposed
regulation to acknowledge that design configurations may differ between facilities.

Comment Number(s): P-1-11, P-2-34

RESPONSE:

The Division took these comments under consideration and has not revised the proposed regulation.
The Division considers the recordkeeping requirement critical to understand why the monitored
parameter is absent, which can help in determining compliance and/or maintenance concerns.

Comment Number(s): P-1-12, P-2-35, P-3-21
RESPONSE:

The Division has determined that no emission reduction benefit was associated with this requirement,
and has removed this requirement from the proposed regulation.

13



Comment Number(s): P-2-36

RESPONSE:

The Division took this comment under consideration and has not revised the proposed regulation. The
Division does not consider the recordkeeping requirement duplicative. Recordkeeping associated with
blowdown and venting permits only cover the volume of gas and emissions associated with those
events, not the liquids handling and storage. Records generated under Chapter 1, Section 5 will satisfy
the recordkeeping requirements in the proposed regulation.

PROPOSED REGULATION - REPORTING — SECTION 6 (h)(iii):
Comment Number(s): P-2-37

RESPONSE:

The Division concludes the “will be required” language is applicable. The required notification will be
beneficial for Division staff and any future maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), or nonattainment area demonstration exercises the Division may be required to conduct.

Comment Number(s): P-1-14, P-1-15, P-2-38, P-2-39, P-2-41

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken these comments into consideration and modified the proposed regulation for
clarity on frequency of reporting requirements. The Division considers the proponent reporting
requirements essential to keep Division staff informed of where control installations are occurring under
the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-2-40

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has not revised the proposed regulation.
The Division considers the proponent reporting requirements essential to keep Division staff informed
of the type of pneumatic controller being installed under the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-2-43
RESPONSE:

The Division took this comment under consideration and removed this language from the proposed
regulation.

14



ATTACHMENT A

FA-1
EG-1
EG-2
P-1
P-2
P-2v

(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — Region 8)
(Environmental Defense Fund and Wyoming Outdoor Council)
(Wyoming Outdoor Council —Bruce Pendrey)

(Anadarko Petroleum Corporation)

(Petroleum Association of Wyoming)

(Verbal Comment — Petroleum Association of Wyoming)
(USQ — Ultra, Shell and QEP)
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FA-1-1

FA-1

UNITEL STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY

REGION B
1895 Wynkoop Strast
DENVER, GO B0ZD2.1128
Phone 800-227-8917
hefpsiwww.epa.govireglonOs
Ref: $P-AR UL 10
Bteven A. Dietrich
Administrator, DEQ/AQD
Herschier Building 2-5
122 'W. 25th Sirset
Cheyennie, Wyonang, 82002

RE: EPA Region 8 Comments on Wyoring's
Proposed Changes to Wyoming Air Quality
Stendencs and Regulations (WAQSR),
Chapler 8, Nonattainroont Aves Regulations

Dear Mr. Digtrich;

Theank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the state of Wyommlng's proposed shanges to
Wyoring Ar Quality Stanclards and Regulations (WAQSR), Chepter 8, NMonaitalnment Area
Regulations. These changes were proposad for public comment on Jote 13, 2014, with comtenta due
by the cloge of the Wyoming Alr Quality Advisory Board (Boaxd) meeting on July 14, 2014, These
proposed chanpes address potential requirements for axisting ol and gas production facilities or sourves
in the Upper Green River Basin (UGRB).

In the public notlee for the Board mesting the Afr Quality Division (AQD) stated they intend to subnot
these changes 1o the Enviroonenta Proteciion Agency (EPA) for incorporation inio the State
Iinplementation Plan (SIF), Our conments bereln should bo considered preliminary, as we will not reacl
aity ftial conolustons uoll the state provides a formal submittal of these SIP changes to the BPA and
after we conduct ow: own notlee and comreent rulemaking,

Based on the agsumption that these provisions are submitted to EPA, for incorporation into the Wyoming
8IP, e have six preliminary conuments, which are detailed below. '

Comment 1;

Draft Chapter §, Bection 6, subsection (o) addresses flasking emissons of vapor streanas containing
VOC or HAP conaponents from alf existing storage tanks and all existiag soparation vessels, Diraft
sibmeotion (W)HXB), wiich covers methods to detetdne the epplicable uncontrolled VOO and HAP
emigsions from these turds and vessels, states “Use a Division-approved Bash emissions model or divect
mensurement of tank emissions to deterrine mpontrolled VOO and HAP emdssions,” This langoage is a
form of director discretion that would undermine the fedoral enforosbility of this provislon, We sugeest
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FA-1-2

Fa-1-3

—FA 14—

FA-1-5

FA-1

the language be revised to speoify specific models, or direct messurement teohniques or methods, to
determing these emlaglons.

Comment 3:

Draft Chapter 8, Section 6, subsection () addvesses vapor streams containing VOC or HAR components
released from oll existing debydration waits, Draft subsectlon (d)i)(B), which covers methods to
determine the applicable uncontrolled VOC and HAP emisstons fromm these naits, states “Use GRI-
GLYCalo V4.0 or other methocls approved by the Division with the anmualized average daily production
rate to determine annmbized uncontrolled VOC and HAP emigsions from the dehydration unit process
vents.” While the ues of “0RI-GLYCals V4.0" is & specific method, the “other methods approved by the
Drivivion™ is w form of dixector disoretion that undermines federal enforoeshility of the 8IP (similar to
comment 1 above), We suggest the language be revised to specify spesific models, or methods, to
determine these etmdsslons,

Coryment 3:

Livaft Chapter 8, Seotion 6, subsection (w)(ii) exempts fhcilities and souncss from the regulations if “a
Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations (WAQSR) Chapter 6, Section 2 permit has been
lssued, which mufst] ba a8 stringent or more steingent than the requirerants of thess regulations.” EPA
s unsmee of the intent of this subsection, Would 1t only exempt souroes for which the permit was
finalized om or before the Tanmery 1, 2014 applionbility dete specifiad in the provision? If so, the
provision should be olarified to state that only sources permitied on before Janvary 1, 2014 are subject to
the provision, Elowever, if the infent: is to create an open-ended end angolng exemption (e, inclading
permits issued after January 1, 2014), then, the language would be a form of divector digoretion that
would undermine the fuderal enforesabllity of the existing SIP. Also, it 1s unolear what procedure would
be used to determine whether s parieular perrnit wes as stingent as the requirements of the regulations,

4/6

who would meke the determination and how the interested parties would be notified (o.g., permittes and

the public). In addition, if AQD) intends in the fuiure to rely on eralssions reductions Fom these rulss to
meel Clesn A Act (CAA) vequirements, we suggest AQD constder how exlsting permits will be taken
Inte account to determine emisslon reductions,

Cormnant 4:

Draft Chapter 8, Seution 6, subsections (¢)(I(A), (XND), ()EXAN (D), (e)H), and (g)D), all
detai) applicability levels related to emissions of 4 tons per year (tpy), It in not olear if the 4 tpy level is
based on actwal emisslons or potentil to enit, Flease clarify this applioahility level, so it is clear o the
regulated commmunlty and the publis who would be subject o fl requirements.

'10 5.
Draft Chapier 8, Beotion 6, subsection (2)()(C)(I) stetes “Hmergency tanks shall be utilized for
malfunctions only as allowed in Chapter 1, Bection 5 of the WAQSR." We niots the Wyorming STP,
Chapter 1, Bectlon 5 does not allow exemptions from complisnce with emission Nmits because of
malfanctions. Instead, malfumetions that result in excsss emissions are violetons ofthe CAA. and the
Wyoming SIP. Cheptor 1, Section 5 detals reporting requirements for excess emisslons resulting frora
malfunctions md indieates AQL’s discretion regarding enforcement of these violations, We suggost fhat
the langnage in sobssation (S)(I)(C) be claxified to stete that emergency tanks oan only be vsed for
umavoldable equipment melfimotions as defined in Chapter 1, Seotion 5.
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— FA-1-6-

FA-1

Wo suggest that Wyoming review the draft rule o determine if there may be other instances of director

diseretion that conld undermine the federal enforceability of the STP.

We wurt o acknowledge the proactive efforts of the Wyoming AQD to fmprove air quality in the
UGRB, including these proposed requivemenita for existing oil and gas produstion sources. We also want
t provide eny assistance needed and look forward to workling with you to resolve the issues that we
have Identified, If you have any questions, please contact me et 303-312-6416, or your steff may contact
Steven Pratt, Wyoming SIP Coordinator, at 303-312-6575.

)0,

Carl Duly, Director
Afr Program

co:  Jonnifer Cedarle, WDEQ-AQD
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i Mr, Steven A, Dietrich JUL 2014
Administrator, DEQ/AQD e

: Herschler Building 2-8
122 W, 25th Bireet
Cheyenne, Wyoming, 82002

VIA Regular Mail wnd Facsimile S (b
Deat Mr, Dietrich:

o Thank you for accepting these comments on proposed requirements for existing oil and gas
o production facilities/sources i the Upper Graen River Basiv on behslf of the
o Envirenmental Defense Fuod (“EIF"), the Wyoming Outdoor Council {“W0OC") and Citlzens

i United for Responsible Energy Development (“CURED"). EDF is a national membership
] organization with over 750,000 members residing throughout the United States who are
deeply concerned abeut the pellution emitted from oil and natural gas sources. WOC is
Lo -~~~ Wyeming’s oldest statewide independent conservation organization and has worked to protect

Wyoming™s envirenment and quality of Tife for fiture generations for more thn forty-five years,
CURED is a Pinedsle hased advocacy group arcd member of the state’s ozone task force.

L Iniroduction

We appreciate the Air Quality Division's (“*AQD™) demonstrated commitment to retucing

harmful emissiona from oil and gas activities in the Upper Green River Basin ozons

nonattainment area. (FUGRE NAA™ or *Basin™). Strong protections in the UCRE NAA are

| pecessary to restore healthy, clean ait to the residonts of Sublette, Bwectwater and Lincoln
covunties. Onee home to some of the meut pristine air quality in the nation, the area has received
failing prades for ozone pollution from the American Lung Association for the past two years.”

 Sga proposed revisions to WY DEQ AQD REGS Ch. 8 § 6 (Juna 6, 2014).
2 Amerdoan Lung Asgacintion, Staln of the Al (20413, (2014), htipt/ Ferwivatateofthepir.org,
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And, just last year, the Wyoming Dept. of Health documented an increase in ¢linde visits for
adverse respiratory-related effects on partlcularly smoppy days in Subletie Cmmty.3

The Wyomning Department of Envirenemental Qualisy (“T¥EQ™) has authority to issue robust,
comprehensive regwlations thet minimize the relanses from natural gas development due to
venting, flating and fopitive emigsions. DIEQ has a duty to “pravent, reduce and eliminate
pollution” and “preserve, md enhance the afr,. .of Wyoming”." To fulill this obligation, the
AQD may establish rules or regulatlons “as may be necessary to prevent, abate, or conttol
pollution,” In recommending such rules or regmlations the Director must consider “the character
and degree of injury to, ot intorterence with the health and physical well-being of the people,
animals, wildlife and plant life” a5 well as the “technical practicability and sconomic
reasohableness of reducing or eliminating the pollution™, as well as other factors.’

As the AQD is awae, and as wo have exprossed in prior comments,” the wasteful practice of
venting, flaring mndl leaking natural gas from oil and pas sources contributes to unhealthy aiv
pollution comprised of smog-forming volatile organic compownds (“VOCs™), climate altsring
methane (“CH4")* and carcinogenic hazacdous air pollutants (“HAPS”). Exigting sources in the
UGIRY NAA ate responsible for a considerable share of these deleterious pollutants. In 2011
14% of the volatile organic componnds (¥VOC”) and approximately 28% percent of methane
{“C'HA") emitted from oil and gas activities in the state came from sources in the UGRB.?
Preumatic pumps and controllers are the largest source ol VOCs, followed by fugitives, and
plycel dehydrators in the Bagin.!" Dehydration units ate also the largest source of air toxics in
the UGRE NAA, responsihle for 58% of the HAPs emitted from ol andd pas sources.

Historically, Wyoming has demonstrated Jeadarship when it comes to clean gir measures for oil
and gas activities. Following in this tradition, last year's tevision to the permitting guidance for
new and modified sources in the Basin provided a blueprint wpon which other states and
juriscictions can and do sot when promulgating fgorous conirol requitements fot oil and gas

3 Grate of Wyoming, Dept. of Health, Assoclatians of Short-rerm Bxposure to Dzons and Respiratory
(utpatient Clinlc Visits-Sublette County, WY, 2008-2011 [March 1, 2013),

fite: / £ {Uers /Begs i(ﬂ.zngwMMMngR:a|aayz'l',pgf,

SWY ENV. QUALITY ACT § 35-11-102.

$ jol at § 35-11-202(a).

8 Jd, at 202(k).

7 5eg LHF, WO and CURED Comments to DEQ/AGD re: proposed revislons t ite Qil and Gas Produciion
Facilities Chapter &, Section 2 Permiiting Guidanee (“P-BACT Guidance”) (Sept. 2013).

dThe [PCC recently revised its estimate of the warming potential of wathane to Indicate that over the short-
term (20 years), methana is at Jeagt 84 times more effective at trapping heat than carbon dioxlds, Over a 100-
yoar peciod, methane has a warming potential at least 20 timeag that of carbon diaxide, Working Group
Contribution to the IPCC FIfth Assessment Report Climete Change 3013 the Physicel Seience Busls, Finat Draft
Vaderlying Scientific-Technical Assessment, Chapier 8 Table 8.7, page B-53, available at

bkt £ /werw cdimatachanga2 01 3ore Amages/unload s /WALA WGJ-120ee, LinatDrafe ChaplecOd.ndt
W eite here ta the 2001 inventory because the AQD redled on this lnventory when daveloping its proposal.
See Memorandum v Aly Quallty Advisory Board from |, Cederte, etal, (July 43, 2014) (“Statement of Basis").
w Sga 2001 UGHE Invantory, hitn:/ /deg.atate wyusug/Actual 3 0 Emisionsaip. Wa caleulatzd methane
emissions by tonverting the VOG ernisslons reported to the DECQ 1o methane using standard EPA VOC t CHA
comversion factors.
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activities."" Many aspects of the ourrent proposal continue this demonstration of leaderahl and
protectivenass. In particular, we oommend DEQ for proposing to require the replacenent of
both continuous and intermittert high-bleed prewmatic controllers with low or no-bleed ones,
98% control of flash emissions from storage tanke and sepavation vessels and glycol dehydrators,
the elimination or 98% tecugtion of preumatic pump emissions, and quarterly instrumented loak
inspections at well #ites. We ucknowledge that the AQD has proposed 2 mote rigorous leak
detection requirement for small well sites in the Bagin than what js required for new well sites
(an annual instrumented inspection, as weil as three ofher ingpections each year). We agree that
the very same technologios and pravtices capable of climinating or minimixing emissions from
new equipment is readily available, economical, and feasible for existing sources.

