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February 27, 2015

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 December 10, 2014.

INTRODUCTION

On December 10, 2014 the Air Quality Advisory Board (Board) met in Pinedale, Wyoming. The Air
Quality Division (Division) requested the Board’s consideration on proposed changes to Wyoming Air
Quiality Standards and Regulations (WAQSR), Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations. Chapter 8,
Section 6, Upper Green River Basin existing source regulations, was proposed to establish requirements
for existing oil and gas production facilities, and compressor stations, located in the Upper Green River
Basin (UGRB) ozone nonattainment area (NAA). As indicated in the October 31, 2014 Public Notice, the
public was given 30 days (October 31, 2014 — December 1, 2014) to comment on the proposed WAQSR,
Nonattainment Area Regulations. Additionally, verbal and/or signed comments presented to the
Division at the December 10, 2014 Board meeting were also included as part of the official public record.

The Division appreciates all the input received from interested parties and stakeholders regarding the
proposed regulation. The support, additional information and individual concerns provided within the
comments were taken into consideration by the Division and are addressed in this document.

The Division has embarked upon this rulemaking to reduce ozone precursor emissions in the UGRB using
strategies well known for resulting in the reduction of pollutants for improved air quality. Holding
operators of existing facilities to the same standards as operators of new and modified facilities not only
levels the playing field among companies but also helps Wyoming stay at the forefront of sensible oil
and gas air regulations.



OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

During the public comment period, including the Board meeting, the Division received twelve (12)
individual comment letters. Comments were received from concerned citizens, industrial proponents, a
governmental agency, and environmental advocacy groups.

PROCESS FOR TRACKING PUBLIC COMMENTS

Official comments on the existing source regulation were divided into groups by commenter type;
citizens, industrial proponents, governmental agencies, 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 a unique identifying number (e.g. citizen letter 1 is coded C-1,
industrial proponent letter 1 is coded P-1, governmental agency verbal comment is codes V-GA-1, Air
Quality Advisory Board verbal comment is V-AB-1, and environmental group 2 verbal comment number
2 is V-EG-2).

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 or
Sections of the proposed regulation. Where possible, comments consisting of similar content have been
grouped together by topic with the Division’s overarching response following.

OFFICIAL COMMENT LOG

Unique Identifying Number Date Received Organization or Individual

c1 11/21/14 Written Comment - Meredith
Taylor

C-2 11/24/14 Written Comment - Dave Hohl

-3 11/28/14 Written Comment - John Otis
Carney, Jr.
Written Comment - Todd J.

C-4 11/28/14 Herreid

C-5 11/28/14 Written Comment - Jim Roscoe
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Unique Identifying Number

Date Received

Organization or Individual

Written Comment - Jennifer

C-6 11/28/14 Wilson
NGO -1 11/26/14 Written Cor‘nrpent - American
Lung Association
Written Comment - Joint Letter -
EG-1 12/1/14 Environmental Defense Fund,

Wyoming Outdoor Council, and
CURED

End of Public Notice Comment Period (12/1/14)

Comments submitted at the Air Quality Advisory Board Meeting (12/10/14)

V-AB-1 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Diana Hulme
V-AB-2 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Klaus Hanson
Verbal Comment — Petroleum
V-p-1 12/10/14 Association of Wyoming
Written Comment — Petroleum
P-1 12/10/14 Association of Wyoming
Vop-2 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Jonah Energy,
LLC
P2 12/10/14 Written Comment — Jonah Energy,
LLC
Verbal Comment — Environmental
V-EG-1 12/10/14 Defense Fund
Written Comment —
EG-2 12/10/14 Environmental Defense Fund
V-NGO-1 12/10/14 Verba.l C'omment—Amerlcan Lung
Association
V-C-1 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Dave Hohl
c-7 12/10/14 Written Comment — Dave Hohl
V-C-2 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Jim Roscoe
V-C-3 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — John Anderson
V-P-3 12/10/14 Verbal Comment - Anadarko
Verbal Comment — Sweetwater
V-GA-1 12/10/14 County Board of County
Commissioners
V-P-4 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — QEP Resources
Written Comment — Joint Letter -
P-4 12/10/14 Ultra Resource, Inc. and QEP
Resources
VoP-5 12/10/14 Verb.al Comment — Williams Field
Services
p.5 12/10/14 Wr|t'ten Comment — Williams Field
Services
V-EG-2 12/10/14 Verbal Comment - CURED
V-C-5 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Carmel Kail
V-EG-3 12/10/14 Verbal Comment — Wyoming

Outdoor Council




COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

GENERAL COMMENTS AND SUPPORT:

Comment Number(s): C-1-1, C-3-1, C-4-1, C-5-1, C-6-1, EG-1-1, P-2-1, EG-2-1, V-P-1-S, V-P-2-1, V-EG-1-
1, V-C-2-1, V-C-3-1, V-P-3-S, V-P-4-S, V-P-5-S, V-EG-2-S , V-EG-3-S

Response:

Proposed rulemaking for the UGRB ozone nonattainment area was first officially announced in June
2014. Since then, the Division has worked diligently with all interested parties to inform and strengthen
the proposed regulation. The final iteration of the proposed regulation represents the hard work and
collaboration that went into developing a regulation that will protect air quality and foster economic
development.

The Division appreciates the overwhelming amount of support the proposed regulation received during
the October 31 to December 1, 2014 public comment period, in addition to comments submitted for the
record at the December 10, 2014 AQAB meeting. Of eighteen (18) distinct commenters, fourteen (14)
provided comment in support of the regulation moving forward in the regulatory process, as proposed
on December 10, 2014. Even those previously in strong opposition to the proposed regulation (July 14,
2014) have provided supportive comments, and spoke appreciatively of the additional stakeholder
meetings that were held prior to the December AQAB meeting. The Division appreciates the positive
comments from interested parties acknowledging the additional outreach and improvements made to
the December 10, 2014 proposed regulation.

The Division also recognizes concerns about extending the requirements to include as many emission
sources as possible, and has elected to keep the scope of this proposed regulation primarily focused on
the same emission sources as those in the State’s Chapter 6, Section 2 Oil and Gas Permitting Guidance
(September 2013). The proposed regulation will be implemented as a “Permit by Rule,” and has been
developed to work in conjunction with oil and gas production facility requirements for new and
modified sources located in the same nonattainment area. A Permit by Rule is a cost effective,
regulatory mechanism that allows states the authority to regulate and enforce requirements on non-
complex sources of emissions. As part of the comment review process, the Division revised the title to
reflect that the proposed regulation is a “Permit by Rule.” The Division determined that the revision
provides additional clarity for owners and operators of affected facilities, and is therefore appropriate.

Comment Number (s): V-EG-2-1, C-4-1

RESPONSE:

It is the Division’s intent to move the proposed regulation forward through the formal rulemaking
process in a timely and effective manner. The proposed regulation is established to help bring the UGRB
back into federally designated attainment status for the 2008 Ozone National Ambient Air Quality



Standard (NAAQS). Achieving attainment status would result in improved air quality conditions for
citizens who reside in the UGRB.

Comment Number (s): V-C-3-1, V-EG-2-2, V-EG-3-2

RESPONSE:

In formulating the proposed regulation, the Division thoroughly considered input from the Citizen’s
Advisory Task Force, as well as members of the general public, environmentalist organizations and
industry proponents. In order to better position the UGRB towards achieving attainment status and
maintain equity amongst operators, the proposed regulation consists of enforceable requirements for
existing sources that are no more stringent than the requirements for new and modified sources as
permitted under the Chapter 6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013).

Comment Number (s): C-3-1, V-GA-1-1

RESPONSE:

The intent of the proposed regulation is to protect the state’s air quality, while fostering economic
development. In order to better position the UGRB towards achieving federally designated attainment
status and maintain equity amongst operators, the proposed regulation consists of enforceable
requirements for existing sources that are no more stringent than the requirements for new and
modified sources as permitted under the Chapter 6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013).

Comment Number (s): C-3-2

RESPONSE:

The Division appreciates the recognition that the proposed UGRB existing source regulation is a “good
start” to addressing air pollution in the state of Wyoming. Although the Division is actively engaged in
the review of EPA’s proposed ozone standard and aware of potential impacts a lower ozone standard
may have on the state of Wyoming, the proposed 2015 Ozone NAAQS falls outside the scope of this
particular rulemaking.

Comment Number(s): P-4-1

RESPONSE:

As proposed, facilities with an existing permit that includes requirements prepared under the Chapter
6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013) may satisfy the requirements of the proposed
regulation. The Division has determined that exempting facilities or sources that were permitted under
pre-September 2013 guidance does not meet the purpose and intent of the proposed regulation. The
Division finds that utilizing a threshold of 4 tons per year (tpy) for existing sources is a technically
feasible and economically reasonable way to “level the playing field” between older and new sources.
Therefore, the Division is not revising these provisions of the proposed regulation.



Comment Number(s): V-AB-2-1

RESPONSE:

Any PAD and single-well oil and gas production facility or source, or compressor station, is determined
to be subject to the proposed Permit by Rule in Subsection (a), Applicability. In State regulation, it is
inherent that the owner(s) and/or operator(s) of any affected facility would be responsible for satisfying
the requirements of the regulation. The Division has determined that adding the term “by operators” to
the suggested Subsections throughout the proposed regulation does not provide additional clarity and
will not be incorporated into the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): V-P-1-1 through V-P-1-24 **

RESPONSE:

The verbal comments provided by the Petroleum Association of Wyoming (PAW) paraphrase the written
comments submitted at the Air Quality Advisory Board meeting. The Division has determined that the
written comments provide a more thorough and reasonably clear explanation of PAW’s concerns
regarding the proposed regulation, and will respond to the written comments only.

**The Division considers its response to PAW'’s written comments as the most concise and effective way to
adequately address PAW’s verbal comments; for any questions pertaining to PAW’s written or verbal comments,
please see the Unique Identifier Number of P-1 in this document.

PROPOSED REGULATION - APPLICABILITY - SECTION 6 (a):
Comment Number(s): C-2-3, EG-1-4

RESPONSE:

The Division will proceed with the January 1, 2017 compliance date and all of the emission
control/reduction measures as proposed. The statutory rulemaking process for a noncontroversial rule
can take anywhere from 9-12 months; this regulation has proven to be controversial, and therefore the
Division determined that the January 1, 2017 compliance timeframe is a logical and reasonable revision
to the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): C-2-1, NGO-1-1, EG-1-2, EG-2-2, V-EG-1-2, V-NGO-1-1, V-C-1-1, V-C-5-1, C-7-1

RESPONSE:

The intent and purpose of this proposed Permit by Rule is to control emissions from existing oil and gas
sources, and compressor stations, in the UGRB ozone NAA. The regulation was developed as part of the
Division’s UGRB Ozone Strategy, which incorporates specific recommendations from the Citizens’ Ozone
Task Force focused on UGRB ozone issues. Therefore, the proposed regulation cannot reasonably be
expected to be an effective statewide regulation. Alternative regulatory options for the entire State
may be investigated at a future date.



Equipment at a compressor station, including pneumatic controllers, pneumatic pumps, dehydration
units and tanks, is already required to go through the State permitting process prior to construction of
the facility. The implementation of control equipment, and control technology, at compressor stations is
specified by the Chapter 6, Section 2 permit requirements; these compressor station controls are not
allowed to be removed.