However, as proposed the tules fall short in some areas in fulfilling DEQ”s responibility to
“glirpinate pollution”™ and “enhenie the air” in the UGRB NAAY Specifically, due to the uge of
a four ton per year VOU theeshold for many of the control requirements and the failure to apply
the requiretnents to sourees located at compressor stationt, the rules ouly address a very small
Faction of the emissions in e UGRB NAA. Specifically, based on the 2011 emission inventory
for the JGRB NAA and the AQD's Statement of Basis, the proposal applies to only
approximately 1% of the existing storage Lanks and [3% of the existing glycol dehydrators.
Furthermore, only 3% of the existing well aites with fupitive emissions would be required fo
conduct instrument-baged leak inspections on a quarterly basis; the remaining 97% need only
check for leaks with modern leak detection technology once a year. While initially subject to
control requiremets, after one year, nearly all existing pusaps could be uncontrolled under the

proposal,

Fortiately, these deficiencies are veadily addressed with proven, highly cost effective
fechnologies atd practices that in many insfances save opexators money. To ensure the AQD
falfills its mandate o eliminate pollution and enhance the air quality in the Basin, as well as
protect the public health, we reconunend the following:

»  Quarterly instrumented inspections at well sites with at least 2 tons of visontrolled ™~~~ °
fugitive YOCs per year
« Extension of the proposal to midstream compressor stations. In particular, require:
o operatots conduct quarterly instriment-hased fospections at compregsor stations;
o replace high-bleed pneumatic devices with no er low-bleed devices;
o replace natural gas fited pnevmatic prenps with clectric ones, or route emissions
to & closed loop syslem;
o control emissions from wat seals on senirifugal compressors by 95%,;
o replacement of reciprocating rod-packing every 26,000 hours or three youars;
o control tak and dehydration units by 98%.
o Extend foders) cotirol snd maintenanes requirementa for new centrifugel and
reciprocating compresgors (o existing compressors in the production sector
»  Strenpthen the pnoumatic pump control proposal 1o require the use of electric pawemd_ ]
pumps, Only where operators demonstrate dolng so 15 not feasible, bascd on gite-apecific

sy

1 %ee 5 COR. 1001-9, GO Reg, 7, § XVE-XVLIL (Feb, 24, 2014); 20 C.ER, § 60.5360 st 589
12 WY BNV, QUALITY ACT § 85-11-102.

Pe Iobd GErR ANTAA0 X2TAA B5.9-4086--5B5 GTLATT PIOE/TT/ LD



EG-1

information, should the use of natural gas fired purnps be allowed. T this instance,

require operajars foute emissions to a ¢losed loop systent. Flaring shonld only be

perindtied as 8 last renont, If, again, operators demonstrate, based on site-specific analysis,
that capturing pump emissions is not fasible;

s  Enaute parity between the requirement for new and modified plyoal dehydrators in the
Jonah-Pinedale Anticline Development and existing dehydrators in the entive UGRB
NAA by requiring operators continus to wilize fiares to control emissions, repardless of
whether emissions drop below four tons of VOCs per year

»  Control the entire suite of air pollutunts emitted from oll and gas fucilities by adopting a
total hydracarbon control standand, xather than only regulating VOCs and HAPs.

IL Proven, Cost Eifective Controls are Available to Eliminate or Redwee Natural Gas
Emissions from Ol and Gas Facilities in the Basin.

A, Quarterly Inspections sro Available and Cost Hifactive to Reduce Fupltive
Eipigsions from Well Sites and Compressor Stations

Bquipment leaks of fugitives from well aites and compressor gfations acoount for approximately
one quarter of the VOCs and one guarter of the methane emissions from oil and gns sources in
the ozone NAA. " Tmportantly, hawever, the vast majotity of these ernissions are not subject to
the proposed leak. deteotion and repaix (“LDAR") quarterly instrument-based inspection
requirement because the scope of the rule does not extend to them (i.2., compressor stations) or
they emit less than 4 tons of VOCa per year (97% of well sites),

Requiring frequant leak inspections with modern, relisble, insiruments at all well sites and
compressor stations, regatdless of stnisaions potentinl, is important for two Teasons, Emisaiong
reductions increase with leak inspection fraquency—hence Colorade, EPA, and ICF report
monthly inspections achieve un 80% reduction in fupitive erissions, quarterly inspections

| pchieve 4 60% reduction, while annual thspections only reduce emigsions by 40%." Sevond,

~ frequent inspections at a broad range of facilities helps rédice thelikelihood that a major leake - - - -
5‘: will go wndetected for a long peviod of time, Top-down inventorics and other studies indicate

B that cortain facilitics are “super-gudtters”, meaning fhey are responsible for very large leaks. "’
Fimissions inventorics, which are based on standard emission factors and are what operators use
to determine facility emissions, do not account for such super-epilters. Thus, certain facilities
with estimated VOC emissions upder 4 tons pat year may fye in fact be emitting at a muoh higher
level. Frequent inspections with mstruments such a8 IR cameras that can defect natural gag
Yealks firom multiple pieces of equipment at a facility help ensure that major, as well as minor,
laaks are discovered, and repalred, prompily.

1. LDAR ot Well Sites

32011 UGRB inveniory.

14 [CF at 3-10.
18 Sag e.g., Allen, . T, et ol,, Measurements of methane smiggions At natural gas praduction sites in the U nited

Srates, PNAS (Oct. 2013).
4
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Both the state of Colorado aud a recent ICT report demonstrate that quarterly instrument-based
inspections ave an effective, and economical, way to reduce natural pas emissions from woll
giten. Aceording to LICF, instrument-based inspections at well sitos with 17 tons of uncontrolled
fogitive VO emissions can be accomplished at & cost of $7.60 per Mef produced (assuming no
etedit for recovered methane) and $2.52 per Mcf (assuming operators ate able to monetize the
value of the recovered 11-1c=,-1:1'1an»*:).16 Per the ICF findings, well sito awners ave ablg to monetize the
value of recovered meathane beoause the producers own the gas.

Using the ICF cost effectivencss as a framework, BDF estimated the cost effectivencss of
requiring quarferly ingpections as LDAR at well sites with 2 and 3 tons of fugitives per year. For
{his analysis we conservatively assumed the same capitel, initial and tabor costs as ICF. To
reflect the Taet that an operator of 2 well site with 2 or 3 tons of fugitives will be able to condyet
an inspection more guickly than an operator of a well site with the potential to emit 17 tons of
fugitive emissiots, we scaled down the per-facility ingpection time from 2.2 hours for a facility
with 17 tong of fupitives to 2.2 (facility with 3 tons of fugitives) ind 2 hours (2 ton facility).

for the baseline emissions, we van one case assuming wncontrolled fugltive emissions of 2 tons
per year and a second assuming 3 tons per year, Per ICF, Colorado and EPA, we assumed
quarterly instrument-hased inspeotions will reduce emissions by 60%. Using these assumptions,
we caloulated that operators of well sites with 2 tons per year of uncontrotled fugitive emissions
can reduce leaks by 60% amually at a oost of $772.62 per ton of VOC reduced, Operators of
well sites with 3 tong of fugitives per year can do so 4t a cost of $559.59 per ton. of VO
reduced. We then estimated the potential fipitive methane emissions that could be reduced by
quarterly ingpections. Potential methune savings from quarterly instrumeni-based LDAR range
from $9727 (well site with 2 tons of wneontrolled fugitives per year) (o $1,007 (well site with 3
tong of uncontzolled fugitives per year) pex 1ot of VOO reduced. Assuming the valug of
recovered gas is $4/MCF, we estimate that quarierly ingtrument-based LDAR inspections ¢an be
cost effectively accomplished for $647.15 per ton of VOC reduced at well sites with 2 tons of

_ YOUs par year andt $434.12 per ton of VO reduced at those with 3 tons of unconirelled
fugitives per yoar, Notably, botl the esiimate of vost effectiveness agsiining gas récavery, amd = = =~
HEMMNIDE 11);0 rocovery, ace wolk within the historical determinations of cost effectiveness miade by
the AQD.

To look at this another way, the AQD’s proposal would leave 1,480 tons per year of YOCa in the
air that could ba casily and cost effectively abated since anmual inspeotions only reduce fugitive
emissions by 40% while quarterty ingpections can expect 60% reductions.”® Per the 2011 UGRE
inventory, facilities with less than 4 tons of uncontrolled fugitives roleased 2,467 tons of VOCs
to the atmosphere. Reducing these by 40% as the ACL) has proposed only results in a reduction
of 987 tons per year. More froquent quartetly inspections, on the other hand, will remove 1,480
tone of VOC3 from the atmospbare annually — a 67 percent impeovement on the AQD's proposal,
It is apparent thet conerol of Tugitive entssiona at eruisaions rates loss than four tons per yetr via
LDAR would be cost-effectlve and reasonable and covld greafly reduce emissions in the Basin.

14 CF at 3-12.
17 Wy DEQ, Division of Air Quality Technical Support Dacument for Proposed Revislons w the Ch. 6, Sec. 2 (il

and Gas Production Faciliies Permitiing Guidance (Sept. 2013).
18 ICF at 3-10.

[=13
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2 LDAR ai Compragsor Stetlors

Equipment leaks are ane of the most significant sources of pollution at compressor stations. In
the Basin, equipment leales account for approximately 25% of VOC emissions from compressor
slations and at least 26% of CE4 emissions.” A noted sbove, sctual CH4 emissions are in fact
higher since the inventory includes compressor stations in the transmisgion and storage sector
thart handle processed gas with vety low VOC content. As & resylt, VO invenieries
underrepresent the actual CH4 emissions from downstream compressor stations (as well as other
SOUTCES).

A robust instrument-based LDAR program can cost effectively reduce fugitive emissions from
compressor stations, just 4a it can from well sites, Both Colorado and Pennsylvamia tequire
quarterly instrmment-based inspections at compressor stations. Pennsyl vamia's requiraments
apply to all non-Tiile V compressor stations i the production, processing and trangmission
sectors that quality for its General Permit”® Colorado requires monthly, quarterly, and annyal
instrument-based inspestions at afl compressor stations in the production (ineluding gathering
and boosting) seetors. Inspaction frequency is tisred to ernigsions potential, Sites with 12 tons
of uncontrolled VOO or tess require anmusd fugpections. Those with between [2 and 50 tons of
uncontrolled VOCs require quarterly inspections while those with over 50 tong of uncontroltad
VOCs require monthly inspections. According te the Colorado Alr Pollution Contro] Division
annval inspections at compresgor stations with between 0 and 12 tong of fugitives costs $165 per
ton of VOC reduced, and results in the reduction of 10.1 tons of VOC per year. Quarterly
inspections at larger facilities with at leuat 12 tons of fupitives, and less than 50 tous of VOCs,
costs $984 por ton of VOC reduaced and will remove 16.4 tons of fugitives frorm compressor
stations in this fier anually * The ICF report atmilaxly found quarterly inspections to ba highly
cost effeciive af a $0.91-$5.08 per Mef for gathering wud boosting compressor stations;
depending on whether or not operiors are able to monetize the value of the recovered methane ™
| . _ Couserquently, it is clear LDAR should be required af compressor stationa as part of this existing
sources Tula.  Based on the ICT report, we repommend DEC} require quarferly ingpeciione at all” -
compressor stations.

EG-1-3

3 Control and Mainierance Requlrements for Seals and Rod-Packing

I addition 1o Jeaks from valves, pumps, conneetors and other “componenis™ locared at vatious
\l/ types of equipment at cOMpessor statians, leaks from reciprocating compressor tod packing and

19 2011 UGRB Inventory.

0 General Plan Approval and /or General Operatlng Permit BAQ-GPA-GP-5 (2013), Pa. Dep't of Bnvil,

Frot, General Permit for Natuyal Gas Compraysion and Jor Processing Facilities (G5, htp:/ /www.ellbrary.d
gpatape s fdgweh /0 0448 8 /2700 FS- DR p b

i1 Calorade Alr Pollution Control Divislon, Cost-Benefit Analysis for Proposed Revislons to AQEG Regulations
No. 3 and 7 (Reb. 7, 2014}, Tables 26 and 32, Colorado estimated the overall cost effectiveness of
implementing ity comprassor station LDAR program, To caloulate the cost effectivensss of the annusl and
quarterly inspeciion programs individually, wi Yelied on the kotal cosis In Table 26 for the 147 smatlest ‘
compressor stations and 53 mid-sized stattons, and the net VOO reductions estirnated for there facllivies in
Table 32.

@ JCR at 3-12
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wet seals on centrifugal compressors emit VOCs, HAPs, and CH4.” EPA’s New Soutce
Performance Standards address certain of these feaks, specifically leaks from new compressors
in the processing and gathering and boosting sectors. Howover, the federal requirements do not
apply to existing compressors, nor do they apply to those located at a well site or furthet
downstream of 8 gas processing plant, such as n the transmission sestor.

.
e

Ta addtess existig compressor leaks, Colorado racently adopted miles which extend the federal
requiremeits to exiating compressors,” Mitigating these types of compressor lealcs is highly cosi
offective. The Colorado Air Poliution Control Division found replacement of rod-packing at
reciprocating compressors costs only $43 per ton of VOO reduced. ICF gsimilarly estimated this
maintenance practice hus 4 negative cost of -$4.87 per Met for those operators wha gan recover
and sell the captured methane, and only $0.21 per MCF for those who are not able to monetize
fhis value. TCF simdarly found requiring 95% control of wet seal emissions at centrifugal
comypressors highly cost effective, at 2 negative cost of -$3.08 per MCF. Colorado did not
analyze the sogt effectiveness of this requirement.

<
o
o
m

We are awate Wyoming does not have smissions information for these types of leaks in ita
inventory. Howsver, undoubtedly these types of comprossors exist in the UGRE NAA, and
according to ICF’s recent report, they are among the larpest sources of methane (and therelore
also emit othet compounds cantatned in natural gas) in the industry. Tn light of the cost savings
available to most operators, (and the overall cost effectiveness of the requirements, even for
fhose operators who do not ewa the gas) we urge the AQD & adopt these demeongtiated
requirements,

B. Cost Bffective Solutions Are Avallable jo Reduce Emisgions from Bquipment
Lacated at Comprossor Statlong

Inits April 2014 UGRB Ozone Strategy the AQD sommitied to the development of “a Phase L

~ control strategy and tegulitory option to reduce emiszions from existing upstream and midstream
oil and gas sources while preserving the cureint New Source Review permitting processes.”® It -
further noted that i will alao evatoate o “Phase IT etission budget based control strategy and
regulatory option to reduee emissions from existing upstroam and midatrearn oil and gas

owGes,”

The current proposal applies ondy to production (i.e., uistrcam) SOUKCEs. It does not include
midstream sources, such as cormpressor gtations, in contradiction 1o the clear statement in the
Ouzone Steategy that the Phase | regolatory strategy will apply to midstroan sources.

EG-1-5

Equipment leaks, pocumatic devicea and pomps, glycol dehydrators, and tanks were -mspupsible
for at least 13,179 1ons of VOC emissions and 42.817 tons of CHd einisgions in the Bagin in
v 201127 Actual emigeions of methane are fikely lavger as the inveutory inchydes some

W Seg 40 GO § 605360 ef soq.,

5 GO, 100149, CO Reg. 7, § ¥VI-XV1I {Feb, 24, 2014).
5 O at Tabla 3-2,

% 3() UCRE Ozone Strategy, 4 {Aprll 20 14).

» 2011 UGRE Inventory,
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compireasor stations located downstream of gad processing plants. Becauss gas plants remove
imputities, sueh as VOCs, from natura) gas, emissions from dovnstream sources teid to be very
low in VOCs, but high In other natural gas compounds such as methane.

"The very sume cost-effoctive and reasonable control attatepies the AQD has proposed for storage
tanks, dehydrmtion units, pneumatic pumps and controllers, and fugitives looated in the
production sector can be applied to these same sovirces at comypressor stationa.® Accordingly,
we recommend the AQD include compressor siations in the scope of the proposal. Tn addition,

: a8 nated below, we urge the AQD to adopt additional requirements for leaks at centrifugal and

| reciprocating compressors located in both the midstrearn and production sectots,

ar e Eliminated

We cormmend DEQ for including a requirement that owners and eperators of pneumatic pumps
et conirol emissions by 98% or route the pump discharge streams 10 3 sales line, collection,
fuel supply line or other closed loop sysiem.  Pumps, along with pnetmatic controllers, are the
Invgest source of VOCs and CH4 in the Basin, based ou the 2011 inventory, However, in light of
the significance of this emissions source, W respectfilly urge the AQI) to sirengthen this

requirenent.

According to ICF, in addition to captaring or combusting pump emisgions, another feasible,
highly cost-etfective option is to replace natural gas powered pumpa with electrio ongs. For
chemical injection pups this conversion can e secomplisked for a cost of $3,000 pex pumlg,. at
an mnual reduction of 180 Maf per year and at a negative cost etlectivencss of $0.22/Mct? At
well sites where prid electricity is often not available, operators have powered elgotric chenical

injection pumpe with solar energy.™

Ky pumps are another form of pas-poworsd pumps respongible for emissions, Kimray

y - —pumps are-used to circnlate slycol in pas dehydeators. Like chernical injection pumps, kimray

pumps ¢an be poweted by alectricity, thug eliminating natyral gas emissions. Kimray pumps, —
Towever, require geid slectricity. For those woll sites in the Bagin with access to grid eleoticity,

the conversion of pas-powered Kimray pumps i electicity can be accormplished at 4 negative

cost of -$0.51 per Mof (assuming gas recovery) ox 457 pear Mof (if gas is fared).™

1
EG-1-6

Giiven the availability of these highly cost effective, available tecimologies that eliminate all
natural gay pump emisgiond, we yecommend the AQD require uze of slecirio powsted putips,
unless the operator demongtrates doing so 16 pot feasible, based on sitspecific information,  1f
replacement is not feasible, operators shauld be required to rovte emissions to & closed loop
systern,  Flaring ahould only be permitied as a lask tesort, if, again, operators Aemonstale, based
on site-specific analysis, (hat capluring pump ermiggiong js not feasible, Putting in place sirong
emigsions prevention and/or saptuic requirenaents acsontplishes the Environmental Quality Act

W 5ea Beonomic Analysis of Methane Emisslon Reduction Opporiunities in the LS, Onghore Ol and Natural
Gag Industries, (March 2014); 5 CC.R. 1001-9, 0O Reg. 7, § XVIL-XVIL (Fuh, 24, 2014).
# G at 3416,

.
. i,
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goal of efiminating air pollution and ptovidss the taaximum protections to public heaith and
environment., Tt also addresses a defleiency in the proposal, namely that if operators are allowed
to remove putnp conlrola onee entissions have fallen below 4 tons per yesr, the vast majority of
existing purmp emissions will be released w0 the atmoesphesre,n The cumulative impact of
allowing nearly all of the pumps 1o remove sonirols 19 the allowance of apywhere between 3,500
i 10,500 tona of VOCE™ into the atmesphere annually, This ghould not be permitted.

n. Glveol Dehydrator Control Removal Should o {]owe

Tn addition to being a significant souree oL VOCs and CH4, glycol dehydrators are rasponsible
for 67% of the HAP etnissions from production sources in il Bagin, bused on the 2011
inventory. Indeed, due to production charateristics, e existing 2,027 dehydrators in the Baain
acoount for nearly 100% of the HIAP emissions from this significant souroc gtatewids,™

To address emissions from this significant source the AQD has propased to require XX,
Opetalors may remove combustars, however, afler one year if emissions have dropped halow,
and are expecied to remain below, 4 Tpy a yeur. Based on the 2011 inventory, this could result
in contro] removal from approximately 85% of the dehydrators in the Basin,

We object to the control removal allowaties, Operators of new and modified defydration units in
the Jonah-Pinedale Anticline Development (“TPAD") area are Allowed no such exception.
Bxisting dehydrators 1n the Basin should all be treatad the same, regardless of whether located in
ihe JPAD or other parts of the UGRE NAA. This Ia particnlacly irmportent in fight of the
significant HAP emissions proitted from dehydrators.

1. witements for Pneumatic Controllers and Pro Waier Tanks Should be

Claxified

We respectfully request the AQD ¢larify u few aspoots of the praposal. It is our undersianding

from conversations with Staff that the réquirament (o Teplacs high-bleed continuous-conirallers
with low-blesd ones applies to both intermittent and continnous bieed deviees. It is similarly owr
undetstanding tht the requirement to control flash enmissione from tanks and separation vesseld
st emit 4 tons of uncontrolled VOCs or mare applies i produced water, as well as crude oil
and condensate tanks. Notably, replacement of hoth continuous bleed and ifermitfent
prenmatic controllers is highly cost effactive. ICF fonnd that replacing a high-bleed continuous
blocd sontroller with a low bleed yields a net savings of §-3.08 per MCF while replacing a high-
bloed intermittent device Yields a reduction cost of $0.58 per Mt Tha Colorado Alr Pollution
Control Divigion gintilarly recently found that its reguirgment that opexators replace high-bleed
contimuoos bleed contrallers with Tow-bleed ones resules it a net annual gain of §1,084 per

32 fiased on 2011 amissiony dat and Statament of Basls ]
32 According Lo the Statement of Basls, trare ware B,506 pumps b the Bagia in 2011, OFthess, oply 6 had
hese 2,008 pusaps has 1 ton of YOC, the total

emissions over 4 tons of VOCS per year. Asyuming that each of U
ancontrolled emissions would be 3,000 tons of VOTS Asswning each facllity had 3 tons of uneontroled VOCs,

tha total yncontrolled emisstons from pxisting pumps coukl be as high as 10,500.
4 paged on 2011 emissions n the liasin and statawide.
6 101 at 3-16.

0t 0
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teplaced device, assuming operators ave able to sell the recovered gas.“ To enhance compliance

and enforcement of the rule, we nrge DECQ to make it i i : i
: ) ) it8 mignt (o control ntermitient
pusumatic devices, and produced water tanks, expHoit, pleed

L. DEQ Shonld Move Towards Controlling the Full Sufte
of Pollutan :
In Natural Gas Emissions utants Entrained

A‘a noted above, natural fas consists primarily of methane-a potent greenhouse gas-as waell
ag 4 suite of VOCs, including known huwan carcinogens such ag henzene and formaldehyde,
and ir‘l some iqstanceg, hydrogen sulfide. Notably, many of the control technologies and
practices applicable to reducing one of these compounds Is effective at reducing the pthers.
Retognizing this, the state of Colorado recently adopted rules albmned at reducing
hydrocarbon emissions, including methane and VOCs, from a similar suite of oil and gas
facilities/sources subject to the AQIY's propesal.’” Specifically, Colorado requires control of
hydrocarbon emissions from new and existing storage tanks, dehydrators, pngumatic
controllers, equipment leaks at well sites and compragsor stations, and separators., We
urge Wyoming Lo adopt the approach taken by its neighbor to the south and require the
control of all hydrocarbon emissions from ofl and gas factlities, not just VOCs and HAPs.

Iv., Conelusion

We greatly appreciate the initial steps DEQ has taken to addregs emisa_:ions from existing oil and
pag sourced in the Bagin, For the reasohs noted ahove wa urge t.hc DEQ to sirengthen the
proposal a8 detailed In our comments in order to provide the meximurm level of pratections to

public health aad the enviconment,

- Respectfolly 313[;_ fited,

iz

on Goldsetein
Elizabeth Paranhos
Btvvironmental Defenae Fond

And on behalf of:

Bruce Pendery i
Wyoming Outdoor Coumeil

Elnine Crympley
CURED

16 APCD Cost-Benefit Analysis, Tabla 39,
¥ | C.CR, 1001-0, GO Reg, 7, § XVII-KVI (Feb, 24, 2014).
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1T vl GEpR  HDIA-0 XATAA Ob/9-ZBE--GBS  ZZ:TI PIMG/LL/L0



EG-2-1

“—— EG2-2

EG-2

Air Quality Advisory Board Meeting—Rock Spring-—July 14, 2014
Stutement of Bruee Pendery

Thank you for the opportunity to present comments to the Air Quality Division and the Air Quality
Advisory Board regarding the proposed regulation of air pollution emissions from existing oil and gas
sources in the Upper Green River Basin ozone nonattainment area,

My name is Bruce Pendery and | am the chief legal counsel for the Wyoming Ovidoor Council.

Generally speaking we are supportive of this proposal and encourage its adoption. We believe it will help
to improve air quality in the Upper Green River Basin, helping to bring the area back into compliance
with the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone and better protect the health of people who live
in the area. These would be important and worthy accomplishments.

But as we indicated in the writfen comments we have submitted to the Air Quality Division in
conjunction with our partners at the Environmental Defense Fund and which I hope the Advisory Board
has had some opportunity to review, we do believe there are several areas in which the proposed rules
could be improved, Those areas of needed improvement include providing for quarterly inspections of
leaks or fugitive emissions at oif and gas facilities evon when those facilities emit less than 4 tpy of
volatile organic compounds, not just annual inspections, as the proposed rule currently provides, the need
to regulate emissions from compressor stations, and the need to not allow emissions control measures to
be removed at dehydration units and pneumatic pumps afier one year if emissions of VOC are less than 4
tpy. As our comiments indicate, we believe there are very cost effective means to regulate these emissions,
I will not spend more time on these issves in these comments because you can look at our written
statement, and in addition my pavtuer from EDF, Joha Goldstein will tell you more about these concorns,

There are, however, several other issues of concern or points [ would like to highlight for you.

First, under the proposed rule, for both flashing cmissions and emissions from dehydration units controls
for emissions would be required at both PAD facilities and single well facilities only if emissions of
hazardous air polutants or YOC exceed 4 tpy. This provision is different than the provision for
controlling flashing emissions and dehydtation unit emissions at new and modified oil and gas sources
that is specified in the Air Divisions Upper Green River Basin Presumptive Best Available Control
Technology or P-BACT guidance where emissions controls for these emissions at PADs are required no
matter what the emission level is. The P-BACT guidance does not roquire a 4 tpy threshold of HAP and
VOC emissions prior to requiring contrel of those emissions at PAD facilitics, any etnissions at PADs
trigger the need for controls. We are not sure why this existing source rule shonld requite a lesser level of
pollution control at these PAD facilities for flashing and dehydration unit emissions, and think this issue
should be reconsidered.

Second, under the proposed rule, emissions requirements would be established for flashing, dehydration
units, pneumatic pumps, pneumatic controllers, and for fugitive emissions. There would be no provisions
for controlling emissions from produced water tanks or from blowdown and venting operations, This is in
contrast to the P-BACT guidance which in addition to the mentioned areas of control also has specific
requirements Tor controlling emissions from produced water tanks and from blowdowns and venting, It is
not clear to us why the existing source rule should not also require emissions reductions from produced
waler tanks and blowdown and venting, aud we urge modification of the rule to incorporate these
additional emissions conirols. Now it could be argued the curcent provision for controlling flashing
emissions would also extend to produced water tanks since it mentions and [ quote “produced oil,
condensale and water tanks,” however, the P-BACT guidance also makes mention of flashing provisions
applying to produced water, bul it nevertheless provides for controlling produced water tank emissions in



EG-2-3

~— EG-2-4

—— EG-2-5—

—_— EG-2-6 ——

EG-2

an entirely separate section. We think the same provisions should be strongly considered for the existing
sources rule.

Third, under the proposed rule two defined terms are what are called a “composite extended hiydrocarbon
analysis” and an “extended hydrocarbon analysis.” These would be gas chromatograph analyses of oil and
condensates and natural gas at oil and gas production facilities that would identify hydrocarbons in the C1
~C10 range including the hazardous air pollutants benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, and xylenes—ithe
BTEX chemicals—and n-hexane and 2-2-4-trimethylpentane. The proposed rule would then put in place
requirements to do the composite extended hydrocarbon analysis for determining emissions from flashing
and dehydration units, We are supportive of this provision because we believe the analysis of air
pollutanis from oil and gas facilities in the Upper Green River Basin should be extended to a wider range
of hydrocarbons than just VOC, In cur view it would be appropriate to also control methane emissions
Trom oil and gas facilities in the Upper Green because methane is a very potent greenhouse gas, and
extending the analysis to hydrocarbons will help ensure there is monitoring of this potential poliutant,
oven if there is not direct regulation of it. This might help us to determine if we are also achieving
reductions of methane emissions in the Upper Green as a “co-benefit” of the existing source regulations,
to use the term that EPA has coined for this indirect form of emissions controls. So we encourage the
Division to maintain these requirements for composite hydrocarbon analyses.

Fourth, pursuant to the table presented in the Air Divisions Statement of Basis memorandum for this
rulemaking it is apparent that the vast majority of polfution sources in the Upper Green-—ianks,
dehydration units, pumps, controtlers, and fugitives—have emissions below the 4 tpy threshold, This
raises a concern about whether the 4 tpy threshold is the appropriate threshold and we urge consideration
of whether a threshold at lower emissions rates should be adopted.

Fifth, as has been made clear to us, this current effort to develop a technology based approach to
controlling emissions in the Upper Green is just Phase 1 of a two part process, In Phase 11 the Division
intends to develop an emissions budget approach to controlling emissions in the Upper Green. We are
very supportive of this Phase IT effort, and urge the Division to pursue it as promptly as possible and to
not permit any delays in developing these additional regulations.

Finally, as far as we have seen, nowhere is there a statement of what the total level of emissions
reductions will be as a result of adopting this existing source rule. We think this is vital information that
would be very useful to the public, Flow much pollution reduction are we going to get and what are the
anticipated or hoped for benefits to air quality from this action? How many tons per year less VOC and
NOX are we going to see? We believe there should be such a statement and we urge the Air Quality
Divigion to publish this information,

Thank you for considering these comments.
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ANADARKO PETROLEUM CORPORATION 1069 18™ STREET, SUITE 1800 + DEMNVER, Co 80202-1918
P.O. BOX 173779 + DENVER, CO 80217-3778

MAnadarkp’

Petroleum Gorporation

July 10, 2014

Steven A, Dietrich

Air Quality Administrator
Herschler Building 2-E
122 W. 25" Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Re:  Commenis on Proposed Rule Change to Wyoming Air Quality Standards and
Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations

Dear Mr. Dietrich:

Anadarko Petroleum Corporation (APC) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Wyoming Depariment of Environmental Quality Air Quality Division’s (Division)
proposed revisions to the to Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8,
Nonattainment Area Regulations.

APC supports the Division’s proposal to address the non-attainment area through
regulation of existing sonrces. To ensure an effective rule with sufficient time to comply,
APC has included sugpested changes to the rule, in the body of this letter. APC requests
that the Divigion hold additional stakeholder engagement opportunities in order to
address the comments that require further dialogue to ensure an effective revision,

Comment 1: APC has reviewed the statement of basis and requests that the Division
provides the anticipated emission reductions from the rulemaking, an estimate of the
number of affected sources, and quantification/estimation of the cost to implement. The
statement of basis indicates this is the first phase of a two phase approach. APC feels that
knowledge of the second phase is important in order to properly comment on the first
phase.