The Division cannot prescribe the type of control used to meet the 98% manufacturer-design control
efficiency for facilities or sources in the UGRB.

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

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has made the appropriate revisions to
further clarify the intent and purpose of the proposed regulation. The Division has determined that
industry would be required to go through the State permitting process to utilize an alternative emission
control technology and/or equipment. Proponents would have to make a demonstration through the
State permitting process to validate the use of a new technology or equipment.

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

RESPONSE:

In response to comments requesting clarification of compressor station applicability, the Division has
determined that changing the definition of compressor station does not add any value or clarity to the
proposed regulation. Compressor stations located at any PAD and/or single-well facility or source are
subject to requirements of this proposed regulation based on the Chapter 6, Section 2 permit
requirements. Applicability for midstream compressor stations is determined by Subsection (g) of the
proposed regulation. It is the Division’s intention to maintain consistency with the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) definition of compressor station in order to ensure State Implementation Plan
(SIP) approvability upon submission to EPA.

PROPOSED REGULATION -DEFINITIONS — SECTION 6 (b):

Comment Number(s): P-1-3

RESPONSE:

The Division has considered the comment requesting that the term “pressurized” be removed from the
definition of extended hydrocarbon analysis, and has determined to maintain the definition as written.
A pressurized sample input value is necessary in order for the model to run appropriately.



Comment Number(s): V-AB-1-1, P-3-6

RESPONSE:
The Division has made the appropriate revision to the definition of “extended hydrocarbon analysis” to
further clarify the intent and purpose of the proposed regulation.

PROPOSED REGULATION - FLASHING EMISSIONS — SECTION 6 (c):

Comment Number(s): P-1-1, P-1-4, P-1-7, P-1-11, P-1-14

RESPONSE:

As stated in the Division’s October 31, 2014 Response to Comment, the compliance date has been
extended by 1 year to allow ample time for industry to satisfy requirements of the rule. The 1-year
compliance timeframe is appropriate for a Permit by Rule, developed to streamline the reduction of
VOC emissions from existing sources in the UGRB. The Division does not consider providing a further
extension in the rule as appropriate.

Comment Number(s): P-1-5, P-4-2, P-1-24, V-P-3-2, V-P-4-2

RESPONSE:

As stated in the Division’s October 31, 2014 Response to Comment, 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. The
Division has included the requirement to empty the tanks within 7 days in permit conditions pertaining
to these sources, and is including it in this regulation to maintain consistency with previously issued
Chapter 6, Section 2 permit requirements. It is not the Division’s intent, however, to include blowdown
tanks in the calculation for emissions due to the nature of this emission source. Additionally, the
Division recognizes the practical limitations of emptying a tank based on its design (i.e. drain on the side
of the tank). Therefore, if blowdown tanks are utilized in accordance with the requirements of the
proposed regulation, it is not necessary to include blowdown tank emissions in the tank emission
calculation. It is important to control flashing emissions from storage tanks to help protect public health
in an Ozone Nonattainment Area, and therefore this requirement will not be removed from the
proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-1-6
RESPONSE:

Use of the term representative in Paragraph (ii)(C)(l) does not add any value or clarity to the proposed
Permit by Rule. The Division will rely on the definition of composite extended hydrocarbon analysis.



PROPOSED REGULATION - DEHYDRATION UNITS— SECTION 6 (d):

Comment Number(s): P-1-8

RESPONSE:

The Division appreciates the informational comment regarding the use of inconsistent language
between Subsection (d)(ii)(B) and (d)(ii)(C)(I11)(1.) within the proposed regulation. The Division
determined that it was inappropriate to include the parameters of the emission control equipment as an
input for the model to determine emissions from dehydration units. The intent of the proposed
regulation is to calculate uncontrolled VOC emissions from dehydration units. Therefore, the Division
determined that the removal of the language better satisfies the intent and purpose of the proposed
regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-1-9

RESPONSE:

Thank you for the comment and recommended language revision for Subsection (d)(ii)(C)(l). The Division
acknowledges that some of the suggested textual changes further clarify the purpose and intent of the
proposed regulation, while others do not. The Division has revised the language as appropriate.

Comment Number(s): P-1-10

RESPONSE:

The proposed rule, as written, conveys the same intent as the recommended formatting change. The
proposed rule’s current format abides by the State of Wyoming’s Rules on Rules formatting
requirements. Therefore, the Division will not incorporate the recommended changes.

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

RESPONSE:

The Chapter 6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013) for the UGRB was leveraged as a
template to formulate a regulatory option that will address emissions from existing oil and gas
production sources or facilities and compressor stations in the UGRB Ozone NAA. The proposed
regulation is not a codified replica of the Guidance, and this intent was conveyed to stakeholders early
on in the rulemaking process (Statement of Basis). Subsection (a), Applicability, determines whether or
not a PAD, single well oil and gas production facility or source, or compressor station is subject to the
proposed regulation. Provision (a)(ii), states that an affected facility or source is subject to the
requirements of this regulation unless a Chapter 6, Section 2 permit has been issued that meets or



exceeds the requirements of the proposed regulation, not the Guidance. The determination of affected
source applicability will rely on a proponent-initiated permit comparison between the requirements of
the proposed regulation and existing permit conditions. An affected owner or operator would
determine equipment applicability using the same operating conditions as approved in their federally
enforceable Chapter 6, Section 2 permit.

PROPOSED REGULATION - EXISTING PNEUMATIC CONTROLLERS— SECTION 6 (f):

Comment Number(s): P-1-12

RESPONSE:
The use of the term “no-bleed” was already addressed in previous comments on the proposed
regulation and the language was revised. “No-bleed” is not used in the proposed regulation.

Comment Number(s): P-1-13, V-P-3-3

RESPONSE:

The intent and purpose of the proposed regulation is that emissions from pneumatic controllers be
controlled by utilizing low or zero-bleed rate controllers. The regulation does not limit operators from
using intermittent or continuous bleed controllers as long as the bleed rate is below the 6 standard
cubic feet per hour (scfh) threshold. The decision to retain the language proposed by the Division is to
ensure that controllers used in the ozone nonattainment area are not emitting more than 6 scfh.

PROPOSED REGULATION - FUGITIVES — SECTION 6 (g):

Comment Number(s): V-P-3-5

RESPONSE:

The Division’s intent is that the control system inspection is included in an LDAR protocol, which is
consistent with Chapter 6, Section 2 permitting actions for new and modified sources. In the case where
an operator is not required to implement an LDAR protocol, the operator would be subject to provision
(h)(i)(C), the requirements for inspection of the “control systems.”

Comment Number(s): EG-1-5, V-AB-1-2, V-P-3-6
RESPONSE:

Due to requests for clarity concerning Subsection (g)(i)(C), the Division revised the language to clarify the
requirements of the LDAR quarterly inspections. The Division’s intent is to mirror what is required for
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LDAR in Chapter 6, Section 2 permits. In the current Chapter 6, Section 2 permitting process, an AVO
inspection alone does not satisfy the requirements necessary for the approval of an LDAR protocol.

Comment Number(s): C-2-2, NGO-1-2, EG-1-3, C-7-2, V-NGO-1-2, V-C-1-2, V-EG-3-1

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 considers a threshold of 4 tpy for existing sources as technically feasible and economically
reasonable, while not undermining the permitting process.

Comment Number(s): P-1-14, P-4-3, V-P-4-1

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has made the appropriate revisions to
further clarify the intent and purpose of the proposed regulation by changing the representative
component count from 100 “similar facilities” to 100 “wells" from the same geographical area. The
Division has determined that a representative component count from 100 wells is a justifiable,
statistically significant sample size for the UGRB.

Comment Number(s): P-1-15, P-4-4

RESPONSE:

The Division has determined that it is not appropriate to include specific language regarding the
inclusion of Emission Inventory Study information in lieu of the requirements under Subsection (g)(ii)(A).
To date, the study has not produced results that can be utilized to comply with the proposed regulation.
Additionally, not all operators subject to this regulation are participating in the Emission Inventory
Study. Inclusion of the Emission Inventory Study information may be better utilized in future
rulemaking.

|PROPOSED REGULATION — MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING — SECTION 6
| (h):

Comment Number(s): P-1-16

RESPONSE:
The intent of Subsection (h)(i)(C) is that quarterly site evaluations are specific to control systems; the

I”

Division has included the term “control” to the regulation text to clarify the intent.
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Comment Number(s): P-1-18, P-1-21

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has not made the proposed revision. The
suggested change does not meet the intent and purpose of the existing source rule. The intent of
Subsections (h)(ii) and (h)(iii) is that recordkeeping and reporting requirements apply to each PAD and
single well facility or source, or compressor station, already determined under Subsection (a) to be an
affected source. The proposed regulation as written requires that operators determine through a permit
comparison which recordkeeping and reporting requirements are applicable for affected sources.

Comment Number(s): P-1-17

RESPONSE:

The Division has taken this comment into consideration and has determined that removal of the
language in Subsection (h)(i)(C)(ll) is inappropriate. Based on the reasoning for the response to P-1-16,
retaining the language in Subsection (h)(i)(C)(ll) provides clarity for operators implementing an LDAR
protocol and avoids placing duplicative monitoring requirements on those operators.

Comment Number(s): P-1-19, V-P-3-4

RESPONSE:

The Division would like to clarify that the proposed regulation language does not require that operators
record a reason for the absence of a “pilot flame,” specifically. The Division notes that the
recordkeeping requirements in Subsection (h)(ii)(B)(ll) regarding control device parameter monitoring
operations are in WAQSR, Chapter 6, Section 2 permits. Furthermore, these requirements are no more
stringent than recordkeeping requirements for new and modified sources permitted under the Chapter
6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013). Maintaining records of parameter downtime,
alone, does not provide Division staff with sufficient information to determine compliance with the
regulation. The Division concludes that there is an environmental benefit to understanding why a
control device monitoring parameter may be absent, and therefore will not revise the language as
suggested.

Comment Number(s): P-1-20, P-1-24

RESPONSE:

As previously addressed in the Division’s October 31, 2014, Comment Response document, the Division
does not consider the recordkeeping requirement in (h)(ii)(D) duplicative. Records generated under
Subsection (c)(i)(C)(1), in accordance with WAQSR Chapter 1, Section 5, will satisfy the recordkeeping
requirements for emergency tanks in Subsection (h)(ii)(D ). Therefore, the recordkeeping requirement
in Subsection (h)(ii)(D) will not be removed.
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The Division’s intent for Subsection (c)(i)(C) is that emergency, open top, and/or blowdown tanks are
not to be used as active storage tanks — but may be used for temporary storage. To ensure that these
tanks are not utilized as active storage tanks, the proposed regulation requires that the aforementioned
tanks are emptied within 7 days. The Division has included the requirement to empty the tanks within 7
days in permit conditions and, consequentially, is also including it in this regulation to maintain
consistency with previously issued Chapter 6, Section 2 permit requirements. These requirements are
not more stringent than monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements for new and modified
wells permitted under the Chapter 6, Section 2, Oil and Gas Guidance (September 2013). Therefore, the
Division concludes that if emergency, open-top, and/or blowdown tanks are utilized in accordance with
the requirements of the proposed regulation, records satisfying Subsection (h)(ii)(D) are already being
generated, and thusly, the recordkeeping requirement is not overly burdensome or duplicative.