Comment 2: APC suggests removing the term “Responsible Official” in the definition
section, and from the reporting requirements in Section 6 (h)(Aii)(G). A Chapter 6,
Section 3 definition is inappropriate and burdensome for minor sources. Language
similar to that found Chapler 6, Section 2(b)(i} would be more appropriate for minor
source requirements, The owner of the facility or the operator of the facility, authorized
to act for the owner, is responsible and shall certify the report. Section 6 (h){ii)(H)
references the owner and operator for submittal and should remain consistent in Section 6

(h)G)G).
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Comment 3: APC believes that a phase-in period is necessary for all sources (tanks,
dehydration units, pneurnatic pumps, and pneumatic controllers) to successfully
implement the control and retrofit requirerents. Depending on the date the rule is
finalized, the current date of January 1, 2016 may not allow for enough time to plan for
and complete the required retrofits. Determination of an appropriate phase-in period
could be addressed in additional stakeholder meetings.

Comment 4: APC requests that the Division clarify that the 98% control requirements
for tanks and dehydration units are the manufacturer designed destruction efficiency for
VOCs.

Comment 5: Emergency, open-top, and/or blowdown tanks should be excluded from thig
rulemaking. Venting and blowdown permits, required under the Division’s oil and gas
guidance, apply to all new and existing wells, Including requirements for blowdown
tanks in the rule will be duplicative and/or contradictory, Based on the record-keeping
the Division has received from these permits, the Division has stated that emissions from
blowdown and venting are not a significant source of emissions and thus, additional
recordkeeping adds little benefit.

Emergency tanks are regulated under Chapter 1, section 5 of the WAQSR and additional
requirements in the rule create confusion,

Comment 6: APC requests that for existing dehydration units where flash tanks and
condensers, or just condensers, were installed in lieu of a combustion device per the
requirements of prior versions of the oil and gas guidance, the applicability of these rules
should allow emission estimates to take into account the use of this equipment.

Comment 7: APC suggests removing the language in Section 6 (e)(ii) that allows for
control removal from pumps. There is no threshold for control of the pump so a
threshold for control removal is not warranted.

Comment 8: APC requests that the Division clarify that the requirement to determine
component counts in Section 6 (L)AN(A)T} allow for a representative count from a single
facility for all similatly designed facilities.

Comment 9: APC suggests the language change below for monttoring the combustion
device in Section 6 (W(i)(A). The current language is not clear on how the combustion
device can be monitored te ensure the 98% control requirements.

(A) Combustion Device Monitoring Conditions. If a combustion device is
used to control emissions, the combustion device shall be monitored using
a continuous recording device or any other equivalent device to-ensure-the
98%-conirelrequirerrents-ns-apesified-by-these-repulations-are-met, For a
combustion deyice this may be a thermocouple and continuous recording
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device or any other equivalent device to detect and record the presence of
the pitot flame, or a combustion chamber temperature recorder/monitor.

Comment 10; To ensure an effective leak detection and repair program, APC suggests
including requirements for timing of repair for the leak detection required in Section 6 (h)
(i) (E)(1) and that the LDAR protocol in Section 6 (g)(i) be approved by the Division.

Comment 11: APC requests that the Division remove the requirement for recording a
reason for the absence of a pilot flame in Section 6 (h)(E)(T)(1.). Most pilots are
monitored by telemetry system that will automatically record downtime and the operator
would have to manually input the reason for downtime. This requirament adds a
significant amount of additional paper work.

Comment 12: APC requests the Division remove the requirement in Section 6
(BYAAYAID) to record hourly temperature from the reboiler still vent, It is not clear
what benefit this data will provide and the requirement adds a significant amount of
recordkeeping,

Comment 13: APC requests that the Division extend reporting requirements in Section
6 (h)(iliXA) to identify affected sources. Depending on the date the rule is finalized, the
current date of April 1, 2015 may not allow for enough time to gather information and
calculate emissions. Submittal of the report by June 30, 2015 will allow operators to
utilize the WDEQ emission inventories to calculate emissions and identify affected
SOUICes.

Comment 14: APC requests that the Division remove the requirement in Section 6
(D)(UiKB) and Section 6 (h)(ifi)(C) to submit quarterly reports identifying installation of
control device and equipment and pneumatic device installation. APC believes that one
annual report is sufficient to identify installation of control devices and that the
implementation of the leak detection program have met the implementation deadline. I
the Division allows for a phase~in period for installing control device and preumatic
devices, annual reports will be submitted to verify progress towards the phase-in
requirements.

Comment 15: APC requests that the Division extend the deadline in Section 6 (h)(iiy(D)
to submit the final notification of installation to March 31, 2016, this will allow for
sufficient timie to gather required information.

Comment 16: 1t is unclear how this rule will affect the “Interim Permitting Policy for
Sources in Sublette County”, specifically concerning generation of new credits, which is
necessary for new operators. APC requests that the Division explain how the interim
policy and the proposed rule will coexist, or clatify if this rule will eliminate the need for
the interim policy.
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APC appteciates the Division’s considerations of the above comments in order to create
an effective rule,

Sincerely,

C/AM / QRM%W

Chad Schlichtemeier
HSE Rockies Air Manager



B7 /1172014 0548 13872662189 FAW PAGE @2

P-2

PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION OF WYOMING

951 Wemner Cotrt, Suife 100 fax (307) 266-2169
PETRCLELM Casper, Wyoming 82601 e-mall: paw@pawyo.org
ASSOCTATION (307) 234.5333 WWW.pawyo.org

of
WYCANNG

July 9, 2014

Gteven A. Dietrich

Air Quality Administrator
Herschier Bullding 2-E
122 W. 25% Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Re:  Comments on Proposed Rule Change to Wyoming Alr Quality Standards and
Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations

Dear Mr. Dietrich:

The Petroleum Association of Wyoming (PAW) would like to take this opportunity to
provide comments 1o the Wyoming Depariment of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) Air
Quality Division (AQD) concerning the proposed revisions to the proposed rule change

to Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area
Regulations.

PAW is Wyoming's fargest oil and gas trade agsociation. PAW members produce over
90% of the natural gas and 80% of the crude oil in the state and have a vested interest
in the policies, rules and regulations administered by the WDEQ.

PAW supparts the Division’s proposal o address the non-attainment area through
regulation of existing sources. While we appreciate the intent of the rule, we believe
this rule lacks clarity and has many ambiguities, inconsistent definitions, and cnerous
administrative requlrements. Numerous revisions to this proposat are required to make
this a workable final rule. The following paragraphs detall the areas of the rule that are

of particular concern. PAW recommends additional stakeholder meetings in order to
address the larger concerns,

Importantly, the January 1, 2016 compliance date is not feasible considering the
braadth of affected facilities impacted by this rule. Nearly 300 glycol dehydrators alone
may require emissions control. Regulatory precedent already exists for a 3 year phase-
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In period when regulating existing sources dus to the time required for planning,
budgeting, contracting, purchasing, scheduiing, and construction, Additionally, many
sites may require construction to enlarge existing pads to accommodate controls.
Midstream operators of glycol dehydrators may be dependent on production operators
to complete this construction work before instadling emission controls.

PAW reviewed the staternent of basis and does not believe it provides the basis for the
control thresholds required in the rule. PAW is also interested in seoing the emission
reductions that will be achieved, an estimate of the number of affected sources, and
quantification/estimation of the cost to implement. in addition, the Statement of Basis
indicates this is the first phase of a phased approach, but information about Phase Il is
limited to that presentad in the Qzone Strategy, which says that the Division will
“Evaluate a Phase Il emission budget based control strategy and regulatory option to
reduce emissions from existing upstream and midstream oil and gas sources.” Thig
lack of detall about the secand phase of the approach makes it difficult to evaluate how
the two-phase approach will work and the overall effectiveness of phase |.

PAW suggest a change to the definition of existing sources, in order to exclude sources
that are subject to the more recent Presumptive BACT {p-BACT) Guidance revisions.

PAW recommends removing requirements for eme rgency and blowdown tanks,
Venting and blowdown permits, required under AQD's p-BACT, apply to all new and
existing wells. Including requirements for blowdown tanks in the rule will be duplicative
and/or contradictory. In addition, emergency tanks are regulated under Chapter 1,
gection 5 of the WAQISR and additional requirements in the rule create confusion.

Our detailed comments are attached for your review.

Thank you, ;2;‘ z %E 2 Z

John Robitaille
Vice President
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Proposed Rule

Comments

{2) Applicability,

(1) These regulations apply to all single well and multinle well pad
oil and gas production facilities or sources and all associated production
equipment located in the Upper Green River Basin {UGRB) ozone
ponattainment arca that were existing as of January 1, 2014. The Upper
Greer: River Basin ozone nopattainment area is that area whick was adopted
by reference from 40 CFR part 81.351, revised and published as of July 1,
2013, not including any later amendments. Copies of the Code of Federal
Regalations {CFR} are available for public inspection and can be obtained
at cost from the Department of Environmental Cuality, Air Quality
Division, Cheyenne Office. Contact information for the Cheyenne Office
can be obtained at
hitp/ideg.state. wy.us. Coples of the CFR can alisc be obtained at cost from
Government Institutes, 15200 NBN Way, Brilding B, Blue Ridge Summit,
PA 17214, or online a-

Jrerww . opo.goviTdsya/browse/collectionChr.action?collectionCode=CF

R.

PAW members operating in the area estimate that approximately
750-860 locations will need to be evaluated for fagitive and tank
emissions. Many of these locations will also need to contrel
pretmatic pumps and be retrofiited with low bleed controfiers.

There is an estimated 300 defiy units that will likely need controls.
The pneumatic pumps and controtlers associated with these dehys
will also have to be controlled or retrofitted.

It is unclear what the phrase “or sources and 2l associated
production equipment located in the Upper Green River Basin
ozone nonattainment area” is referring to, Is it Hmited to
production equipmeni located on a single or multiple well pad
or is this rule meant te extend to sources beyond
singte/multiple wells pads?

(11} A facility or sowrce shall comply with &ll zpplicable
requirements of these regulations unless 2 Wyoming Air Quality Standards
and Regnlations (WAQSR)} Chapter 6, Section 2 permit has been issued,
which mneh be as stringent or more stringent than the requirements of these
regulations; and

This is very ambiguous and for each sits suggests = line by line
comparison between this rule and each permit to determine
sfringency then pick applicable reguirements. The mile should
specifically say that if you have a minor sonrce permit issued using
the latest p-BACT guidance effective 11/1/2013 or Chapter 6,
section 2 permit issued since latest revision (11/22/2013), then you
are exempt from this rule, otherwise you must comply.

Replace word “much™ with “nmst™

There should also be a provision that encoursges or allows
cperators to install comtrols on existing facilities ahead of the
eompliance date, and seck reanthorization nnder the 2613
permitting gnidance as ap alternative meens 1o be exempt from this
rule but stifl comply with its cbjectives. This would be voluntary
and work similarly to a synihetic minor permit to opt ont of major
SOUrce requirements.

—1Td —

—_— ] —— £€Td —ld—
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Proposed Rale

Comments

(#i) Notwithstanding the requirements of Chapter 6, Section 2(a)(i)
and (ifi) of the WAQSR, a preconstruction permit under Chapter 6, Section
2 is not required for any control device (flare/enclosed combastion unit) or
equipment identified in these regulations unless a facility or source is
reqaired to obtain a permit utnder Chapter 6, Section 4 or Section 13. Upen
Division approval, an alternative emission control device and/or equipment
may be used in Heun of, or in combination with, & combustion device to
achieve the 98% control efficiency required by these regulations.

Replace 98% control requirement with device with mamufacturer-
designed desiruction efficiency of 98% for VOCs

{b} Definitions.

“Compostte extended hydrocarbon analysis™ are averaged extended
hydrecarbon compositions based on samples from at least five wells
producing from the same formation and under similar conditions (+ 25°
psig) as the well being permitted.

“Dehydratien unit™ means & system that nses glycol to shsorb water from
produced gas before it is irtroduced into gas sales or collection lines.

S-T-d
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Proposed Rule

Comments

“Extended hydrocarbon analysis™ means a gas chromatograph analysis
performed on pressurized hydrocarbon liquid (oil/condensate) and gas
samples teken from the separation equipment under normal operating
conditions (temperature and pressure) at oil and gas production facilities.
All samples shall inclede both speciated hydrocarbons from methane (C1)
through decane (C14), inciuding the following Bazardous Afr Pollutants
(HAPs); benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, xylenes (BTEX), n-hexane, and
2-2-4-trimethylpertane.

Inappropriate to include where sample must be taken i this
definition  Definition shonld only speak to the type of analysis, not
how a sample should be taken. Where sample should be taken
shonld be stipulated elsewhere in the emissions determination
sections (o)X C) and (&)}i1YC). Definition should just include the
species 1o be sampled for. Examples: Speciated working and
breathing losses from a tawk require an extended analysis from
sample taken from the tank fiself not a separator. Speciated fagitive
emissions may require a gas sample after dehydration.

“Facility components” consist of flanges, connectors {other than flanges),
open-ended lines, pumps, valves and “other™ components listed in Table 2-4
from EPA-453/R-95-017 at the site grouped by siream (gas, light ofl, heavy
oil, water/cil). Table 2-4 from EPA-453/R-95-017 can be found ontine at-
hitp://deq.state.wy.us/agd/ofigas.asp or

http/rwww epa.govittnchiel fefdocs/equipiks pdf.

“Flashing emissions™ means Iosses that ccour when produced liquids
{crade cil or condensate) are exposed to tempersture increases or pressure
drops as they aye transferred from pressurized vessels to lower pressurs
separation vessels or to atmospheric storage fanks.

“Fagitive emissions (fagitives)” means those emissions which could not
reasonably pass through z stack, chimney, vent, or other fimeticmally
equivalent opening.

“Ppticzl gas imaging instroment” mesns an instrument that makes
visible, emissions thai may otherwise be lnvisible to the naked eye.

“PAD facility™ means a location where more than one wel and/or
associated production equipment are located, where some or all production
equipment iz shared by more than one well or where well streams from
more than one well are routed through individual production feains at the
same location.

For clarity and consistency, definition should use identical wording
as that in the 9/2013 revision to the permitting gnidance document.

Plod mmeee

Lg=d
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Comments

This ferm is used in the reporting section (AX1IYG). Chapter 6,
Section 3 definition is inappropriate and burdensome for ntiner
sources, so shoutd refer so NSPS, Subpart OOOO definition for
consistency which is under revision in the current proposal reieased
on 7/1/2014 1o be more appropriate for minor sources

“Separation vessels™ means sil gun barrels, production and test separators,
production and fest treaters, water knockouts, gas boois, flash separators
and drip pots.

“Single well facility® means a facility where production equipment is
associzted with only one well.

For clarity and consistency, definition should nse identical wording
as that in the 9/2013 revisicn io the permitting snidance document.

“Storage tanks® means any tanks that contain oil, condensate, produced
water or some mixtnre thereof.

(¢) Flashing Esnissicns at an Existing Facility or Sonrce as of January 1,
2014

{i) Vapor sireams containing VOC or HAP components from all
existing storage fanks and afl existing separation vessels are subject fo these
regulations.

{A) PAD Facilities and Single Well Facilitics. For totai
unconirolled VOC emissions from flashing emissions that are
greater thar or equal w0 4 tpy, VOC and HAP flashing emissions
from all preduced oil, condensate and water tanks shall be
controlled to at least 38% by January 1, 2016.

{B) Storage tanks that are on site for usc doring emerpency
or upset conditions are not subject to the 98% control requirements.

{C) Emergency, open-top and/or blowdown tanks shalt not
be nsed as active storage tanks but may be vsed far temsporary

storage.

(I} Emergency tanks shall be utilized for
malfimctions only as allowed in Chapter 1, Section 5 of the
WAQSE.

(I ¥f emergency, open-top and/or blowdown tanks

A 1/1/20816 compliance date is too scon for an existing source nile.
Operators, especially those that will have numerous affected
facilities cannot respond and comply that quickly. A realistic time
period needs to consider the planning, budseting, purchasing, and
comstructon needed fo comply. Existing source rales typically have
2 3-yr phase in period from the promulgation date of the rile, and
that is needed here. Many examples of longer phase-in perfods are
in current ryles inclhuding EPA NESHAP rules such as 40 CFR 63,
Subperts HH and ZZ7Z. Aswell, EPA NSPS, Subpart QG000 has
3 year phase in periods for 2 munher of sources including storage
vessels (Group 1 tarks) and reduced envission completions.
Exampies of other state nonattainment existing source rules with 3-
yr. phase in pericds include TCEQ Title 30 chapters 1135 and 117,

In paragraph (cYIXCYIE) PAW belioves the requirement for
blowdown tanks should be removed. This blanket requirement
dees not censider the gramiity of Hquids produced, nor associsted
emissions, It would be cost prohibitive and poteatially increase
emissions due to a large increase in truck runs.
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are utilized, they must be emptied within seven (7) calendar

days,

(D) Control Removal. The removal of flashing emissions
comtrel devices will be allowed afier one year from the date of
installation if meontrolled ¥V OC flashing emissions have declined
1o Jess than, and will remain below 4 tpy.

Replace 98% control requiremaent with device with manufactirer-
designed destruction efficiency of 98% for VOCs

(i) Applicability Determination for Flashing Emissions.

{A) Determine the average daily condensate or oil
production for calendar year 2013 o barrels per day (bpd).

{B) Tse a Division-approved flash emissions model or
direct measurement of tank emissions to determine uncontrolied
YOC and HAP emissions.

{C) Model inpist shall consist of:

(B A site-specific or composite extended
hrydrocarhon anatyses of liguids using a pressurized
sample(s) from a separator;

(I Average daily oil/condensate production rate as
determined in Subsection {e¥ID}(A) of these regulations;

(IIf) The average, actual equipment operationat
parameters, including separator temperature and pressure
and APT gravity and Reid vapor pressure (RVPE) of salss oil;
and

{IV) Samples shail be no older than three {3} years
from date of applicability determination or control removak.

Determipation m (H)A) is unreasonzble. Emissions could be below

threshold by compliance date. Shouid use a timeframe more
representative of current operating conditions near the time controis
sre required to e installed to determine applicability. By the
comphance date, emissions could be below 4 tpy. Using 2613 as
emissions threshold baseline assmes steady state production
without sceounting for production decline.

Paragraph (CX7) a site specific sample should not be reguired.
Represenvtative analysis should be allowed. The TCEQ has
guidance for determining what Is representative if necessazy.

Paragraph (CXTH) RVP of sales oil is net typically available. Isit
the intent of the Division to be a parameter displaved iz the model
resulis (based on the pressurized savaple nsed and facility operating
conditions modeled)? This needs to be clarified to be an cuiput of
the model, not an nput.
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(d) Dehydration Units at an Existing Facility or Scurce as of January 1,

2014.

(f) Vapor streams coptaining VOC or HAP components refeased

from all existing dehwdration units are subject to these regalations.

{A) PAD Facilities and Single Well Facilities. For total
encontrolled VOC emissions from all dehydration units that are
greater than or equal to 4 tpy, VOC and HAP emissions from ail
dehydration units shall be contrelled to at least 98% and equipped
with reboiler still vent condensers by January 1, 2616.

(B) Control Removal. Combustion units used to achieve the
98% control may be removed after one year from the date of
tnstaliation if total nncontrofled VOC ennissions from all
dehydrstion tmits are less than, and will remain below 4 ipy, and ali
dehydration units are equipped with still vent condensers.

A 1/1/2016 compliance date is too soon for an existing seuree rule.
Operators, especially those that will have numerous affected
facilities cannot respord and comply that quickly. A realistic time
period needs to consider the planming, budgeting, purchasimg, and
construction needed to comply. Existing source miles typically have
2 3-yr phase in pericd from the prommigation date of the rule, and
that is meeded here. Many examples of longer phase-in periods of 3
years are in current rules inciuding EPA NESHAP rules sach as 40
CFR 63, Subparis HH and ZZZZ. As well, EPA NSPS, Subpart
0000 (though: for new sources) has 3 year phase in periods fora
pumber of sources inchuding storage vessels (Group 1 tanks) and
reduced emission completions because of the buildup of sources
between the proposal of the rule and prommilgation. Examples of
other state nonattminment existing source rules with 3-yr. phase in
periods incinde TCEQ Title 30 chapters 115 and 117 for tanks and
combustion sources respectively.

Replace 98% control requirament with device with manufactirer-
designed contro] efficiency of 98% for VOCs

(if) AppEcability Determination for Dehydration Units.

{A) Determine the average daily gas production rate for
zalendar year 2013 in million cubic feet per day
{MMCFD).

{B)} Use GRI-GLYCak V4.0 or other methods approved by
the Division with the annualized average daily
production rate to determine anrmalized uncontrolled
VOC znd HAP emissions from the delydration unit
prooess vems. Process vents include rehoiler stil vents,
glycol flash separators and still vent condensers.

{C) Model input shail consist of:

() A site-specific or composite extended
hydrocarbon snalysis of wet gas; usiag 5 pregsurized
. samplels a sej 1
(1D Average daily gas production rate as
determined in Subsection {d){ii}(A) of these regulations;

For existing dehydration units where flash tanks aund condensers, or
just condensers were installed in lieu of a combustion devies per the
reguirements of privr versions of the ofl and gas gnidance, the
applcability of these rules should allow emission estimates 1o take
into account the use of this already installed, functioning,
equipment, where operating parameters for this equipment are
available

Determination in (XA) is wreasonable. Emissions could be below
threshold by compliance date. Should use a timeframe more
representative of current operating conditions near the fime conirols
are requived to be installed to determine applicability. By the
compliznce d=te, emissions could be below 4 tpy. Using 2013 28
ernissions threshold baseline assumes steady state production
without accounting for production declize,

5
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(ii} Confrol Removal. At sites where pnewnatic pump emissions are
controlled by a combustion umit used for the control of flash or dehydration
it epissions, removal of the combustion unit will be allowed afier onz
year from the date of installation if all the VOC emissions routed to the
combustion unit are less than, and will remain below 4 tpy.

The rule implies that afl ppeumatic pemps emit 4 tpy of VOCs
before control is required, if that is the intent please state so
explicitly. Ifthere is no thresheld for controls PAW requests that
this language be removed as it is not warmanted.

(f) Existing Pneumatic Controflers as of January 1, 2014. Natural gas-
operated peeumatic coutrotlers shall be low (less than 6 standard cubic feet
per hour (scfh)) or no-bleed conirellers or the controller discharge streams
shali be routed into a sales line, collection, fuel supply line or other closed

fcop system: by January 1, 2018,

As mentioned for both dehys and tanks, 2 3-yr phase-in period is
needed for these existing sources. Compliance date should be 3 yrs
from the rule promualgation date.

To be cousistent with NSPS, Subpart G000 use of the terms
continous bleed or intermittent vernt is recommended. “No-bleed”
is a marketing tertn, not & tochnical term.

{g) Fugitives.

{1} For facilities in existence prior to Jamuary 1, 2014, with fagitive
emissions greater than or equal to 4 tpy of VOCs, aoperators shall implement
a Leak Detection and Repair {LDAR) Protocol.

{A) The . DAR Protocol monitoring scheduale shall be no
less frequent than quarterly; -
{B) Shalt consist of 40 CFR part 60, Appendix A, Method

21, optical gas maging instroment, other instrument-based

technologies, audio-visual-olfactory (AVO) inspections, or some

combination thereof,
(C) A LDAR Protocol consisting of only AVO inspections
will not satisfy the requirements of this section.

No compliance date for implementation is specified. As with other
recommendations above, a 3 yr phase-in should be specified.

For clarity and demonstration of permitting guidapce equivalence,
this paragraph should refer to the advance notification required in
(h)(EIXF) .

Quarterly inspection frequency is excessive. Even if AVO
inspection is allowed, the recordkeeping associated with an LDAR
program is overly burdensome to maintain for lmmdreds of
facilities. The LDAR program is not the sole mechanism opsrators
employ to jdentify and repair leaks. The LDAR program verifies
the effectiveness of the operator’s existing procedures and helps the
operator identify areas for improvement. In addition, analysis of
LDAR inspection records reveals that increasing the inspection
frequency does not reduce the number of lesks found. Leak rates at
initial inspections were similar to sebsequent inspections. This
reporting frequency should be lowered from quarterly to annual.
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(ify Applicabifity Determination for Fugitive Emissions.

(A) Fugitive emissions shall be estimated using Table 2-4
from EPA-453/R-95-017, Protocol for Equipment Leak Emission
Estimates, and the total facility component count.

(D) Facility component counts shall be determined
by acnm! field coant.
{H) Emission facters in the Protoco]l for Equipment

Leak Emission Estimates are not intended to be used to

represent emissions from components that are improperly

designed or equipment not maintained properly.

{B) Site-specific speciated hiydrocarbon emission rates can
be estimated by multiplying the total hydrocarbon emission rafe
estimated in Subsection {if){A) above by measared VOC and HAP
weight fractions.

Getting actual field counts of fugitive components for bundreds i
not thonsands of locations will be 2 time nowmﬁuﬁm and costly
effort, especially for locations where fugitive emissions are not
expected to be anywhere near the 4 TPY threshold. Allowance
should be made for the use of represemtaiive coumts of fugitive
components from facilities with similar installations.

Additionally, operators who are participating in the Emissions
Inventory Study taking place during the summer of 2014, or have
actual emission rate data regarding figitive emission at their
tocations should be allowed to use that data towards the Fagitive
emissions applicability in let of the requirements of
C8,S6(g)(iI}A).

(k) Monitoring, Recordkecping and Reporting.

() Monitoring. The owner or operator of each facility o source
shall comply with all applicable monitoring requirements as specified by
this subsection.

(A) Combustion Device gouuﬁomnm Conditions. i a
combustion device is nsed to contro emissicns, the combustion
device shall wawmnahoﬂ& ammm»noﬁﬁgﬁgugmmmﬁnmcw

{I}) The combustion device shall be designed,
constructed, operated and mainizined to be smokelsss,
satisfyying the requirements of Chapter 3, Section 6(bXD of
the WAQSR.

(1) Visible emissions shall not exceed a total of
five (5) minutes during any two {2) consecutive hours as

determined by 40 CFR pazt 69, Appendix A, Mesthod 22.
{B) Rehoiler still vent condensers shall be designed to

Monitoring requirements should reflect those specified in the
permitting guidance of 92013, As writfen, no monitoring method is
specified which leads to ambiguity and confusion. Could it meana
Continuous Emission Monitoring System? Assuming this is meant
0 reflect equivalent monitoring in the 2013 permitting guidance,
that Janguage is insested in paragraph (iXAJ.

This change is required as it is pot clear how the combnstion ¢an be

= | monitored to ensure the 98% control requiremerts a5 the control
.3 device does not monitor control, but does monftor the pilot flame.

Paragraph (EXT) effectively stipulates an LDAR program

. | equivalent to paragraph (g) by requiring af least an arnual

mstrment survey. Even if subject to parsgraph (g), ax operator
could use AVO wﬁ&ﬁwnﬁuﬁﬁmﬁag instrement one quarter.
For sites with fugitive emissions less than 4tpy, AVO should be
satisfactory each quarter to differentiate this requirement from that
in(g).
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achieve maximyum condensation of the condensable components in
the still vent exhanst stream by providiag the maxinmnm
temperature differential between the reboiler exhanst vapors and the
accumulated, condensed Hquids, with the temperature of the
accumnlated Liguids being lower.

{C) Al emission conirol devices and equipment used to
reduce VOU and HAP emissicns at any facility or source shall be
operated and maintained pursuant to mennfacivrer specifications or
equivalent, and consistent with gecd engiaeering and maintenance
practices.

{D}) All emission control devices and squipment shall be
adequately designed and sized to achieve the control offich mm_n%
nﬂ:ﬂ&&%&&&n@nmﬂ ons and ¢ sccommodaie fuctnations
emnissions.

@Oﬁuﬁmaowm%mw&_ conduct a quarterly site
evaluation of equipment, systems and devices that include, but are
not Emited 10, combustion units, reboiler overheads condensers,
storage tanks, drip tanks, vent lines, connectors, fitiings, valves,
relief valves, hatches, and any other appurtenance emploved to, of
involved with, eliminating, reducing, containing or coilecting
vapors and routing them to an emission control system or device.

(I) At least one of the quarierly evaluations per

calendar year shall consist of 40 CFR part 60, Appendix A,

Methed 21, opticsl gas imaging instrument. or other

mstrument-hased techmologies.

(ID) Owners or operators required fo implement an
LDAR Protocal have satisfied the requirements of
paragraph (E} above.

I Paragraph (EXD PAW requests inclusion of requirements for
timing of repair of guarterly evaluation to ensure effactive LDAR

program

In peragraph (((E) The wording of this requirement is unclear.

Does this mean that sll facilities regardless of the use of a confrol

device must conduct Quarterly site evaluations of their equipment?

#_mnmmuﬂommou requested) that this requirement is just for

equipment, “involved with, eliminating, reducing, contzining or

<ollecting vapors and routing them to an emission conirols svstem
or device,”

(i) Recordkeeping. The owner or operator of each facility or sonree

shall comply with al! applicable reporting and recordkeeping requirements
as specified by this subsection. Records shall be maintained for a period of
five {5} years and made available to the Division apon request.

(&) Ovwmer/operator shall maintain the following records
for each combustion device:

‘What if there is no pilot but spark ignition instead as propesly
altowed in Chapter 3, section 6? This recordkeeping detail isn’t
specified in permitting guidance which makes this more onerous
rather than equivalent to peymitting guidance.

10
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fugitive

{I)} Records of period during active well site
operation whesn the pilot flame is rot present, inchiding:
{1.) A description of the reason(s} for the
absence of the pilot flame;
{2.} The steps taken to return the pifot
flame to proper operation; and
(3. Pate and duration of periods when the
emission control device and/or the associated
containment and collection equipment is not
fmmctioning to conirol VOC and HAP emissions.
(I} Date and duraiicn of visible emissions from the
(II) Upon removal of 2 combustion device which
conirols emissions from a dehydration nnit, kowrdy records
of temperatnre shatl be taken from the reboiler still vent
cutlet and accumulated condensed liquids.
(B) Ownerfoperator shall record and maintain records for
emissions pursaamat to Subsection {g) of these regulations.