Comment Number(s): P-1-22

RESPONSE:

The Division appreciates PAW’s comment regarding the request for pneumatic controller(s) bleed rate
as being inappropriate. The comment brought to light a typographical error that has been corrected by
the Division. The Division’s intent is to request the “type” of pneumatic controller(s) installed.

Comment Number(s): P-1-23

RESPONSE:

As addressed in the Division’s October 31, 2014 Comment Response document, this comment was taken
under consideration and the language was previously revised for clarity. Therefore, the Division has
determined that the language in Subsection (h)(iii)(A)(B)(C) and (D) will not be revised a second time.

Comment Number(s): V-AB-1-3
RESPONSE:

The Division’s intent is a one-time demonstration for control removal. If emissions increase after the
one-time demonstration, an owner or operator would be subject to the most current Guidance.
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ATTACHMENT A

C-1 Meredith Taylor

C-2 Dave Hohl

C-3 John Otis Carney, Jr.

C-4 Todd J. Herreid

C-5 Jim Roscoe

C-6 Jennifer Wilson

NGO -1 American Lung Association

EG-1 Environmental Defense Fund, Wyoming Outdoor Council, and CURED
P-1 Petroleum Association of Wyoming

P-2 Jonah Energy, LLC

EG-2 Environmental Defense Fund

c-7 Dave Hohl

P-4 Ultra Resource, Inc. and QEP Resources
P-5 Williams Field Services Company, LLC.

V All Verbal Comments



o~

~ Toryand Meredith Taylor™
{6360 Hwy 26 + Dubois, Wyorting 82513 °
-phone 307-455:2161 « fax 307-455-3169

T~

~ email metaylori@wyoming.com

Mr. Steven A. Dietrich; Administrator, DEQ/AQD " Navember 15,2014 .

_ Herschler Building 2-E 122 W. 26" Street - LTS . S
Cheyenne Wyomlng 82002 o . - ‘ I

v

- . ' . R L .

'Dear Admlntstrator Dletnc:h -

e

As a busmess person who makes a living: outflttmg peopte in Wyomlng s great outdoors I

EE 'support the proposed Upper Green River Basin source regutatlons for the ozone nonattamment

I'am the owner &f Tay{or Outflttmg I have Iong been concerned about the’ |mpacts air pottut:on 3
can have on our citizens, environment, and wildlife of. Wyoming. There is ovenrvhelmlng
scientific evidence linking ozone pollution with adverse health impacts. Taytor Quitfitters offers
guided wildlife tours and atural htstory tnps -People who are active outdoors are susceptlble to"

1 air pollutlon |mpacts It-also impacts children, older adults, and those with-asthma and ',

| ._Slncerely, ,._.7 : s - e
IVIeredlth Taylor Owner o {'WZ), _f?" N e

- 6360 US Highway 26 : ; S P

\emphysema tlmltrng t}:renumber of. peoplewho cain- enjoy everythlng our state has to- offer

Wyomlng has the most scenic views in the nation, but air pottutron threatens this when from OI|

-and gas pollution mixes with other gases to create smog-and FedUGG/VISIblllty Our ‘guests want - |
/ to enjoy and photograph Wyommg 8. Iandscapes that we: Iove $0.0zone |mpacts our busmese ~

’ Air pollutlon and ozone affects vegetatlon ecosystems and human heatth -Ozonie exposure !
increases animal and plant susceptibility to disease and insect damage. The effect of ground-

.

Ozone can atso klll or damage Ieaves decreasmg the natural beauty of the arrea oo

level ozone orf trees is believed to-add up over many years and affect entire foreet ecosystems'. o

i
DEQ must address air poltution in the Upper Green Rrver Basm W|th rules as strong as possrble
" and effective as soon as possible._Pleaseadopt the proposed Upper Green River Basin existing
~source regulations in Section & of the Wyomirig Air Quallty Standards and Regulations, Chapter
-8, Nenattainment Area Regulations. Improvrng air quality is not only fundamental to protecting

~the health-of Wyomrng cmzens and the enwronment i s crltlcal to our busrness Thank you for . -
- your consideration, - o - _ - 7 B

- - N EA

Taylor Outfitters

I~

Dubois, WY 82513 . | 7 -

A Aocessed via hitp: I!Www epa, q0v/oroundteve|ozone/ecoavstem html ‘November 6, 2014
2 Accessed via- http fhww, epa qov/rovtorm/arr/qualrtv/oishealth htm. November 6, 2014
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Dave Hohl

Box 1099

Pinedale, WY 82941
dave.hohl@gmail.co
307-367-2078

November 20, 2014
Steven A. Dietrich, Director
DEQ/AQD

Herschler Building 2-E, 122 W 25th Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Dear Mr. Dietrich:

| would like to submit the following comments on the revised existing source rules for the Upper
Green River Basin (UGRB) to be submitted to the Air Quality Advisory Board on December 10
2014,

| applaud the Air Quality Division’s extensive efforts to take public comments and to consider
them in this current revision of the proposed rules. These revisions are contributing to
increasing the effectiveness of reducing emissions and providing healthier air for those living in
the UGRB.

There are a few areas where additional improvements can be made. The rules have been
revised to include leak detection and repair (LDAR) on Compressors. This leaves many other
sources of emissions related to compressor stations including engines,pneumatic pumps and
controllers, dehydration units, and other devices without the benefit of the improvements
required of them at well sites. | would like to see the rule require controls on emissions for the
entire compressor station rather than only a specific elements of the facility.

The 4 ton per year (ipy) threshold for LDAR, flashing emissions, dehydration units, etc. leaves
97% of the facilities, and 87% to 95% of the emission from those facilities unregulated as their
emissions are below 4 tpy. While the emissions from any given facility is small, the large
number of these facilities result in a large cumulative volume of emissions in the basin that are
not controlled. In essence with a 4 tpy threshold the rule accomplishes only a marginal
reduction in emissions at best whether applied 1o older facilities, or new or modified facilities.

Conversely a rigorous LDAR program has the potential to provide many benefits in addition to
the principal concern of healthy air. Leaks are essentially a wasted resource. Companies do
not get to sell it, and state and county governments do not receive severance or royalty funds
from it. Companies do not have to pay for the publicly owned resource they waste. Once in the
pipe efforts should focus on keeping it there so we all benefit from the resource.

Various companies in the UGRB place varying levels of emphasis on their LDAR programs.
Those with the most rigorous programs have a routine ingpection and repair program regardless
of leak volumes, and feel it is cost effective. If a volume figure is required for some regulatory
purpose it should be fow - 1/2 {0 one ipy at most. The rule should focus on detectable leaks so
they can be fixed rather than volumes below or over a prescribed threshold so they can be
excentad,
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Lastly is the newly proposed implement date of January 1, 2017, a year later than originally
proposed. In 2012 the Upper Green River Valley Ozone Task Force submitted two
recommendations dealing with controls on existing facilities. Industry has been aware for over
two years that rules for their facilities were coming. January 1, 2016 provides a reasonable time
for companies to accommodate the specific rules. Some companies are currently conducting
LDAR at a level compliant with the proposed regulations including my recommendations.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the formulation of these rules.

Sincerely,

e Hotl

Dave Hohl

cc: Matt Mead, Governor

cc: Wyoming Air Quality Advisory Board
cc: Casper Star-Tribune

cc: WyoFile

cc: Pinedale Roundup
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John Otis Carney, Jr. S
5655 N. Fish Creek Road ABBUNNL
Wilson, Wyoming 83014 ;

FiSE e

November 20, 2014 I OUAL T

' DRsIoN
Mr. Steven A. Dietrich
Adrministrator, DEQ/AQD
Herschier Building 2-E
122 W. 25" Strest
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Re: Support the proposed changes to the Wyoming Air Quality standards and Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment
Area Regulations, Section 6.

Dear Administrator Dietrich:

| am writing to express my support for the proposed changes to the Upper Green River Basin existing source
regulations for the ozone nonatiainment area. The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality Division
should ensure the rules are as strong as possible and cover as many emission sOurces as possible.

I moved to Wyoming in 1992. | was drawn to Wyoming for the same reasons many of us have relocated here, butin
my case included a family ranch in Sublette County that my father purchased in 1963. For business reasons 1 chose
to live in Teton County to start my architectural practice where | saw the beginnings of a period of growth that |
thought would allow me to build my practice. ! have served as a Teion County Commissioner and have been a
member of the Teton County Planning Gommission. Through these roles | came to fully understand the importance of
air quality not only for the health and well-being of our citizens and the environment but also to protect our focal

economies.

A nonattainment designation can hinder economic growth. Counties that are in “non-atiainment” for ozone areé
restricted in their ability to attract new businesses. Businesses whose operations could contribute fo the air pollution
will have a harder time receiving air quality permits so long as the county is in nonattainment. The regutatory changes
will help clean up the air in the region, paving the way for new investment and growth. Wyoming has long talked
about diversifying our economy. Being in nonattainment will severely limit these chances. '

The Environmental Protection Agency is currently in the midst of conducting its regularly scheduled review of the
ozone standard. EPA intends to propose a new 0zone NAAQS in December 2014 and finalize the standard in late
2015. It is anticipated that once again a standard will be proposed within the range of 0.060-0.070 ppm, consistent
with the recommendations of the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee.

If the EPA adopts standards that are in the range of 0.060-0.070 ppm, ten Wyoming counties could exceed federai air
quality standards tor ozone pollution. These counties include Laramie, Campbell, Converse, Natrona, Fremont,
Sweetwater, Uinta, Carbon, Sublette, and Teton counties. We must act on air pollution in the state. :

Wyoming needs to lead on this issue. The proposed changes to the Upper Green River Basin existing source
regulations for the ozone nonattainment area are a good start and will show our determination to address air pollution
in our state. | ask that you adopt the proposed Upper Green River Basin existing source regulations and cover as
many sources as possible in Section 6 of the Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8,
Nonattainment Area Regulations.

Sincerely,
s
Q. Camey, Jr.

Cc:  Jim Roscoe
File

C-3
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Todd J. Herreid
530 Sundance Drive
Green River, WY 82936
(307) 875-3221

November 18, 2014

Mr. Steven A. Dietrich
Administrator, DEQ/AQD
Herschler Building 2-E

122 W. 25" Street
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Dear Administrator Dietrich:

Methane contributes to the concentration of ground-leve! ozone. Lowering eémissions of air
pollutants from naturai gas and oil operations will minimize health impacts. At a time when
peocple are concerned about the costs of health care, improving air quality can decrease

call Wyoming home. v

Public health should be top priority of the Department of Environmental Quality.l ask you to
adopt the proposed Upper Green River Basin existing source regulations in Section 6 of the
Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations.
Given the fact that improving air quality is fundarmental to protecting the health of Wyoming
citizens, DEQ should also look at expanding these standards to cover the entire state.

C-4
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Air pollution is a critical public health issue. It is imperative that we protect the quality of life we
have come to enjoy in Wyoming. Thank you for your consideration on this important matter.

Sincerely,

Todd J Herfeid, MBA

Former Executive Director, Castle Rock Hospital District

! Salam MT, Millstein .J, Li Y-F, Lurmann FW, Margolis HG, Gilliland FD. Birth outcomes and prenatal exposure to ozone, carbon
monoxide, and particuiate matter: results from the children's health study, Environ Health Perspec 2005; 113: 1638-1644,

“Forslund, Thomas. 2013. Assogiations of §

hort-Term Exposure to Qzo

2008-2011, Wyoming Depariment of Health.

ne and Respiratory Outpatient Glinic Visits-Sublette County,
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£ “
Mr. Steven A. Dietrich ‘;‘-;f
Administrator, DEQ/AQD g
Herschler Building 2-E oy
122 W. 25" Street %‘@ﬁé
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Support for the adoption of Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8,
Nonattainment Area Regulations, Section 8.

Dear Administrator Dietrich:

| represented the upper Green for 4 years in the Wyoming Legislature from 2008 until 2012. |
was on the minerais committee when you first spoke to us. | saw firsthand the importance of
natural gas to the states revenues. | think we actually saw $13 gas, & watched it go below $3.1
also saw the chaotic development of the Jonah & Anticline field development and the drastic
degradation of the air quality in my district. Pushing for more use of natural gas while in the
Legislature, as transportation fuel & heating fuel | found that state wide and even nationally
there was very good support for the uses of natural gas, but objections to the way it was
developed. Public opinion was very negative about the air quality and possible water
contamination. No one wanted to live next to a developing field, which | do.

There has been very good improvement in the figld development, reduced truck traffic, new fue
gathering systems, less venting but there is still an abundance of fugitive emissions. Better
monitoring techniques are available but not being used,

| feel strongly that if air quality is improved around one of the larger gas fields in the country
and the upper Green is restored it will in the long run benefit the natural gas industry, Wyoming
revenues and promote better acceptance of natural gas as a clean inexpensive fuel for the
country.

I am writing to express my support for the changes proposed by DEQ to the Upper Green River
Basin existing source regulations for the ozone nonattainment area. Rules need to be adopted
that produce the best possible outcomes for the citizens of the Upper Green River Basin,

| have lived in Wyoming for over 43 years. | am a Wyoming businessman and an avid
outdoorsman. In 1992, drawn by the clean air, solitude, and scenic beauty of the area, | bought
a ranch in Sublette County. Unfortunately | have watched air quality deteriorate over the last
decade. That fact that the EPA has designated the Upper Green River Basin in nonattainment
for ozone is troublesome for numerous reasons.

First, increased ozone levels hurt pubiic health. Ozone is particularly harmful to the elderly,
children, and those suffering from asthma and other chronic lung diseases. It is also harmful to
active adults who spend considerable time outdoors. In Subletie County that likely represents
the majority of people who work, 'play* and live here.

Second, a county found to be in nonattainment will be severely limited in its efforts to attract new
industry and employers. Businesses which require air quality permits may not be abie to obtain
them so long as the area is in nonattainment. Regulations must be adopted and enforced that
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acknowledge this reality; they are needed if we are going to look for new opportunities that will
diversify our economy and move the region forward.

Third, addressing the pollution from leaks that lead to harmful ozone formation also keeps more
natural gas (primarily methane) in pipelines for companies to sell. Methane leaks cost the state
considerable revenue. According to EPA data reported by the oil and gas companies
themselves, about 140,000 metric tons of methane was emitted from Oil and Gas Production
activities in Wyoming in 2013, an amount that is estimated to be worth approximately $25-$30
million dollars. The proposed changes to the regulations could ensure that Wyoming'’s resources
are not wasted but instead are being used to best serve our citizens.

Lastly, addressing air quality will protect the very reason most of us call Wyoming home. The
clean air, clear mountain views, and unpolluted environment make Wyoming a unique and
special place to live. Addressing air pollution in the UGRB nonattainment area is long overdue,

Improving local air quality is too important of an issue to delay any further. Public health, local
economic opportunity, and the very nature of Wyoming are at risk. | ask the department to adopt
rules which will protect people, our economy and our way of life. The proposed Upper Green
River Basin existing source regulations in Section 6 of the Wyoming Air Quality Standards and
Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations are a step in the right direction. | urge
the DEQ to ensure the rules cover as many emission sources as possible.

The two Governors | served under both said they believe that we in Wyoming should develop
our natural resources responsibly and on our own terms. | think this is a perfect time to do just
that. Clean up the air in the upper Green river valley with our own rules which would help to
keep the EPA off our back.

Sincerely, ~

A e
Jim Roscoe(




C-6-1

C-6

P L T
November 21, 2014 I wbtod B,
ARy *
Mr. Steven A. Dietrich LY o 0 4
Administrator, DEQ/AQD SORRET wﬁ
Herschler Building 2-E P . _‘;:J
122 W. 25" Street R Wy
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002 ‘-‘\{f’/(} \,o)
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Dear Administrator Dietrich:

I atm writing to express my support for the changes to the Upper Green River Basin existing
source regulations for the ozone nonattainment area. 1 strongly feel that air quality is an
important issue and | want to ensure that the life we enjoy in Wyoming is protected. Rules need
to be adopted that produce the best possible outcomes for the citizens of the Upper Green River
Basin and our environment.

| am the Vice President of the Circle Nine Ranch in Boulder, WY. Our ranch has been in the
family for nearly 50 years. | raised my two daughters in the community. In Wyoming we value
our scenic beauty, clean air, and clear mountain vistas. Unfortunately, in the time | have lived
here, | have seen a significant deterioration of the air quality. We used to be able to see the
mountains in sharp relief against the crystal blue sky. That is no longer the case. We are losing
the very thing that makes Wyoming a great place to live.

Along with the loss of visibility my family has experienced health problems due to declining air
guality. My mother struggled with breathing problems for the last several years of her life. One
of my sisters cannot visit for more than a few days before she is forced to leave due to the air
quality. As an active and avid outdoors woman | also worry about air quality and the health
impacts of pollution. | spend a considerable amount of time in the mountains. My husband and |
are dedicated to our health. People who are active outdoors are susceptible fo ozone poliution.
Most Wyoming residents live and work outdoors. | want to make sure my family is being
protected when we spend time experiencing everything Wyoming has to offer. Additionally there
is evidence that the pollution that is encapsulated in the rain is having a large impact on the
microbial life in the soil in the mountains, which in turn effects the health of the wildlife that bring
so many tourism dollars into Wyoming.

We can protect the scenic beauty of Wyoming and public health at the same time by adopting
the proposed Upper Green River Basin existing source regulations in Section 6 of the Wyoming
Air Quality Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations. Please
work to protect the environment we all depend on and adopt these rules and make sure they are
providing the best protection for our state as possible.

Sincerel
DD,
Jennifer Wilson

62 Ridge Road
Lander, WY 82520
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AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION.

OF THE MOUNTAIN PACIFIC

Serving Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington and Wyoming

November 25, 2014 .

Mr. Steven A, Dietrich RECEVED
Administrator, DEQ/AQD .

Herschier Building 2-E NOV 26 204
122 W. 25" Street . .

Cheyenne, Wyoming B2002 N e,

Via fax: 307-777-5616 and U.5. Mail
Dear Administrater Dietrich:

As the country’s preeminent organization committed to saving lives by improving lung health
and preventing lung disease, we strongly urge the Wyoming of Department. of Environmantz|
Cuality Air Quality Division to adopt changes to Wiyaanting Air Quality Standards and Regulations
(WAQSR), Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations. This process represenis an important
oppaortunity 1o protect public health in the Upper Green River Basin {UGRB}. Adopting the

‘proposed regulations establishing requirements for existing oll and gas production facilities and -

compressor stations logated in the LIGRB ozone nonattainment area, with the suggested
modifications identified balow, will better protect the health of people living in that area. For
these reasons we believe the proposed rule should be approved at the Air Ouality Advisory
Board meeting on December 10 in Pinedale. -

Health studies show that exposure to high levels of czone pallution {commonly referred to as
“gmog”) leads {0 lung probilemns; causes respivatory harm, such 85 waorsened asthma and
worssued chronic obstuctive pulmonary disease, including emphysema and chronic bronchitig;
causes incroased susceptibility to infections and other respiratory ailments; is a leading eause of
hospital visits, especially smong children; and iy linked to cardiovascudar hatm (e.g., heart
attaoks, strokes, heavt discase, and congestive failure), central nervous system ham, reproaductive
and developmental harm, and even prermature desiths,

The American Lung Association has fong advorated meastires to protect Americans from
breathing dangerous levels of ozone pollution. ANl svalable strategies, including regulation,
should be employed as necessary to protect the public health against acute and chronic adverse

NGO-1
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health effects. The American Lung Association is especially concerned about the effects of air
pallution on the health of vulnerable populations, including people with lung diseases such as
asthma, lung cancer, and chrenic obstrictive pulmonary disease {COPD), the elderly, and
children. Currently nearly 132 milfion people across the U.5., live in counties where monitors
show unhealthy levels of ozone or particulate pollution. Unfortunately one of the tounties is

Sublette County, Wyoming, in the heart of the Upper Green River Basin ozone nonattainiment
area, .

The unhealthy ozane levels in Sublette Caunty have, for the past several years, led to failing
grades in the American Lung Association’s annual "State of the Air” reports. At times, pagne
levels in Sublette County have exresded those In Los Angeles, California. A recent study by the
Wyoming Department of Health documented an increase in clinic: visits for adverse tespiratory-
related effects on particularly smoggy days in Sublette County.! Reducing ozone pollution is an
important public health fssue and we are glad to see the Wyoming DEQ make a sérious attempt
1o better protect tocal citizens in its proposed rules,

Ozone pollution is created by an interaction between two different kinds of air pollutants,
oxides of nitrogen and volatile organic compounds. Cil and gas development is a significant
source of bath of these air contaminants. In fact, oil and gas development is the largest emission

source for thesa pollutants in the Upper Green River Basin's Sublette, Lincoln, and Sweetwater
counties. '

The Department’s propesal to reduce harmful emissions from local ail and gas facilities and to
restore healthy, clean air to the residents of Sublette, Sweetwater, and Lincoln counties is strong
in several aspects. We support the DFOYs propesed requirements at well sites to replace both
continugus and intermittent high-bleed pneumatic controflats with low or no-bleed ones, We
support the proposed vequirement for 98% control of Hash emissions from storage tanks,
separation vessels, and glycol dehydrators, as well 45 the elimination or B8% reduction of
preumnatic puing emissions. We also strongly support the proposed quarterly instrument-based
leak inspections at well sites and comprassor stations included in the most recent draft rules.

However, the department could realize even maore poliution reductions (and thus greater public
health benefits) by further utillzing proven, highly cost effective technologies and practices thet
in many instances save operators money. To ensure the ADD fulfills its mandate to eliminate
pollution and enhance the sir quiality in the basin, as well as pratect the public heaith, we
recommend the following furtherimprovements; .

s Extending o/} pollution reduction requirements the state has o for wells sites

to compressor stations. By addressing pneumatic controllers, pumps, and dehydration

1

' State of Wyoring, Dept, of Heslth, Assoclatlons of Sh;m—!:erm Exposure to Ozone and Respiratory
Qutpatient Clinkc Visitv-Sublitte County, WY, 2008-2011 {March 1, 2013) )
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units at the compressor stations, the Department could realize even more cost-gifactive
pollution reductions.

«Extending the reguirements for quarterly, instrument-basad leak Inspactions to mors
sources of emissions. If the proposal ware adopted as currently drafted, many of the
wells in the Upper Green River Basin would fall below the four ton-peryear emissions
threshold the state has proposed for quarterly inspections. Tha state’s rules would
therefore only apply strong, regular leak inspections to a small percentage of the sources
in the basin. A lower, more inclusive, threshold will capture more sources and reduce
more poilution, since regular leak Inspections, together with timely and effective repaits,
are one of the best ways to reduce harmful ozone pollution in our alr.