These records shall inchude the dates and resuits of all LDAR
inspections performed pursuant to a facility or source’s LDAR
protocol and any corrective actions iaken 25 a result of the required
inspections.

{C) Records af date, duration, and reason for emergency
and/or blowdown tank usage shall be maintained parsvant to
Sabsection (S){INC) of these rognlations.

PAW requests the climination of the regnirement for recording a
reason for ahsence of a pilet flame. Most pilots are mendtored by
telemetry systems that automatically record downtime. This
requirement adds a significant amount of additional paper work.

Paragraph {IH) is more onerous than permitting gaidance and ag
stated above, and puts an existing sonrce operator at a disadvantage
1o & new souwrce operator. Please clarify the intent of the
requirement to record hourly temperature from the reboiler stll
vent. This requirement is overly bandenseme and has no clear
benefit from: the onerous recordkeeping.

Paragraph (C) PAW requests the removal of this requirement for
recordkeeping related to emergency snd/or blowdown fank psage.
Chapter 1, section 5 will cover requirements for emergency tanks.
Recaords are kept of blowdowns through blowdown/venting permits
and this is a duplicative requirement. Based on the record-keeping
the Division has received from these parxmits, the Division has
stated that emissions from blowdown and venting are nota
sigaificant sowrce of emissions and ¢os additional record keeping
is overly burdensome.

subgection.

Iocation

(iii} Reporting. The owner or operater of each facility or source
shall comply with all applicable reporting requirements as specified by this

{A) Tke owner or operator shail provide the aame and

of the facility cr source that will be required to install 2

combustion device, replace equipmment, or implement an LDAR
Protocol by April 1, 2015,
(B) Control Device and Fguipment Installation

Replace “will be required” with “may be required™. Consistent
with eomments above that evaluating 2013 production may not be
represemtative and that a longer phase-in peziod is needed for the
compliance date, this notification should be more of a “heads ap”
notice rather than a commitment notice. Date should also be based
on & minimnmn of § months after the actual promulgation date of the
rife. One year after promulgation is recommended.

11
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Notification. The swner or operator of each facility or source
subject to the requirements of these regulations shall submit a report
to the Division thiriy (30) days efier the end of each calendar
quarter containing the foliowing, if applicable:
(I} Ths number of pellution control devices or
equipment installed;
{1} Poliution control instaliation date, type of
controf, and equipment controlled;
(OT) Name and Iocation of facility or source where
controls are installed;

(C) Pneumatic Device Instalistion Notification. The owner
or operator of each facility or source subject to the requirements of
these regnlations shall submit a repert to the Division thirty {30)
days after the end of each calendar guarter containing the following,
if applicable:

{I) The number, type, aadbleedrate-of pnenmatic
devices instafled and date of installation; and

(I} Name and location of facility or =ource where
controls are installed

(D) The final notification of installation required ender
Subsections (B) and (C) akove shall be submitted no later than
January 31, 2016, ;

(E) Control Device and Equipment Removal Notification.
The owner or operator of sach facility or soarce subject to the
reguiremenis of these regulations shall submit 2 demonstration fo
the Division for approval prior to removal of apy pollrtion conirol
deviee and equipment. This demonstration shall contain at 2
miniamurm:

{I) The average daily condensate/oil or gas
production rate for the previous twetve (12} calendar
months;

{Il} Actual emissions as determined by wilizing
paragraph (I} above in replacement of 2013 produetion
data, and the applicability determination for flashing in

A quarterly notification is unreasonable and it isn’t clear if the
report requires cenly notification of equipment instzlled for that
quarter or 2 nimning total of all equipment installed since the
compliance date. At the very least this should be an ammal report
that conld be rolled irto anmual NSPS, Subpart OO0 reports.
This is an excessive administrative exercise that benefits 00 ope
especially when a follow-up annual notification is required in
paragraph (D)

As stated above for paragraph B, pneamatic device installztion
notification shouid be no more than an annual report. For
pnenmatics fhis will be even more burdensome than paragraph (8)
because of the number of devices affecied, Quarterly notifications
combined with follew-up annasl notifications are overly
burdensome.

Bleed rate isn’t needed to be inciuded in {I) since low bleeds are
already required and intermitiert vent have ro continuous bleed
rate.

While thiy is onerous as written, to demonstrate the burden of these
proposed notification requirements, equipment installed in the
fourth guarter would require both a guanterly notification and
separate annual notification submitied on the same day. What
benefit is i to WDEQ fo submit two separate notifications
{quarterly and annual} with identical information?

In paragraph (I}, 2013 prodaction shouid be replaced to be
consistent with owr recommendation in (C{IXA).

In paragraph (QYEXIE) The word “Actual” should be deleted. k&
shouid be noted that the methodology required to caiculate
dehydration unit emissions as outlined in subsection (d)(if) does not
give you “Actual” emissicns. Not taking into account thense of
condenser and being bound by the maximnn glycol circulation rate

12
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units fa Suobsection (d)(i) of these regulations;
(Ily Any additional supporting data used to
calcnlate emissions, including but not timited o, any

controls are proposed for removat.
(F} Any facility or source sabject to requirements of

Pprior to implementation of the protocol.
{G) A certificaticn by a responsible official of truth,

on information and helief formed after reasonable inquiry, the

complete.

Office aud Lander Field Office. Contact information for the
Cheyenne and Lander offices can be obtained at:
http:/fdeq.state wy_us/.

Subscction (¢){i) of these regulations and/or dehvdration

extended or composite hydrocarbon anatysis ntitized; and
{IV} Name and ecation of facility or source where

Subsection (g) of these regulations shall submit the LDAR Protocol

accuracy, and completeness. This certification shall state that, based
statements and information in the document are troe, acourate, and
{H} The owner or operator shall submit notifications or

reports as required in +his subsection to the Division electronically
throngh hitps:/afrimpact.wyo.gov or by hard copy to the Chevenne

of the pump in use, makes these caleulations 2 “potential” even
though the remainder of operating conditions are average actual
conditions,

A responsible official as defined in Chapter 6, section 3 15
inappropriate for minor sources. A definition has been
recommended above for responsible official that ties the definition
to that in NSPS, Subpart OO0Q in which the recently proposed
revision allows for a lower level of management to serve i the role.

PAW requests the Division exfend the reporting requirements to
idemtify affected scurces. Depending on finalization of the rale
change, the cuzrent date of April 1, 2015 may not aliow for enongh
time to gather mformation and calcnlate emissions. Submittal of
the repeort by June 38, 2015 will allow for operators to utilize the
effort to prepare WDEQ emission inventories fo calculate emissions
and identify affected sources.

(i; Compliance. Compliance with Chapter 8, Seciior 6 of the

the responsibility to comply with any other applicable requirements set
forth in any federal or State law, rule or regulation, or in any permit.

WAGQSR, does not relieve any owner or operator of  facility or scurce from

—>
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PAW is opposed fo the limited time frame for implementation of controls, should they be required. As currently
proposed, notifications are due by 4/1/2015, with confrols required by 1/1/2016. Budget considerations as well as
changes fo operational practices, staffing levels, etc., cannot be handled in the time frame currently proposed.
Even if sources are not required to install conirols under this rule, significant effort and cost will be required to
conduct the applicabifity analvees as well as comply with monitering, recordkeeping and reporting reguirements.
This, in addition {0 the cost of installing control equipment, drives the need for a longer implementation time. No
less than a 3 year implementation timeframe should be allowed as done with federal NESHAP regulations
for existing scurces.

Are blowdown tanks inclkided in the emission limits? A sfrict reading of the definition of “storage tanks” makes us
belisve they are. However, in the September 2013 guidance does not include biowdown tank emissions under
control requirements other than best management practices (BMPs), and the biowdown permiis currently issued
require the same. PAW believes blowdown fanks should be exclided from tank emission calculations. In addition,
PAW requests that all other recordkesping and control requirements relating to blowdown tanks be removed from
the rule. Chapter 1, Section 5 covers emergency tank requirements. The requirements of the proposed ruie
provide insignificant environmental benefit and duplicate the requirements of the venting / blowdown permils. The
Division has stafed that emissions from blowdown and venting are not a significant source of emissions and thus,
additional recordkeeping is overly burdensome.

it is unclear how this rule will impact the “Interim Penmitting Policy for Sources in Subletie County”. PAW requests
that the DEQ explain whether this rule will eliminate the need for an offset program, of if not. an explanation is
needed on how the rule and the offset policy will coexist. Specifically, if controls {(combustors) are instalied to fimit
VOC emissions, will this require additional NOx credits? It doesn™ seem appropriate to require offset credits for
NOx as a result of systems instailed to reduce VOC emissions. Alsg, it will be very difficult to generate any type of
VOC credits, making it virtuzlly impossibie for new operators to enter the area.How dees WDEQ propose to handle
this scenario?

Definitions should exactly match those already defined in the p-BACT guidance or Chapter 6, Section 3 definition of
responsibie official for major sources would be inappropriate for this rule, and needs to be defined appropriately for
minor sources
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Air Quality Advisory Board Meeting

59

directed at the Board, because this is just a public
comment, and so you ask us for clarifications, reguest for
clarifications, but make all yéur comments directly to the
Board.

And what I'm going to do 1s just go through in
order of the sign-up and take your time, whatever you need
to say, do it. And first one is Mr. John Robitaille from
PAW.

MR. ROBITAILLE: Just step by you here,.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. John Robitaille,
Petroleum Agsociation of Wyoming.

We submitted comments last week, and rather than
spend the next two hours going through them, I think I will
suggest that what we're proposging is that this Board not
pass this rule at this time. We are suggesting that vou
remand it back to the Air Quality Division and allow ug an
opportunity to sit down with them and review our comments
in a face-to-face meeting. I'd suggest to you that it
would prcbakbly be able to be accomplished in a one—day
meeting. May very well be a long day, but I believe that
we can handle it all in one day.

I can tell you that we are not opposed to the
rule. We are opposed to the rule as written. We believe
there are some inconsistencies. We believe that there are

gome -- gome ambiguitieg, and we are a little concerned

Wyoming Reporting Service, Inc.
1.800.444.2826
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Staven A. Dietricl A
Adinlstrator, DEQ/AQD ”
Heysehler Bullding 3-8

122 W, 25 Sireet

Chayenne, WY 83002

et YEQ Comments o0 -
Wyoming Alr Cunlity Stanrdards and Regulations for Nonattaiwment Aren TRogulations ~
Chaptor 8, Section 6, Heguiremouts for exliting ofl s gas production facilities oy sonrees in

tire Upper Greon River Basi

Dear Mr. Districh;

Thank you for the oppostunity to sammient onihe proposed revisions 10 the Wyoming Ar Cuallty Standards
and Regulatlons (WAQSR) Chapter g, Section 6. A8 Heseethed by our specific conuments bejow, Ultra, Slaell
and QB (£S5 have reviewsd the proposed tevisions und Tave a nianbec of concerns. e averarching
concom 18 that the timelines st gorth 1ty the proposed rale aré Rot yenlistic for tmplementing the chanpes that
wanild be required,  In the oase nfone cporntor, the propased rle would mpact sppeoxdtataly 400 weils
aproad avor wbout 20 tt-wel) pada. A phase-in approack, whish would alow for inoarperation of any new
verquiraments, would be more appropriae, We wourk] e happy fo talk mord with you sbout the level of effort
and naoded thine allownness, ’

- i ear Wow thi ule relates o fhueItvin Polioy. on Detmonstruion of Compliance with WAQSR

Chapter 6, Hsttion (e} for Sources 1t Gubleve County, Specifically, if existing NOx emipsion Srethes™ = =~

yrtigt be uiitized to offset the NE emikstons inorease wsulting feom ths eruired VOC oantrots on axisling
mourcas, O, i reduolng YOU ernisslons due € the Wnstabiation of additional VOU controls will generake VOC
eiviasion evedits for the offaet Bawe e secounting o emnfssion credita/ofiiets msulting feomn-thids rutie shoutd
we workad through and clearly dafinad,

Whete controls ve ndded 15 8 result of requivernents assoeiated with this rule, it is wclear how the oontes)
PoRuiTEMENtR will become faderally enforceable without modifying the exdsting air quelity permlts 10 inchude
adtitlonal permit conditionn (0.8, apectfios regarding menitoring sonirol devioes, teonrd Toaping, and
inspactions). epge clarfy how the Wyoming Depariment of Envivonmental Quality (WDEQ) anvisions this
provess worklng polng forwaed,

U0 has Implemanted & nunber of snanmures to comply with J PAD-specifio control requirettinis vtk Brg
authined i the WDECY's 0 and Gos Produntion Falides Chapter 6, Soction o Perrnitting Gvidanes”, 1o
misny cases, emlsaions control meaguees have bean implomentod at exiatlng pady whe Row wollg were
addetl, USQ dooes not believe that acditlonal modifloation of those pads o bring them Inte compllancs with
tha naw ule i3 an affsctive uae of rosources, "Therefore, USQ suggests that JBATS facillties with an exlsting
permit that fncludes prenumptive BACT yoguiratoenY prepared aceording 1 the Mateh 2010 or subsequant
coviton of the Permitting Culdemee bs axampt Thom the tulo.
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1) Section & {0) Applicabllily (1) sveies ihe follivingt

"There regufations apply to aik single well and multiple well pad ofl and gas production facilifies o
sourear auelall pesaclated productlon equipment Incated it the Upper Green River Basin (LIGRE)
ozohe pomaitatriment arga that were axivting a8 of Jannary 1, 14"

Copment:
Please dofine “and wil aasaclated praduotion aquipment,” o8 1t could he interpreted (o tnelnds production
aquipment not (nonted at 4 well pad, [Ethet i WDEQs intont, pleago digte mHT pxplicitly what s and s
not included (2. compregior stationg, contrat gathering Tecilitles, etc), If the arm is inkerpreted to
ineluds these types of midstream fall Itios, the rule shotid be renntived and the midgiream companies
providad umple thne 10 roviaw and commant.

2) Seetlon 6 (a) Applicobility (B siates the folluwhsig:

“Thusa pegulations qpply to off alngle well and multiple well pud oil and gas praduction facilitles or
sources and all associated production equipment located in the Lipper Gragn River Bosit {UGRB)
pzone nonatialmment wrae thet wers exlsting o of Jarwary 1y 2014

Sectlon 6 ) Applleabiliy (R) stutes the Jullowing:

A faclity or source chall comply with all applieable requirements of these reguiations pless.q4
memmmmwm&gmmm@w'gp_r_:er.:fhml on.2 peryalt higo beon
m&.mm&ﬁwﬂmmm_@m@nm@mmm@mmmi_ﬂm W
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Section 6 (@) Fugitives (i) {A) sloles The follawing

) For fuailifies in exisience prioy o Janm}ry {, 2014, with fugitive amisslons grealer than ar equal
o o e b0 40y of VOUS, gpereiors shell mplemant a Leak Defoction and Repair (LDAR) Protcel,

) The LDAR Prosocal monltaring seheduly s shutt b po less freq amuﬂwy_qr,@:&' "

Commants

USC) {a eherently sublect 1o periodic (edf. gexi-arnual) LDAR mon'toring vequirernenis per tholr Chiapter &
Section 2 pormits. Where the frequency of thia monitoring is Jess strlugent than the querierly Trequency
propused In Chapter £, Seotion 5(g), they winld 1o Jomger quellfy undat Septlon 6, (), (i) au having a piormit
which s a8 aixigent, or wote atyingeni than the requiteraants of thesa regulations, 14 res no benefit to
quarterly menltoring over somlanpual, Rather, years of monitoring data demonsirate thal sarnienmnal
ponltoritg 58 aostly wd o ranted, aad the frequency should be reduced to aniunl,

Operntara routlnaty apply goot operating practices (visunl and olfactory dutection, use of 1zak deteciion
solutlons [e.g. Snoop], and periadic moniing with 1. gas detestor) o idenify and repalr fughive amissions
From aquiptnent leaks an to onegoing basls uf their fagilities. COperators do not valy on LDAIR programg Bs
heir-solemeans to identify and repaft euks. Rather, thay uso the information fiom LDAR surveys to condiom
el Aenonatratn the effactiveness of our witk practivas wodl Tantify oppottunitio for improveert.