Reducing emissions of alr pollutants from naturat Eas and oll operations is cracial to minimizing

health Impacts to Wyoming citizens. We urge you to adopt the proposal with the improvements
noted above.

Thank you for your efforts an this critical public health issue.

Sincerely,-

A

Ronni Flannery ‘

American Lung Association of the Mountain Pogific
936 S. 2™ Street, West

Missouls, MT 59201

(406) 215-5700
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. [’?-l [:‘ -
December 1, 2014 D E@[E[!ME ..
Mr. Steven A. Dietrich .

Administrator, DEQ/AQD BEC 0% 20th
Herschler Building 2-E ! -
122'W. 25th Street AR QUALITY DIVIBION
Cheyenne, Wyoming, 82002

VIA Regular Mail and Facsimile
Re:  Comments on October 2014 Proposed Revisions to Depariment of Environmenial

Quality, Atr Quality Division, Chapter Eight, Section Six Requirements for Existing Oil and Gay
Production Facilities or Sources in the Upper Green River Bayin,

Dear Mr. Dietrich;

Thank you for accepting these comments submitted by Environmental Defense Fund
(“EDF”), Citizens United for Responsible Energy Development ("CURED"), and the
Wyoming Outdoor Council ("WOC”). EDF is a national membership organization with aver

protect Wyoming's environment and quality of life for future generations. CURED is a
Pinedale based advocacy group and member of the state’s ozone task force,

We greatly appreciate the Air Quality Division’s ("AQD") continued efforts to put in place
rigorous clean air measures to protect the health and way of life of citizens ltving in the
Upper Green River Basin ("UGRB"). We believe the proposal rests on a very strong
foundation of commonsense, cost effective and proven pollution control measures and
commend the Agency for the recent improvements and clarifications contained in the
October draft.’ In particular, we strongly support the extension of the quarterly instrument-
based leak detection and repair (“LDAR") measure to compressor stations. For these
reasons we belleve this proposed rule should be approved at the Air Quality Advisory
Board meeting on December 10 in Pinedale.
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However, as detailed n our comments below, we belleve ronm remains to improve the
protectiveness and workahility of the proposal. Data and studies from the JGRB and other
basins clearly demonstrate that elevated levels of volatile organic compounds (“VO(s”)
emitted from oil and gas activities contribute to harmful ozone pollution.! Reducing these
pollutants is necessary to restore healthy air to the citizens of Pinedzle and surrounding
communities, Indeed, in light of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA™) recent
announcement that It will propose lowering the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for
0zone to between 60 to 70 parts per billio , realizing all available cost effective reductions
is necessary and prudent.

The points we submit for your consideration are;

1}  Wesupport the quarterly instrumented inspection requirement for fugitive
emissions at compressor stations;

2} However, we request that control requirements apply to Pneumatic pumps,
Pneummatic controllers, storage tanks, and glycol dehydrators located at
compressor stations as well as to well sites;

3) We also request the AQD lower the control threshold for fugitive emissions, to
two (2] rather than four (4) tons per year (“tpy”) of VOCs in order to realize
additional cast effective pollution reductions;

4)  We do not object to the delayed compliance date provided the Department of
Environmental Quality ("DEQ”) retains the quarterly Instrument-based LDAR
requirement for compressor stations; and

5)  Werequest that AQD make the following clarifications in the proposed
regulatory language or in the final Statement of Basis Document;

a. that the proposal applies to all natural £as compressor stations located in the
UGRB, regardless of what segment of the natural gas supply chain they
belong to; and

b. that an operator must use an instrument-based method to conduct all four of
the quarterly leak detection inspections at well sites and compressor
stations; audio, visual, olfactory (AV0) methods standing alone at any of the
four quarterly leak detection inspections are not sufficient to meet the terms
of the rule,

L Leak Detection and Repair to Address Leaking Equipment at Compressor
Stations

We support the provision requiring quarterly instrument-based inspections of fugitive
emisslons at compressor stations. As we demonstrated in onr comments on the initial

! Field, R. A. et al. {2014) “Air quality concerns of unconventional oil and natural pas production.”
Environmental Sclence: Processes & Impacts, Vol 15, 954-969, dot: 10.1039/C4EMO0DB1A. Avallable at
htip; =SLOLE/on/ content/ articlelanding /201 4./em /c4em00081 a#idivAbsira 1 Bdwards, P. M., et al,
(2013) “0zone photochemistry in an ofl and ratural gas extraction region during winter: simylations of a
snow-free geason in the Dintah Basin, Utah." Atmes. Chem, Phys., 13, B955, dof:10.5194 /a¢p-13-8955-2013.
Availahle at - 5 ; Edwards et al,, {2014) “High winter ozone
poilution from carbonyl photolysis In an oil and gas basin Nature, 1, doi:10.1038 /nature13767.
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Pproposal, quarterly inspections are highly cost effective, required in multiple other
jurisdictions, and are a critical component of an effective overall emissions reduction
program.?

Based on the most recent DEQ inventories, leaking components are one of the largest
sources of emissions at compressor stations, In 2011 and 2012 they accounted for
approximately 25% of VOC emissions at compressor stations.® At the national level,
fugitive emissions from reciprocating compressors are projected to be the largest source of
onshore oil and natural gas methane emissions in 2018.4 Other types of leaks from
compressors, such as centrifugal compressor seal and reciprocating rod packing, are also
among the largest sources of emissions from onshore activities Requiring Quarterly
inspections at compressor stations has the potential to reduce these emissions by 60%.¢ A
60% reduction from the fugitive emissions reported to DEQ for calendar year 2012 would
remove 241 tons of VOCs from the atmosphere.

As we noted in our initial comments, the actual emissions addressed and reductions
realized from expanding LDAR to compressor stations may be much larger given that the
estimation methods operators use when reporting emissions likely underestimate actual
emissions. When reporting emissions fof inventory purposes operators use emission
factors that represent the average Jeak rates for various types of components (eg, flanges,
connectors, pumps, valves). These emission factors, by nature, do not account for atypical
leak rates that can be caused by inadequate maintenance or operation or improper design.

A number of studies support our view that actual emissions may be significantly greater
than estimated emissions. For example, the University of Texas ("U.T.") production study, a

higher emissions than inventory estimates. Studies done in 2012 in Utah’s Uintah Basin
and Colorado’s Denver-julesherg Basin found leak rates significantly higher than what one
would expect based on EPA’s Greenhouse Gas ("GHG") Inventory Rule, Specifically,
sclentists determined that 6-12% of the average hourly natural gas production was leaking
in Utah® while 4.1 + 1.5% of the gas produced in Colorado was leaking® Reports submitted

* EDF/WOC/CURED July 11 Comments to Mr. Steven A: Dietrich, P 6, incorgotated heretn,

31d. at 6 [citing 2011 inventory data); DEQ-AGD-Emission Inmtnry-l‘.‘ommsiﬁe—ﬂnnua]-2012-UGRB-Puh!IC-

Bmissions-Inventory. xixs.

* ICR, Economic Analysis of Methane Binigsion Reduction Opportunities in the U.5. Onshore 01l and Natural

Gas Industries, Fig. 3-4 (March 29 14 (*March ICF report*).

Sid,

 BDF/WOC July 11 Comments (citing ICF for the proposition that quarterly instrumented Inspections have

the potential to reduce equipment leaks by 60%).

7 Allen, D.T,, et al, (2013} “Measurements of methane emissions at natural gas production sites in the United

States,” Proc, Nat). Acad. Sci. 2018, 110 {44),17768-17773 : DOL: 10.10673/pnas. 13048301 10,

# Kariom, A, et al. (2013) "Methsne emissiong estimate from atrborne meaurements over 2 western United

States natural gas figld ” Geophysical Research Letters, Vol. 40, 4393-4397, doi: 11002 /grl. 50811, Availahie
L] . ALLEY 1) x
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to EPA indicate that a little less than 1% of the gas produced in the country is lost due to
leaks.2? Some of the disparity between national and regional leak rates can be explained by
the differences in the loca) regulatory frameworks. Utah, for example, requires little in the
way of controls and therefore one would expect to find more gas lost due to venting, flaring
and equipment leaks than in states with more robust pollution controls required.
Nevertheless, the results of these “top-down” studies indicates that the Wyoming UGRB
emission inventory may underrepresent actual emissions from existing sources in the
Basin, and the U.T. Production Study suggests this may be particularly true for fugitives,
Given this data, efforts to control fugitive emissions at compressor stations, as is proposed,
are warranted. .

A recent study performed by EPA in the Pinedale area Suggests one possible explanation
for the discrepancy between emission inventory estimates and measured emissions. The
study utilized a mobile monitoring method to quantify short-term methane emission rates
at 210 oil and gas production sites in the Pinedale Basin, as well as Denver-Julesburg (C0)
and Barnett (TX) basins. Mobile monitoring allows for measurement of maintenance-
related emissions as well as elevated short-term emissions such as tank flashing.!1 The
study used a multivariate linear regression-to assess the relationship of emissions to well
age, gas production, and hydrocarbon liquids production. According to the authors:

methane emissions were positively correlated with gas production, but only
approximately 10% of the variation in emission rates was explained by variation in
production levels. The weak correlation of emission rates with production rates
Indicate that maintenance related stochastic variables and design of production and
control equipment are factors determining emissions.12 (emphasis added}.

Perhaps even more important for this proposal, the authors also noted that older wells may
be more prone to these random emission events. Per the authors:

Maintenance issues (e.p., fugitive leaks, open or leaking thief hatches, failed pressure
relief devise, malfunctioning separator dump valves) could be more prevalent at
smaller older production sites than at higher producing sites that are potentially
better maintained and may have fundamentally different engineering designs (e.g.,
use of buffer tanks to suppress tank emissions),13

These studies demonstrate the need for frequent instrumented inspections at ofl and gas
facilities such as compressor stations and well sites, in particular at older, existing facilities.

? Petron, G, et al, (2014) "A new look at methane and non-methane hydrocarbon emissions from off 2nd
natural gas operations in the Colorado Denver-Julesburg Basin,” ]. Geophys. Res. Atmospheres, 119, 5863,
Available online at: hitp: //onfinelibrapy. wiley.com fdai /10 L02 /201 30021272 falistract,

10 Calculated based on national emissions reported to EPA 2012 Greenhouse Gas Inventory.

11 4 L. Brantley, et al, *Assessment of Methane Emissions from Ofl and Gas Production Pads Using Moblle
Measarements,” at 3, Exh. 1.

2/ ar1-2,

121, ar 18.
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As we have previously noted, frequent inspections of facilities is one of the most cost
effective ways to identify unintentional and unpredictable leaks. ICF estimates that the net
cost of quarterly inspections at compressor stations is only $912 at compressors in the
gathering and boosting segment* For those compressor stations located In the processing
and transmission segments, the gas savings exceed the costs making the implementation of
quarterly LDAR a net money maker for companies, Per ICF, quarterly inspectlons at these
facilities have a negative cost of $1,438 and $6,399,15

In addition, as the Department has recognized, a number of companies in the UGRB already
inspect their compressor stations quarterly,16 Holding other operators to the same
standards as these leading companies not only levels the playing field among companfes
butalso helps Wyoming retain its position as a leader in clean air practices for the oil and
gas industry. So again, we support the proposed regulations for fugitive emissions sources,
in particular the new requirement that LDAR be required at compressor stations,

IL  'Common Sense Measures to Reduce Venting at Compressor Stations

As we noted in our initlal comments, equipment leaks are not the only source of pollution
at compressor stations. Based on the 2012 inventory, pneumatic controllers and pumps,
dehydrators and tanks contributed an additional 242 tons of VOCs in the UGRB. As noted
above, actual emissions are likely higher.

The Division has proposed sensible, cost effective requirements to reduce emissions from
these sources when located at a well site. Itis equaily feasible to control these sources
when located at a compressor station. Indeed, recent rules adopted by the Colorado Air
Quality Control Commission make no distinction between controls required at well sites
and those required at compressor stations.’” Colorado requires the identical control
requirements for existing high-bleed pneumatic contraollers, storage tanks, glycol
dehydrators and fugitive emissions located at compressor stations as those at well sites.18
Importantly, the Colorado rule applies not only to the state’s ozone nonattainment area, but
to operations throughout the state. A recent ICF report that evaluated some of the most

4 March ICF report at 3-12, This assumes net costs of $6,017 annually coupled with net gas savings of 5,105,
assuming gas at $4 per Mcf.
15 1,

15 WY AQD Comment Response Concerning the Proposed Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations,
Chapter 8, Section 6, Nonattainment Ares Regulations (Oct. 31, 2014).

17 See 5 C.L.R. 1001-9, CO Reg. 7, §§ XVIL-XVIII (Feb, 24, 2014),

19 . at §§ XVILC. (tank controls for tanks located at natura) £as compressor stations and well production
facilities); ¥WILD.3, (glycol dehydrator control requirements for dehydrators located at natural gas
compressor statlons and oll and gas exploration and production operations); XV (pneumatic retrofit
requirements for controllers located at natural §as compressor stations and well production facilities); see
also XVII.F. (LDAR requirements for natural gas cordpressor stations and well production facilities. The
specifications of the LDAR requirements are the same, although the tiers dictating the inspection frequencies
vary between well sites and compressor stations.)

0057036
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cost effective technologies and Practices for reducing emissions from onshore oil and gas
activities similarly made no distinction between controls available for equipment located at
well sites versus other facilities including compressor stagions, 19

net gas savings of $3.08 and $0.58 per Mcf of natural gas produced, depending on whether
the controller is a continuous or intermittent bleed controiler, respectively.2! As we noted
In our July comments, replacing a natural gas driven pneumatic pump with an electric one

also yields significant gas savings of $0.22/Mcf for chemical injection pumps and $4.57 per
Mcf for Kimray pumps.22

While we feel that flaring fs wasteful and should be limited to the greatest extent possible,
the practice can be effective in some limited cases as a pollution control method, According
to the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division, installing a flare on a storage tank is a highly
cost effective way to reduce pollution. Installing a flare on a condensate tank yields an
average cost effectiveness of $716 per ton of VOC reduced while using the same control
technology to control emissions from crude oil or produced water tanks is cost effective at
$427 and $715 tons per VOC reduced, respectively.? Colorado also analyzed the cost
effectiveness of requiring existing glycol dehydrators with at least six tons of uncontrolled
actual VOCs to control these emissions by 95% using a flare. The Colorado APCD found this
strategy also to be highly cost effective at $632 per ton of VOC reduced.2¢

We urge the DEQ to extend the proposed requirements for pneumatic devices and pumps,
glycol dehydrators and tanks located at well sites 1o compressor stations as well in order to
realize these additional cost effective and feasible emission reductions.

fil.  Realizing Additional Air Contaminant Reductions by Addressing A Greater
Percentage of Covered Sources

The AQD proposal leaves significant (and inexpensive) emissions reductions on the table
by limiting the control requirement for fugitives to facilities with 4 tpy of VOC emissions, or
greater, from these sources. The Statement of Basis indicates that only 3% of facilities with
fugitive emissions will be affected by the proposal at the 4 tpy level. The Statement of Basis
does not differentiate between controlled versus uncontrolled sources. Therefore, it may

1 See March 2014 1CF report.

0 Colorade Air Pollution Control Division, Final Cost-Benefit Analysis for Propased Revisions to AQGC
Regulatlons No. 3 and 7, 9-10 (Feh. 7, 2014). _

1 March ICF repart at 3-15,

2 BEDF/WOC July comments at 8,

2 Colorado Alr Pollution Contrel Division, Final Cost-Benefit Analysis for Proposed Revisions to AQCC
Regulations No. 3 and 7, 910 (Feb, 7, 20 14),

4 Id, at 34,
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underestimate the number of facilities potentially affected by the proposal’s 4 tpy
threshold since controlled emissions are significantly Jower than uncontrolled emissions
and therefore are likely to fall below the 4 tpy threshold.

To obtain an alternative perspective on the likely impact of the proposal, we obtained
copies of AQD well site permit analyses for all well sites in Sublette County from 2007 to
2014, The permit analyses contain information on the potential uncontrolled fugitive
emissions.?® Qur analysis of the information contained in these permits also demonstrates
the proposal will apply to only a small percentage of facilities and emissions in the basin,
underscoring the need to lower the applicability threshold for the LDAR requirement.

We reviewed each of these 500 permit analyses, noting the fugitive emissions above and
below 4 tpy and summing the tatal emissions estimated for each facility. 26 Based on our
review of the permit analyses, a 4 tpy of VOCs threshold for fugitive emissions will only
affect 16-17% of facilities and 549 of emissions.?? In contrast, lowering the threshold to 2
tpy of fugitive VOCs will capture 36%-40% of facilities and 85% of fugitive emissions.
Note, these are conservative estimates in that a number of facilities, and therefore
emissjons, are already implementing at Jeast guarterly inspecttons as part of voluntary
directed arid inspection maintenance programs or are required to conduct quarterly
inspectioiis pursuant to guidance issued by DEQ in 2013, Thus, the actual impact of the
proposal is likely smaller, meaning a smaller percentage of facilities will likely have to
implement an LDAR program (because some already are), and thus a smaller percentage of
uncontrolled emissions will be affected.

As we have previously noted, requiring frequent inspections of facilities coupled with

expeditious repair times is a critical component of an effective pollution reduction program
and lowering the control threshold for the LDAR requirement to 2 tpy of VOCs {s highly cost
effective at $647 per ton of VOC reduced.?® We strongly urge DEQ to lower the applicability

% We limited the data set to well sites in Sublette County rather than the entire UGRE NAA ghce the Division
maintains records at the county rather than partial county level. Therefore, obtaining permit analysis for
sites {n those parts of Lincoln and Sublette County that are part of the NAA was overly burdensome.

% We recoguize there are certain Hmitations and uncertainties in the data, One, e permits may not
represent facilities or entissions outside Sublette County, Two, some of the farilities have been modified since
the time the original analysis was done and thus emissions may have changed. We did not attempt to identify
modifications, Three, the analysis does not take Into account any subsequent LDAR implemented due to
volunitary programs or mandatory permit requirements, However, even with these limirations, we believe the
permit analysis presents a credible way to estimate the impact of the proposal on existing facilities and
emissions.

27 See EDF analysls, attached hereto as Exhibit 2. The range in the potentially affected facilities, and
emissions, turns on whether or not one counts parmits that did not contatn an actual numeric estimate for
fugitive emissions. Sume ermit analysis simply noted that the fugitive emisslons would be “insignificant.”
The lower range of potentially affected facilities and emissions includes the permits with “insignificant”
emissions and assumes such emissions are less than 4 tous per year. The higher range exciudes those
permits.

# 5ee EDF/WOC fuly Comments at 5. Indeed, even a 1 Tpy threshold Is well within the bounds of traditfonal
regulatory cost effectiveness metrics. Using the same approach we took to estimate the cost effectiveness of a
2 Tpy threshold, we estimate the cost effectiveness of requiring quarterly LDAR inspections at well sites with
1 tpy of fugltdve VOCs to be $2,263 per ton of VOC reduced, assuming $75 In recovered gas.

7
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threshold for LDAR to 2 tpy of VOCs in order to realize additional cost effective pollution
reductions.

{V.  Delayed Implementotion Is Acceptable Only if DEQ Retains the
Improvements Contatned in the Qctober Draft

of Pinedale and surrounding communities and we urge the AQD to require such reductions
as expeditiously as possible. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the Division’s attempts to
respond to differing stakeholder concerns and recognize that the October proposal
includes elements requested by both industry (extended compliance date) and
environmental organizations (LDAR for compressor stations). In recognition of the
Division’s attempts at equity, and in an effort to get a final rule In place as quickly as
possible, we are willing to accept the January 1, 2017 compliance deadline provided it s
coupled with the improvements the Department has propased herein, specificaily, the
quarterly instrumented LDAR program for compressor stations. The additional poilution
reductions that will accrue due to this requirement will go a long way towards cleaning up
the air in the UGRB, and therefore provide somewhat of a counterwelght to the protracted
impiementation schedule, Without this important requirement, however, we strongly
object to any delays beyond the initfally proposed January 1, 2016 compliance deadline.

V. Clarifications

We appreciate the clarifications to the rule that the AQD made in the October draft and the
Response te Comments dociiment. In particular, we are pleased that the Response to
Comments document explained that produced water tanis are subject to the proposed
98% control requirement and that intermittent bleed devices are subject to the retrofit
requirement. We are also pleased the AQD has made the availability of replacing a natural
gas powered pump with an electric one an explicit compliance option in the proposal,
These clarifications add to the workability and enforceability of the rule.

Compliance and enforcement could further be enhanced by clarifying two remaining
provisions, The first is the definition of a compressor station. Itisour understanding that
the AQD'’s intent is to require quarterly LDAR at alt compressor stations located in the
UGRB. This would include those located in the natural gas storage and transmissions
segments, as well as those located in the production and processing segments. We do not
believe that the current definition makes this clear. The current definition is taken fraom
EPA’s New Source Performance Standards for the oil and nataral gas sector.29 Importantly,
while EPA requires controls for compressors in the production and processing segments, it
declined to extend these requirements to compressors in the storage and transmission

240 CF.R. § 60,5430,
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segments when it finalized the NSPS rule in 2012. EPA has since signaled the possibility of
extending these controls to the “downstream” compressors located in the storage and
transmission segments.3 We maintain that such controls, including LDAR, should be
equally applicable to such compressars and support AQD’s intent to include such
compressors in the proposed LDAR requirement, We request AQD make this intent clear in
the Statement of Basis or in the rule language. Possible regulatory language could be the
addition of the following text in bold to the current deflnition;

“Comipressor station” means any permanent combination of one or more
Compressors that move natural gas at increased pressure from fields, in
transmission pipelines, or into storage, located in the production, processing,
transmission or storage segment of the natural gas supply chain,”

The second clarification we request is to the LDAR provision for fugitives. The current
language states that all LDAR protocels must include a monitoring schedule “no less
frequent than quarterly” consisting of “Method 21, an optical gas imaging instrument, other
Instrument-based technologies, audio-visual-olfactory (AVO) inspections, or some
combination thereof*, but that “an LDAR Protocol consisting of only AVO inspections will
not satisfy the requirements of this Subsection.”® Qur understanding of this provision is
that it regjuires operators use an instrument-based technology for each and every one of
the four inspections each year, This is what is required for new and modified sources in
the UGRB, AVO could be used in addition to the four instrument-based inspections. We
request the AQD confirm that all four of the quarterly inspections must be done with
instrument-based technologies. One option would be to revise the praposed regulatory text
to state explicitly that operators must use {instrument-based technologies to perform all
four of the quarterly inspections, Another option would be to clarify this intent in the final
Statement of Basis.