FAR NO, 303 708 9748 P,
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As a practics) example, QEE s conducted elght Tnfraved (IR) LIAR, sirveys over the pust five years af thelr
A Pledale Anticline Dovelopmert Area (P APA) wall pads, Thelr mog recent monitorng program condugtod
t Novembar 2013 ineluded over 244,000 camponents &t 637 wells on 28 pads (at the time this was an
estimniad 80% of the total QEP walls ir: the Plredals field), Summerivs of the eight seni-amual monitoring
otforts ice enstosed. The data collected to date demongtrata the following:

w 'The fleld-wide laals vate i aonslatendly close i 0.1% (1 teak par 1,000 pompanents),

e The 99% confldanes interval leak rate i consistently below 0.2% Cess thim 2 leals per 1,000

companenis),

X o Tk rates are slmttar for all puds, ropardicas of whather they fiave bean proviovsly surveysd with an
E 1R catners OF wot, st
« The leuk rats doaa not vary depeuding on the Interval besween IR camers leak surveys.

"The cost to implement the IR LTIAR program s significant; tha oSt renent gurvey condusted by QEP in
Novambor 2013 was completed at 8. cost of approxlmetely $150,000, Thiese osis huves hean and ave expedted
1y comtinue inavarsing with eacks subssguent survey, 8 nnore wells and padg nra added t the program. L8Q
o catimnated that the cost of 1n ittemal program 10 conduct quarterly LDAR inspeotions would be avound
$615,000 antually.

QR has eonducted muiltiple semi-anmel LDAR napentions with minfmal reduetion in eaknge vates. Over
the five yoar monitoring history average Leak ratos have dropped from 0.08%10 0,06%, equating tu one less
{oaling componert per 3,000 compenerts monttored, i additian, thase Inspastions huve shown that lonlage
rates gre mrintmal and r2mAin jinirvt, Theretora, U 38 not 4 forgone ronciusion that wn tnereased freguenesy
of inspections will have  het anvironmeental benefit, or meet the tntent of this role, While Y8
e b panuladges the Trtnottt of LYAR programs and inspeitinng, pvidonce Indicntes that quavierly
: inupeetions do wot copteibuts fo pres av enilssions TorIETIE YNl ms p-addi
togt ice a6 often Drings nof only : _ -

wyniggiong geaprpie ¢ prews thomsalyes graveling o apd from. the lucadions yud sondueting the
festing., QEP'sfive yours afserainrmin] menitoring. dats guppoTts.d yedugiion Jn mowdtoring  frequenay to
annwg] rather thin an inorease fn mmonitoelng fraquoncy 1o quarterly. -

[ adddition, a reasenable thnaframe should he established for the implementation of the LDAR plan, Timels
neadop to obtain facility companant counts, cfenlate emissions, and arrange/schedule the surveys for affected
faollities. The tmplementation date far this seotion should be Januaty 1, 4016, or my modifled fimefins that
1 conglstent with the vemairdn soctions of tho rulle,

—P-3-7 —

3.} Chapiar 8 Sextion G Applicabilily Defarmbnation for Fugitive Emissions, (A () stubes the
Solluwings

(A) Fugitive entlesions shall be exiimated wsing Tebde 24 from EPA-453/R-93-01 7, Profacal for
Equipment Leak Emission Estimares, and the voiul facility component counl,

M i g szrruaf}ﬂe_ntﬂgmmhaﬁlrmm:mimd.hzﬁﬂ@umﬂmmm

an.muww—w———,_.a—.—‘

! pgyurnas A4 men eraw GHET0Mour ea, AR Rerirsfyt cost of two camaras@S150,000 ta, ouet 4 years
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Comupent; Determining actusl field counts of fueliity compoments also requires extenatve manual offort and
s very cagtly. (J8Q) daes net balieve that this will contribute notably fo emissions raduetions, USQ estimnies
that 1 would nost approximatoly $1,4 007 par well, USQ currently has mord itz 2300 weils in the LGRS,
this would therefore, vast ppwards of $3 million.

Rafher than vequiring actnt total faclilly component annnts at wach faetlity as = basis for fupitive antissien
calculations, please considor allowing each corpimy (O wtillze ain setwal component court from @ Timited
mmber of topreseniative faeilities, The vepresentutive nomal componant eounts would be used 1o estimate
pounts Tov a1l vomaining facilitiea and gasociated equipment in the fleld, Bither way, gridanoe will nieed 1o be
provided, whidh clearly defines what compeneis should be included.

Alternattvely, ploase consiler using eurrerit publishad and ascepted ¢ommponatt sount methods ligted in Part
o8, Subpatt W~ Peiraleum and Natura} Gne Hystems, specifically to 40 CFR. $08.233(r) and Table W-1B,
Thls method hag slready ondergone the rasearel, serytiny, and public commant as raquirad to be published 0]
fhe Federa) Register, and L8 beliovey this altamative method to determine eomponant cowms |8 appropriate

4) Chuptsr 8§ Seetions(@() Applicabiitly Deterrmination for Fugitive Emissions,, (B) sates e following:

(B) Sita-speeific speclaled Fanlrovarbon antlssion raids oan be atimated by multiplying the fotal
Bydracarhon anilssion rote estinated in Subseetion ()(A) above by maggired YOO and HAP weighi

Comment: To malntain congigtency with permitied fuglive amigsions aud the minsion lnventory
calculations, TUSE) would Tiks o ndd the aption to uss fhe publishad speciated fugithes emission factors (C6 52

03865 Production Facilithey pennleing Culdanoe; Sept-20 13,-pg_’?(}.o'F."IG).1’&&&&11&5;&1@.@!1gﬁh‘?_‘jﬂ'ﬁ?‘lf’f e

_5.). Chapler & Sachion 6(¢} Fluzhing Ewisglons at an Bxiving Facithy or Seurce us of January I 04

wection (1) (t:‘f.cmré.”s‘tne‘fallaﬁfngi”‘ T U U

(1) Emargensy, opa-top andfor blowiaven tanks shall not be wved o8 petive storage tanks bt may be

o (4D I emrgency, opan-lup andior bluwdmwn ranks ave utilizad, thay must B aepiiad
withi veven (7) velendor days. ™

Commens, There ato soverdl stfeams ether than blowdswng routed ta the blow tnks, suoh a5 dehy
lovicasts and fuel ans sorubbers, wnd et i4 weed an 2 storage tanke for these toinor, low-cmisgion
sttonms. Also, the volums routed 10 the tanle during wetl blowdowns I8 quite small, H SROTS UTMEGRSHALY o
varulre tanks 10 be ornplied uftor 7 duys, ag magt emipnions are Tror flash and will have alseady orourrad by

o
Lin]
Al
for this applicatian.
frootions.
|
<
G-~
| moasured welght factlons.
nsad o femporary Sorige.
!
4
o
| that thme.

6,) Chapter 8 Seetion 6} Defpdraiion Uniis ot an Existing Fucility or Soturct 48 af davmary 1, 2014
sastion (1) (A) States the Sollowing:

7 pgsumas 1 man crew @S70/haur, 2 = 10 hour doys porwall.
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P-3-15
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“(d) PAD Facilifics and Single well Facilities. Forjoral smeantrolied VOC emissions from all
dehydration urits thul ara groiar thar or equal 10 4 1p), VOC and AR emisslons from all dehyelation
unis shall be controlled to at leasi 98% and aqripped with sbatler still ven! condansers by Jamiary 1,

2016.

Qugstions, If combustors are Installed on oxisting defrydration urits to comply with the propoged sapulation
will NOy offsots bia requived for the additional NDy_emissions genarated? Wil emisslon gredite be gravted
for reducing VOC emlasions? How will offsets be racked? Based on racent conversations with DEQ Staff,
IS0 understands that the Intorin policy will reteain I place into ot lonst 5015, This does not seem.
appropriate since we are installing thig equipment 10 reduce YOO emisslons, Can DEQ olavify thefr position

on this?

Commpgt; USQ sugpests this peotion b reworded Yo raquire & control deviea witls a destriction efficiency of
at Tonst O0R%, (S0 that dperators aro wot presumed to be sut of oomplianee wriy ime ihevd 15 downtine, for
axnmple 1o oonduct malriteriEdce,) Also, what about existing [actlities thet are alveady ouipped with control
dovicis denfgnad / fequited 1 achleve 95% destruction efficiency. Must they be replaced? Wil operators he
voquitead fo condust stask test to dernonsieate they can achive 8% pontrol?

#.) Chaptes 8, Secilon 6(d) Dehydration Unity ai &9 Lxisting Facility or Sonves as of Fanuury 1, 2014
seetlon (1) (C)(D) states thil wtoded input shall congist of the Jollawlng:

() Asheespeetio o compodite exiencad hydrocarbon aralysis of wel gas!

Ouegtion; 1s the composite extended hydraoarbon analysls /- 25 psig tequirement based on welihaad

praﬂ'ﬁﬁlixm‘"-“ﬁmﬁﬁfmﬁfp I'BSSIH'B?"‘" e

e fae CYE0 1 emlssion inventorian, Hie WDEQ chinged the wel s ahalyses uned to caloulate

Comment, F
emigeiona frorn dofydration uniis. The large number of unique analyshs proviged to the Division was gronped
jonaly these analyses ware

topather by Hefd and formition Shardctoristics from varying prosauto profilgs. Prov]
prouped by separatar pressure. 1o he consigtent wish how dely emissiong are calowlated Tn the emlssion
Lveistotion, TS0 tequeets the WIIEQ consider removing +- 25 psig royaivemant wllow for “samples frofn at
Jaast five wells praducing from the same fiold and formation” as mantlg the compouite unelysis criteria,

el WIEC wot gas and fauid g lyses Tor

SO would sleo Tike to insluda the aption i vee tha publish
tnged eriasionn In the existing parmit and in the

emission calculaiions to mainidin comsistency with the caleu
emitsion lnvewories,

8) Chapler 8, Suction 6(e) Existing Presmatic Pumps as of January 1, 2014 part (i) staves the followitig:

WO and HAP emissiony associalsd with the divcharge streams of all natural gawoperated prewndlic
pumps shafl he oonirolled o ot Teast 98% or tho pump discharge sireams shall be routed tfo of salas lae,
volfestion, fuel supply ling ar other clpsed loop system by Jomuary 1, 2416,

] semavat] polioy for sites with YOG amissiong less T 4ty

Questjon: Bewsa there ia an emissions conh
It {5 tneloar whether this seotion apgltes o I} altes, or only sitas that ao greatsr {1t 4 TPY, 1 emiselons nre

currently balow 4 tpy at o Afts, dhonld a eontrol devies be imptemontad?
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USQ suggests s section be seworded o raquire emissions to be routod o & control device with 8 dastruotion
eificlency of at lenst 98%. (80 tha operators ate not presumed to be out of sompliance any thne there 18
dowitime, for exampe for conduet malntenance) Alao, win about axisting TacliRios that dre alteady
saquipped with control devicss designed / raquired te achieve 95% destruction etficiency? Must they be
raplaced? Will operators be required to aorduat tiack tests 1o demonatrare they oan achlsve 98% contrel?

Camment: It 18 not technleally or economically fensible for all Operatars to ToUk the discharge from natural
pas-operated prieunptic wathanol injeetion pustps 10 exdiatings combustor conirols, 8 ales lirie, callention, fusl
supply line oe other olasad loop systom, A nurber of premmatic methanal pumps have Treon raplaced with
aplar operated PUImPE BI AW wellp ave added to exlsting favilitles. However, there ate a fatgs number of
preumatic methanel pumps in the field, and 1t would ba axtremely costly fo raplage all of thaso prewmatic

pumps by lanuary 1, 201 .
B Chapiar & Sectlon é(f) Existing Prewmetic Contreliers as of Januiry 1, 2014 stales the following:
“Natural gos operated prgianatic controllor shall be fow (s than 6 standard cuble feel per hour (safh)

ar no-blaed controllens or the cantroller disaharge Sieams shall be routed into « sedey ine, ollegiton,
fual supply five or athier closed Inap sysiem by Jaruary 1. 208"

Comment; Thora are a numher of preuiotic oovitpollars that are currently not fed fute silew e, colleefion,
fuel supply it or other elosed loop systams, T would be ineradibly costly 1 not Impoasible to add theea

controls o avery stte by Januaty of 2016,

Cuerently this gection has no refief pmisstong threshold for implementation of conirol measiires on preumatic
devices. Tt is nncionr whather the 4 VOC TIY threshokd meationed throughout this ol §8 meant to appy to

Low production sites,

16, Chupler 8, Sactiont (i) Monitartng, Recosdhveping and Raporting (MRR)

Comment(s): (A(IXA) . l_?‘le.ﬂa; ap]%c:i?y what needs 18 be raciitored 1o Ehsusethal the 98% eontrol — - - -
roquirements are being met,
Comment/s) (WY — Please define whitt the “muelmn terperatuire differential” between the reboiler

exhmust vapirs and the condensed Haulde, How i3 tha snaximan’” aehieved or demonstrated to sotisfy this
requivement? Also, this daes niot aceny to be & MRR requirament. Hhould this he moved 10 section ()7

Compea(e): (MDA 0) « Hourly temperatoms renords nouth axcosdive and add additional expense (o
ingtall a pontinuous manitoring device, That said, it searms vare that dehy contrals would over he removed.

Comment(s: (AN - idantifying whioh squipment vequires conirol, replacement, or LDAR as aurly s
April 1, 2015 ssons unreallatic pending when thig rule ip fimatzad.