Thank you for accepting these comments. We look forward to working with the AQD and
the Air Quality Advisory Board to finalize the proposal expeditiously in order to implement
the necessary pollution reduction measures reguired to restore healthy air to the residerits
of the Upper Green River Basin.

Respectfully submitted,

2V 0.5, FPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Stardards White Papers: Ofl and Notural Gas Sector

Lompressors; {Apr. 2014), hitp:/ ;www.epa.gw/airqualiwfoﬂandgas/whltepapem.htlnl; Climate Action Plan
Strategy to Reduce
Methane Envisstons [Mar. 2014}, htiy:

isst 03~
9 Proposed revisions to WY DEQ AQD REGS Ch. B, Sec. 6(g)(H(A)-(D) (Oct. 24, 2014},
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Assessment of Methane Emissions from Oil and Gas

Production Pads using Mobile Measurements

Halley L. Brantley, Eben D. Thoma*, William C. Squier, Birnur B. Guven, David Lyon

109 T.W. Alexander Dr., Research Triangle Park, NC, USA 27711; phone: 1-919-541-7969; fax;

1-919-541-0359; thoma eben@epa.gov
KEYWORDS. Methane, Oil and Gas, Fugitive Emissions, Mobile Measurements

ABSTRACT. A mobile methane emissions iuspection approach, EPA draft Other Test Mothod
(OTM) 33A, was developed, validated, and used to quantify short-term methane emission rates
from 210 oil and gas production pads in Texas, Colorado, and Wyoming from 2010 to 2013.
Emission rates were log-normally distributed with geometric means of 0.33, 0.14, and 0.59 g/s in
the Barﬁett, Denver-lulesburg, and Pinedale basins, respectively. Althoagh the OTM 33A
method focused on sites with emission rates above 0.01 g&/s and allowed for measurement of
elevated short-term emissions (i.e., condensate tank flashing) and matntenance-re)ated emissions;
overall distributions were similar to those observed in recent onsite direct measurement studies,
Considering data across all basins, a multivariate linear regression was used to assess the
relationship of methane emissions to well age, gas production, and hydrocarbon liguids
production. Methane emissions were positively correlated with gas production, but only

approximately 10 % of the variation in emission rates was explained by variation in production
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levels. The weak correlation of emission rates with production rates indicate that maintenance-
related stochastic variables and design of production and control equipment are factors

determining emissions.

Introduction

Environmentally responsible development of oil and gas assets requires an understanding of
atmospheric emissions of methane (CH,) and other organic pollutants as well as their potential
impact on local and regional air quality and greenhouse gas budgets. Emissions are associated
with many different processes in upstream (well development and production) and midstream
(transportation and storage) oil and gas activities' 2, Although differing in profile, emissions
occur in all phases of well construction, drilling, and completion, and continue as part of the
ongoing production processes. Emissions from upstream oil and gas production pads can be
difficult to measure and model due to temporal variability and the large number of potential
sources™ *.  Production pad emission profiles depend on a variety of factors including the
geological formation, equipment design and maintenance state, and on operational procedures.
For example, fugitive and vented emissions from atmospheric-pressure condensate storage tanks
are a significant potential source of emissions and can be challenging to measure and contro)*®.
Production pad emissions can atso change over time as wells age and production levels and
pressures change. Improving our understanding of emissions from production sites requires a
combination of approaches, including estimating emissions using engineering calculations for
inventories™ ™ ¥, direct measurements for refinement of emission and activity factors®, and
inspection techniques to inform departures from nominal operations and support compliance

activitieg'®,
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Direct (onsite) measurements can provide information on component-level ermissions, but are
resource intensive, requiring site .access- and special safety considerations. Furthermore, the high
site-to-site variability decreases the probability of obtaining a representative sample from a small
number of sites. To complement direct measurement approaches, a number of research groups
are investigating the use of mobile inspection techniques to locate and assess emissions from off-
site observing locations™ '™ 2 1, Thege emerging approaches vary with respect to exccution
requirements and emission estimation techniques; however, their mobile nature facilitates
identification of unknown emission sources (e.g., pipeline leaks) and anomalous operating
conditions (e.g., malfunctions). Unlike direct measurements, mobile approaches typically cannot
isolate specific emission points and are generally less precise than direct measurements but are
comparatively easier to implement, simultaneously measure emissions from an entire production
Pad, and enable measurements to be made at a greater number of locations.

This paper describes the mobile inspection approach, EPA draft Other Test Method (OTM)
33A', and its use to generate CH, emission rate data from oil and gas production sites in the
Denver-Julesburg (1)) Basin, the Barnett Shale, Pinedale, and Eagle Ford from 2010-2013. In
addition to the analysis of repeated measurements at 9 sites, the emission estimates from the
OTM 33A field smdies were compared with recent on-site studies led by the Eastern Research
Group (ERG)" and Allen et al.'*. The ERG study", conducted for the City of Fort Worth, TX,
used both direct measurement and source estimation methods to characterize CH, and organic
compound emissions at 388 production si-fes containing wells, produced water storage tanks,
Separators, and compressors. Component-level source identification in the ERG stndy'* was
accomplished by infrared camera ebservations and direct source measurements were conducted

using Hi Flow samplers {Bacharach Inc., New Kensington, PA), toxic vapor analyzers, and
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evacuated canisters, The measm"ements were used by the City of Fort Worth to evaluate the
adequacy of setback provisions for production pads and c;ompressor stations. The results of the
ERG study" indicated that compressors, leaking tank thief hatches, and pneumatic valve
controllers are the most frequently‘encountered and significant emissions sources of CH,. Using
similar on-site source measurement techniques, Allen et al.' measured CH, emissions from 150
production sites in four regions of the United States to evaluate engineering estimates of methane
emissions from natural gas production that are used in national inventories, Their results
indicated that emissions from pneumatics and equipment leaks were higher than estimated in the
EPA greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions inventory ',

Methods

OTM 33A" is a mobile inspection approach used 1o locate sources and determine real-time
emission rates with screening-level accuracy (x 60 %), without the need for site access or
location-specific modeting. The technique is applicable to select oil and gas sources such as
roadway proximate well pads located in relatively open areas. In addition to downwind vehicle
access and favorable plume transport conditions required for all mobile assessment methods, the
emission characterization portion of OTM 33A 1elies on relatively consistent meteorological
conditions, obstruction—fr'ee line of sight observation, and a knowledge of the distance to the
source's.

The OTM 33A equipment configuration used either a G1301-fc cavity ring-down spectrometer
(Picarro, Inc., Santa Clara, CA, USA) or a GG-24-r off-axis integrated cavity output
spectrometer (Los Gatos Research Inc., Mountain View, CA USA) as CH, concentration
measurement instruments (CMIs). The mohile measurement platforms were sports utility

vehicles containing the CMI, computer control system, and lead-acid batteries to allow operation

015/036
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with the engine turned off. The vehicles were fitted with rotatable front-mounted masts with a
height of 2.7 m that allowed the CMI probe and meteorological instruments to be located away
from the body of the vehicle. Primary wind field data were acquired using model 81000V
Ultrasonic Anemometers (R.M. Young, Inc., Traverse City, MI, USA). A collocated compact
auto-north weather station (model AIQ 102780, Climatronics Corp., Bohemia, NY, USA)
provided secondary wind data along with temperature, atmospheric pressure, and relative
huwmidity measures. Location was recorded using a Hemisphere Crescent R100 Series GPS
system (Hemisphere GPS, Calgary, AB Canada). Collocated with the CMI probe, a user-
triggered solenoid allowed acquisition of nominal 30 second evacuated canister grab samples. A
LabView™ (National Instruments, Inc., Austin TX, USA) computer program time-aligned the
data stream while allowing user control of the system.

For a typical production pad assessment, emissions were located through downwind, drive-by
inspetion, keying on sharply elevated CH, spikes indicative of proximate source plumes.
Maximizing real-time CH, concentrations measured by the CMI, the vehicle was positioned in
the plume at a safe and appropriate downwind observing location with the probe facing the
source, and the engine was turned off. Distance from the measwrement vehicle to the emission
source ranged from 10 m to 200 m with an average distance of 57 m. Data were acquired for a
I5- to 20-minute time period with the vehicle remaining stationary. In some cases, evacuated
canister samples (triggered at high CH, concentration levels) were acquired to provide speciated
data on co-emitted compounds. Auxiliary data from infrared cameras (FLIR Systems, Inc.,
Boston MA, USA), when available, helped identify the source location, facilitating

measurements of the distance from the mobile platform o the source using a laser range finder.
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109 Distances were later confirmed through Goaogle Earth™ images coupled with wind-concentration
110 rose data. The vehicle was positioned to minimize line-of-sight wind flow obstructions.
i11 Emission rate estimates were calculated using a point source Gaussian (PSG) approach with a
“ 12 custom MATLAB™ (MathWorks, Natick, MA, USA) analysis program'®, This approach relies
113 on variations in wind direction to move the plume around the observation location in three
114 dimensions; farther assumptions include a point source and Gaussian plume dispersion. The
115  analysis software time-aligned the measurements to correct for sampling line delay, rotated the
116 3-D sonic anemometer data to polar coordinates centered on the predominant wind direction, and
117 binned the CH, concentrations by wind direction data in ten degree increments. The results were
118  fitted with a Gaussian function to determine the a\;eragc peak CH, concentration in the plume.
119 Background concentrations were determined during time periods with no plume-probe overlap.
120 The program calculated the representative atmospheric stability indicator (ASI) from an average
121 of the turbulence intensity (TI), measured by the 3D-sonic anemometer and the standard
122 deviation in 2-D wind direction (09), acquired by the compact meteorological station. By
123 defining a seven unit ASI scale with steps of equal increments (TI = 0.025, o0 = 4.0°), an ASI
124 value for each measurement was assigned which ranged from 1 (T1 > 0.205, o6 > 27.5%) to 7 (TI
125 <0.08, 00 <759, roughly corresponding to the Pasquill stability classes A through DV. For
126  the PSG emission estimate, the values of horizontal (oy) and vertical (oz) dispersion are
127 determined from an interpolated version of point source dispersion tables using the measured
128 source distance and the ASI. The PSG emissi_on estimate (q) is a simple 2-D Gaussian
129 integration (no reflection term) multiplied by mean wind speed (u} and the peak concentration (c)

130 - determined by the Gaussian fit: (q = 2ne0ysgzeuec)'s.
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A set of 107 controlled CH4 release experiments were conducted to investi gate data quality
indicators and the expected accuracy range for the PSG approach in relatively obstruction-free,
Open areas as encountered in this study. The experiments used single point releases from sli ghtly
dispersed, mass flow-controlled cylinders of 99.9% CH, cylinders, performed at a variety of site
locations, observation distances, and under a range of atmospheric conditions'®, Release rates
ranged from 0.19 g/s to 1.2 g/s with the majbrity of values at approximately 0.6 g/s. Based on
these experiments, a primary set of three data quality indicators was identified: (1) fitted peak
CH, concentration centered within +/- 30 degrees of the souvrce direction; (2) an average in-
plume concentration greater than 0.1 ppm; and (3) a Gaussian fit with an R>> 0.80. The plume
centering indicator helps ensure the identity of the upwind source and can protect against off-axis
interfering sources and poor plume advection conditions. The concentration limit helps protect
against insufficient plume transport and the R® indicator helps identify interfering sources and
obstructed wind flow conditions (non-Gaussian transport).