F. 06

P-3

< ~thig-gention. Without avch athteshald it eould potentially o cost prohibltive to inetall smbssions eontrola on
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B Jeshinwon Tuastin Frassatin Ao Redam
Honioe V¥ Teahmiusl Mnnager " (enerel Manager
Operationy Rolcien Arsets Ciremtne (reen River Basht
Ditre Resonron, Tuo, Bhell Brploation & Frodnstion  QEP Rapouss
404 Invarnase Wey Sonth 200N Diairy Ashiord 1050 57 Btvent

Hubls 295 Homston, TXC 11079 Hults 8O0
Englowood, CO BOE19 Tiowver, L0 80265
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USG Comments on Existing Source Rule
Attachment A

IR LDAR Figld Survey Summary

INTERVAL SINCE

PREVIOUS SURVEY
SURVEY {(MONTHS) #LEAKS  #f COMPONENTS LEAK RATE
Nov-09 51 29,735 017%
Nov-10 12 106 127,344 0.08%
Way-11 & 118 139,412 0.08%
Nov-11 6 242 197,484 0.12%
Jun-12 7 121 197,484 0.06%
Oct-12 4 152 224,763 0.07%
Jun-13 8 170 267,361 0.06%
Nov-13 5 148 284,550 0.05%
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USQ Comments on Existing Source Rule

November 2009 IR LDAR Survey Attachment A
Pad Leaks # Components Leak Rate
Pad #1 16 15,275 0.10%
Pad i#2 35 14,460 0.24%
TOTAL 21 29,735 0.17% FIELD-WIDE AVERAGE
Number of Pads Sampled 2
Degrees of Freedom (1-n) 1
Average Leak Rate 0.173%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.097%
o (for 95% Confidence) 0.05
tan 12706 ({for dagrees of freedom = 1, /2 = 0.025)

Average Leak Rate Between -0,6599%
Small Sample 100{1- 1% Confidence interval

When Only the Sample Standard Deviation 5 is Knopwn:
Mean & t,; *s/sqrt(n)

n = sample size

s = sample standard deviation

ta2 = tvalue with an area of /2 to its right

and 1.046% (95% confidence interval}

(3]

P-3



SQ Comments on Existing Source Rule

November 2010 iR LDAR Survey Attachment A
P-3

Pad Leaks #Components Leak Rate
Pad #1 17 9,057 0.19%
Pad #2 6 20,006 0.03%
Pad #3 19 11,557 0.16%
Pad t#4 9 4,133 0,22%
Pad #5 5 8,273 0.06%
Pad #6 4 10,320 0.04%
Pad #7 5 8,273 0.06%
Pad #8 3 13,876 0.02%
Pad #9 2 7,965 0.03%
Pad #10 6 11,767 0.05%
Pad #11 20 12,314 0.16%
Pad #12 4 4,133 0.10%
Pad #13 6 5,670 0.11%
TOTAL 108 127,344 0.08% FIELD-WIDE AVERAGE
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 13
Degrees of Freedom (n-1) 12
Average Leak Rate 0.094%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.068%

0.05

o (for 95% Confidence)

Lo
Average Leak Rate Between

Number of Pads Sampled (n)
Degrees of Freadom (n-1)
Average Leak Rate

Sample Standard Deviation
o (for 99% Confidence)

trx/?

Average Lealk Rate Between

2.179 [(for degrees of freedom = 12, a/2 = 0.025)
0.053% and 0.135% {95% confidence interval)

13
i2
(,094%
0.068%
0.01
3.055 (for deprees of freedom = 20, of2 = 0.005])
0.037%  and 0.151% (99% ronfidence interval)

Small Sample a = {1-0.95) (for 95% Confidence Interval)
When Only the Sample Standard Deviation s is Known:

Mean * ty, *s/sqrt(n)
n = sample size

s = sample standard deviation

t2 = t-value with an area of &/2 to its right



USEQ Commants on Existing Source Rule

May 2011 IR LDAR Survey Atiachment A
Pad Leaks # Cormmponents lLeak Rate P-3
Pad #1. 9 13,470 0.07%
Pad #2 17 16,776 0.10%
Pad #3 13 10,247 0.13%
Pad #4 10 5917 0.17%
Pad #5 3 5,817 0.05%
Pad #6 5 8,633 0.06%
Pad #7 5 6,916 0.07%
Pad #8 8 12,140 0.07%
Pad #9 4 6,957  0.06%
Pad #10 3 8,916  0.03%
Pad #11 7 9,327  (0.08%
Pad #12 5 6,304 0.08%
Pad #13 15 9,835 0.15%
Pad #14 4 3,958 0.10%
Pad #15 4 4,224 0.09%
Pad #16 4 3,039 0.13%
Pad #17 2 6,836 0.03%
TOTAL 118 139,412 0.08% FIELD-WIDE AVERAGE
Number of Pads Sampled {n) 15
Degrees of Freedom (n-1) 16
Average Leak Rate 0.086%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.040%
a (for 95% Confidence} 0.05
tya 2.120 (for degrees of freedom = 16, /2 = 0.025)
Average Leak Rate Between 0.064%  and 0.108% {95% confidence interval)
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 17
Degrees of Freedom {n-1) 16
Average Leak Rate 0.086%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.040%
o {for 99% Confidence) 0.01
ton 2.921 (for degrees of freedom = 20, o/2 = 0.005)
Average Leak Rate Between 0.058% and 0.115% {99% confidence interval)

Smatl Sample ¢ = {1-0.95) (for 95% Confldence Interval)
When Only the Sample Standard Deviation s is Known
Mean & 1o, *sfsqri(n)

n = sample size

s = sample standard deviation

tos = t-value with an area of o/2 to its right



UsQ Commants on Existing Source Rule

November 2011 IR LDAR Survey Altachment A
Pad Leaks # Components Leak Rate P-3
Pad #1 26 18,546 0.14%
Pad #2 27 20,006 0.13%
Pad #3 25 11,557 0.22%
Pad #4 g 7,008  0.13%
Pad #5 8 8273  0.10%
Pad #6 6 10,247 0.06%
Pad #7 7 8273 0.08%
Pad #8 14 16936  0.08%
Pad #9 11 7965  0.14%
Pad #30 10 11,709 0.09%
Pad #11 Vi 12,314 0.06%
Pad #12 13 4,133 0.31%
Pad #13 8 11,347 0.07%
Pad #14 17 4,462 0.38%
Pad #15 3 4,784 0.06%
Pad #16 5 3,375 0.15%
Pad #17 5 7,844 0.06%
Pad #18 10 6,193 0.16%
Pad #19 11 7,280 0.15%
Pad #20 0 3,697 0.00%
Pad #21 20 11,535  0.17%
TOTAL 242 197,484 0.12% FIELD-\WIDE AVERAGE
Number of Pads Sampled {n} 21
Degrees of Freedom {n-1) 20
Average Leak Rate 0.131%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.088%
a. {for 95% Confidence) 0.05
tap2 2.086 (for degrees of freedom = 20, a/2 = 0.025)
Average Leak Rate Between 0.091% and 0.171%  (95% confidence interval)
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 21
Degrees of Freedom (n-1} 20
Averape Leak Rate 0.131%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.088%
o {for 99% Confidence) 0.01
tap 2.845 (for degrees of freedom = 20, a/2 = 0.005)
Average Leak Rate Between 0.026%  and 0.186%  (99% confidence interval)

Smal! Sample a = (1-0.95) (for 95% Confidence Interval)
When Only the Sample Standard Deviation s is Known:
Mean & ty, *s/sqri{n)

n = sample size

5 = sample standard deviation

tyz = tvalue with an area of u/2 to its right



fune 2012 IR LDAR Survey

USQ Cammends on Existing Source Rule

Attachment A

P-3

2.086 {for degrees of freadom = 20, af2 = 0.025)

Pag Laaks # Compaonents Leak Rnte

Pad #1 10 18,546 0.05%
Pad 12 2 20,006 0.01%
Pad 43 6 11,557 0.22%
Pad #4 2 7,008 0.03%
Pac #5 7 B,273 0.08%
Pad H& 10 10,247 0.10%
Pad 7 5 8,273 0.06%
Pad H8 4 16,936 0.02%
Pad #9 5 7,985 0.06%
Pad #10 0 11,709 0.00%
Pad #11 9 12,314 0.07%
Pad 12 4 4,133 0.10%
Pad #13 & 11,347 0.05%
Pad #14 2 4,462 0.04%
Pad #15 o 4,784 0.00%
Pad iF16 2 3,375 0.06%
Pad #17 5 7.844 0.06%
Pad #18 5 6,193 0.08%
Pad #19 7 7,280 0.10%
pad #20 3 3,697 0.08%
pad #21 7 11,535 0.06%
Totals 121 197484 0.06%
Number of Pacs Sampled () 21

Degrees of Freedom [n-1} 20

Average Leak Rate 0.065%

Sample Standard Deviation 0.047%

a (for 95% Confidence) 0,05

tusz

Average Leak Rate Between 0.043% and
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 21

begrees of Freedom (n-1} 20

Average Leak Rate 0.065%

Sample Standard Deviation 0.047%

u {for 99% Confidence) .01

tup

Average Leak Rate Between

,08G%

[95% confidence interval)

2.8445 (for degrees of freedom = 20, o/f2 = 0.005)

0.035% and

Small Sample o = {1-0.95} (for 95% Canfidence Interval)

When Cnly the Sample Standard Deviation 5 is Known:

Mean & £z, *sfsqrt(n)

n = sample size

s = sample standard deviation
Loy = t-value with an area of o/2 to its right

0.094%

(99% confidence Interval)



Qctober 2012 IR LDAR Survey

Pad Leaks # Companents Leak Hate
Pad #1 6 18,546 0.03%
Pad #2 8 20,006 0.04%
Pad #3 6 11,557 0.05%
Pad #4 1 7,008 0.01%
Pad #5 10 8,273 0.12%
Pad #6 12 10,247 0.12%
Pad #7 3 8,273 0.04%
Pad H8 3 16,936 0.02%
Pad #9 2 7,965 0.03%
Pad #10 7 13,708 0.06%
Pad #11 16 12,314 0.13%
Pad #12 ] 4,133 0.15%
Pad #13 9 11,347 0.08%
Pad 14 2 4,462 0.04%
Pad #15 3 4,784 0.06%
Pad #16 2 3,375 0.06%
Pad #17 7 7,844 0.09%
Pad #18 10 6,193 0.16%
Pad #19 10 7,280 0.14%
Pad #20 1 3,697 0.03%
Pad #21 15 11,535 0.13%
Pad #22 3 7,523 0.04%
Pad#23 4 13,323 0.02%
Pad #24 6 6,435 0.09%
TOTAL 152 224,763
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 24

Degrees of Freedom (n-1) 23
Average Leak Rate 0.073%

Sample Standard Deviation 0.046%

o (for 85% Confidence) 0.05

Loj2 2.086
Average Leak Rate Between 0.053% and
Number of Pads Sampled [n) 24

Degrees of Freedom (n-1) 23
Average Leak Rate 0.073%

Sample Standard Deviation 0.046%

o {for 99% Confldence) 0.01

tujz 2.845
Average Lealk Rate Between 0.046% and

Small Sample o = {1-0.95) (for 95% Confidence Intervai)
When Only the Sample Standard Deviation s is Known:

Mean £ty *sfsart(n)
n = sample size
5 = sample standard deviation

L, = t-value with an area of a/2 to its right

10

USQ Comments on Existing Source Rule
Mtachment A

0.092%

0.099%

0.07% FIELD-WIDE AVERAGE

{for degrees of freedom = 20, /2 = 0.025)

(95% confidence interval)

(for degrees of freedam = 20, a/2 = 0.005)

{99% confidence interval)

P-3



USQ Comments on Existing Source Rule
lune 2013 IR LDAR Survay ommenis o g Source Rule

Altachmant A
Pad Leaks # Components  Leak Rate
Pad #1 10 18546 0.05% P-3
Pad #2 16 20006 0.08%
Pad #3 12 15731 0.08%
Pad #4 1 7008 0.01%
Pad #5 13 15833 0.08%
Pad #6 ! 11841 0.07%
Pad #7 0 8273 0.00%
Pad #8 3 16936 (.02%
Pad #9 1 7965 0.01%
Pad #10 5 11705 0.04%
Pad #11 6 12314 0.05%
Pad #12 7 4133 0.17%
Pad #13 4 11347 0.04%
Pad #14 2 4452 0.04%
Pad #15 2 4784 0.04%
Pad #16 3 3378 0.08%
Pad #17 5 7844 0.06%
Pad #18 5 6193 0.08%
Pad #19 8 7280 0.11%
Pad #20 3 3686 0.08%
Pad #21 9 13594 0.07%
Pad #22 7 7491 0.09%
Pad #23 10 13270 0.08%
Pad #24 9 11979 0.08%
Pad #25 15 7761 0.19%
Pad #26 4 5973 0.07%
Pad #27 2 8027 0.02%
TOTAL i 267,361 0.06% FIELD-WIDE AVERAGE
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 27
Degrees of Freedom {n-1) 26
Average Leak Rate 0.067%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.043%
a {for 95% Confidence) 0.05
Lapa 2.086 (for degrees of freedom = 20, a/2 = 0.025}
Avarage Leak Rate Between 0.050% and 0.084%  (95% confidence interval}
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 27
Degraes of Freedom {n-1} 26
Average Leak Rate 0.067%
Sample Standard Devlation 0.043%
u (for 99% fonfidence) o.01
[ 2.845 (for degrees of freedom = 20, /2 = 0,008)
Average Leak Rate Batween 0.043% and 0.080%  (99% confidence interval)

Small Sample ¢ = (1-0.95) (for 95% Confidence Interval)
When Only the Sample Standard Devigtion s is Known:
Mean £ t,, *s/sgrt(n}

n = samyle size

s = sample standard deviation

Uy = t-value with an area of o/2 to its right

1



USA Comments on Exsting Sourca Rule

November 2043 IR LDAR Survey Atlachmant A
P-3
Pad Leaks # Components  Leak Rate
Pad #1 14 18546 0.08%
Pad #2 3 20006 0.00%
Pad #3 10 15731 0.06%
Pad #4 2z 7008  0.03%
Pad #5 7 15833  0.04%
Pad #6 7 11841 0.06%
Pad #7 2 8273 0.02%
Pad #18 12 16936  0.07%
Pad #9 2 7965 0.03%
Pad #10 4 11709 0.03%
Pad #11 (5 12314 0.09%
Pad #12 2 7189 0.03%
Pad #13 & 11347 0.05%
Pad #14 2 4462 0.04%
Pad #15 2 4784  0.04%
Fad #16 6 3375 0.18%
Pad #17 6 7844  0.08%
Pad #18 3 6183 0.05%
Pa #19 2 7280 0.03%
Pad #20 0 3686 0.00%
Fad #21 5 13594 G.04%
Pad #22 1 7491 0.01%
Pad #23 2 13270 0.02%
Pad #24 11 11879 0.09%
Pad #25 5 10813 0.05%
Pad #26 10 5973 0.17%
Pad #27 5 8027 0.06%
Pad #28 8 11081 0.07%
TOTAL 148 284,550  0.05% FIELD-WIDE AVERAGE
Number of Pads Sampled {n) 28
Degrees of Freedom (n-1) 27
Average Leak Rate 0.054%
Sample Standard Deviation 0.041%
o (for 95% Confidence) 0.05
tus 2.085 {for degrees of freedom = 20, o/2 = 0.025)
Average Leak Rate Between 0.048% and 0071%  {95% confidence interval)
Number of Pads Sampled (n) 28
Degreas of Freedom {n-1) r¥
Average Leak Rate 0.054%
Sarple Standard Ceviation 0.041%
o {for 99% Confidence} 0.01
tyz 2.845 (for degrees of freadom = 20, &/2 = 0.005)
Average Leak Rate Between 0.032% and 0.077%  [99% confidance inlervat)

Small Sample o = (1-0.95) (for 95% Confidence Interval)
When Only the Sample Standard Deviation s Is Known:
Mean # t,.. *s/sqrt{n)

n = sample size

s = sample standard deviation

tyy, = tvalue with an area of of2 to its right