The percent error ([estimated emissioﬁ rate-release rate}/[release rate]) of the controlled release
experiments that met the data quélity criteria ranged from -60% to 52% with 72% of the
measutements within +/- 30%. Without application of the data quality indicators, the set of
release experiments produced accuracy values ranging from -87% to 184% of actual, The 184%
overestimate was believed to be due to pooling and release under. partially stagnant conditions
and a trial wind variance indicator was developed for this case (not observed in field trials).
Factors affecting accuracy can include insufficient plume advection and non-representative
concentration profiles caused by near-field obstructions or poor plume-to-probe overlap.
Potential data quality indicators such as wind speed and plume concentration statistics are being

investigated as part of OTM 33A method development'®. For the current analysis, only
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measurements that met the three primary criteria were included (representing 77% of the
controlled release measurements and 71% of the ficld measurements).

OTM 33A was used in eight two-week field campaigns in four bil and gas production basins:
Colorado DJ Basin, July 2010 and 2011; Texas Barnett shale, Sept. 2010 and 201 1; Texas Eagle
Ford Shale, Sept. 2011; and Wyoming Pinedale, which includes the Pinedale Anticline and Jonah
fields, June 2011, July 2012, and June 2013. Datasets for each individual basin were combinéd
as the methods of data collection were similar, although there were some software and hardware
improvements in later studies. All Ineasurements were collected in the daytime on days with no
significant precipitation,

Oil and gas production information for the counties sampled was obtained from DI Desktop
(Drillinginfo, Austin, TX, USA). Included in the dataset were well type, operator, first
production date, spatial coordinates of the well, and annual and monthly hydrocarbon liguids,
gas, and water production levels. OTM 33A measur‘ements were spatially matched with
production data wsing aerial imagery (Google Barth® and ArcGIS® base maps). When
coordinates did not align with aerial imagery, additional datasets provided by the State of TX®
and State of CO™ were used to cross-reference location information. Monthly production valyes
were available for 81 % of the measurements. When monthly production was not available,
annual values were converted to monthly estimates. The matched dataset was analyzed using R%
and ArcGIS 10%°,

Both emissions estimates and production values were log-normally distributed and for this
reason, figures are shown on a log scale. The mean and standard error of the log-transformed
data were calculated using a non-parametric bootstrap™ * and then transformed back into the

original scale. To compare OTM 33A emissions estimates with the direct measurement studies
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conducted by ERG' and Allen et al,'*, direct measurements were converted from CH, scfim into
g/s using a molar volume of 40.87 m® mol™ and summed by site. Measurements from the ERG
study'* were matched with the corresponding monthly production values from DI Desktop
(Drillinginfo, Austin, TX. USA) based on the recorded Entity ID. Production values for the sites
measured by Allen et al." were reported by the well operators to the study team.

Resuits and Discussion

Description of sites with repeat measurements

The OTM 33A mobile inspection approach was used to identify and assess CH, emissions
from roadway proximate well pads with an average in-plume concentration > 0.1 ppm. No
attemnpt was made to measure or statistically account fox: well pads with apparently low (and thus
difficult to measure) emissions. In many cases, infrared camera videos (examples in
Supplemental B) acquired from off-site observing locations, simultaneously with the CH,
measurements, helped to tdentify specific emission sources. Storage tank-related emissions were
frequently observed. The emission rate data and video examples presented here may not be
representative of the full population of sources emitting currently over the selected minimum
measurement rate due to engineering advancements, changes in work practices, and the
implementation of new state regulations.

To improve understanding of both technique and source variability, repeat measurements
(three or more) were made at 9 sites in the Pinedale Basin, with the number of measurements per
site ranging from 3 to 21 (Table 51). The consistent winds and lack of obstructions in the
Pinedale Basin create favorable conditions for OTM 33A. Measurements were made in differcnt
years at four of these sites (Figure 1), and the time between measurements ranged from < 1 day

to 732 days (Table S1). Geometric means and 95 % confidence intervals were calculated using a
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non-parametric bootstrap. For sites A-G, the 95 % confidence interval for the mean was less than
1 g/s while at sites H and I, large variations in emissions were observed, resulting in confidence

intervals = 2 g/s (Table S1).

A 301 4+ 2012 % 2093 +
__fo-
)
2 +
T
O 54 +
+
: . +1~§
o wom Wby #T F il
I L] T T T T T T
I

I
A'B C D E F 6 H
Site

Figure 1. CH, emission rates (8/s) measured at repeated sites by year.

The results indicate that while low emissions (< 2 gfs) frequently persist over time, the larger
emissions observed using OTM 33A are likely episodic in nature. One source of persistent low-
level emissions observed with the infrared camera is believed to be a vented produced water tank
at Site C (Video S1). Previous studies have shown that flashing from a condensate tank after a
separator dump can result in episodic large emissions®. CH, emissions greater than 2 g/s were
observed at 13 % of the 210 unique sites measured. The variability of emission rates at sites H
and I indicates that these larger emissions may be episodic events that cannot be used to infer
annual emission rates without a greater understanding of their frequency and duration (Figure 1).

Site I was measured on four separate days in 2012, On each of the days, the emissions
appeared to originate from the same tank. Infrared videos indicate that all of the emissions > 3.0

gfs occutred during the time period that a thief hatch on a condensate tank was open (Video S4,

10
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Video 55, and Video $6). On the last day the site‘ was measured, the thief hatch was closed and
the measured emissions seemed fo originaie from a pressure relief device and were < 3.0 g/s
(Video §7).

Another potential cause of variation in emissions levels is the variability in plume capture.
Depending on meteorological conditions, the plume measured can inciude all of the sources on
the pad or only some of the sources (Figure 2). Measurements were made at Site H on three days
in 2012 and one day in 2013 (four and two independent emission measurements, respectively).
The higher emissions observed were only present on one of the days in 2012 and originated from

the tank on the north side of the pad (Video S2) while the smaller emissions seemed to ori ginate

from the southern edge of the pad (Video $3).

Arrows indicate mean
wind direction during
i measurement.

i 100
——— \eters
Figure 2, Map of repeated measurements at sites H and I, Arrow direction indicates mean wind

direction and the arrow location indicates the tocation of the mobile platform during the

measurement.
Comparisons with direct measurement studies-

A total of 318 OTM 33A measurements were collected that met the data quality criteria. Of

these measurements, 31 were excluded from the analysis because®the measured emissions either

11
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did not originate from nominal well pad operaﬁoﬁs (e.g., evidence of active pad maintenance,
pipeline leaks, gas processing plants, etc :) or n(; cuorrent productiﬁn data were availabie, resulting
in a total of 210 unique sites. The sites Wcré classified into gas or oil production pads based on
the TX Railroad Commission definition of a gas well® (> 100 Mscf of gas per barrel of
hydrocarbon liquids). Gas production pads constituted 93 %, 2 %, 75 %, and 84 % of the sites
measured in the Barnett, DJ , Eagle Ford, and Pinedale basins, respectively. Methane emissions
were averaged by site and month, resulting iﬁ a total of 228 combinations of emission and
production values. Due to the small sample size in the Fagle Ford (n = 4), these measurements
were excluded from the basin comparison (Figure 3). CH, emissions by basin were compared
using a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance test and pairwise Wilcoxson rank-sum tests

and were found to be significantly different (p <0.05).

1000000 ;
w "= 43 n =é 74 n =107
) ' _
e
8 10000+ - - O R
é _

[
o
g 0.0100 =
4]
«
) -
G a.0001 : ' |
| ' ‘ . .
— T T T ¥ ¥ T LI T
Appalashian  Gulf Coast MideantinentRocky Mountaln Barnett Bamstt (eX] Pinsdate
Basin

Figure 3. Comparison of measured CH, emissions per production pad (g/s) from Allen et al’,
ERG", and OTM 33A by basin. Whiskers extend to the largest measurement that is within 1.5
times the interquartile range (IQR). Means and 95 % confidence intervals are shown in black and

were calculated using a non-parametric bootstrap,

12
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CH, emissions estimates from the direct measurement studjes conducted by ERG™ and Allen
et al." were compared to the OTM 33A mieasureinenis (Figure 3). The studies encompass a range
of production pads that vary with respect to oil and gas composition, production levels, amount
and type of production equipment, age, and emission control measures, resulting in a broad
distribution of emissions. The mean of the CH, emissions measured using OTM 33A in the
Barnett Shale (0.33 g/s) is more than twice the mean of the emissions measured by ERG" (0.14
g/s). Nevertheless, the interquartile range of the OTM 33A emission estimates for the Barnett
falls within the interquartile range of the ERG emissions estimates despite the differences in the
measurement methods.

In the ERG study', emissions from storage tank breathing and standing losses, glycol
dehydrator re-boiler vents, wastewater and/or condensate loading, flaring, and non-routine
emissions from malfunctions or maintenance were not measured or calculated. Similarly, the
;Illﬂé‘z;lsurements by Allen et al."” were limited primarily to equipment leaks, pneumatic controllers,
and chemical injection pumps. Tank leaks were measured at some sites but rarely could ail of the
emission points be accessed. In confrast, OTM 33A measurements generally represent an
mtegrated plume including alf potential sources on a production pad. Supporting infrared camera
footage from the OTM 33A studies indicated that emigsions often originate from storage tanks
which have previously been shown to comprise a significant source® {Supplemental B), OTM
33A is also more likely to capture malfunction-relat;ed CH, releases than direct measurement
methods because of its mobile and off-site measurement capabilities.

Furthermore, the remote nature of the OTM 33A method and its application in these studies o
only sites with downwind average in-plume concentrations greater than (.1 ppm result in an

effective lower sampling limit of approximately 0.010 g/s, compared with < 0.001 g/s limits for

13

#024/0386



12/01/2014 17:41 FAX Bo25/038

273

274

275
276

277

278
279

280
281
282
283

284

the on-site measurement techniques (Figure 4a). As a result, the OTM 33A measurements
represent the upper end of the distribution in this comparison (Figure 4b).

e Allon ol al, (2013) wews ERQ (2011) mmm This shudy (OTM $54)

o.sJ ;
.-g’ 0.4 -
2
a

024

004

:

0754

Cumulative Density
=
$

0.001 0.010 0.100 1.000 10,000
CH, Emitted Per Site (gfs)

Figure 4. Density (a) and cumulative density (b) of measurements of CH, emission rates (g/s)

from this study (OTM 33A), Allen et ai. '%, and ERG ™.

Comparison of measurements with production values,

CH, emissions from the direct measurement studies and OTM 33A were compared to monthly
gas production using a linear regression on the log transformed data (Figure 5). Sites with gas
production < 1 Mscf/day or CH, emissions < 0.0005 g/s were excluded from the analysis (five
sites in the ERG study). Gas production values explained more of the variation in the OTM 33A
measurements than the measurements from the on-site studies, although variation in gas

production still accounted for only 8.3 % of the total variation in emissions (R* = 0.083).
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Figure 5. CH, emissions {(Mscf/day) versus reportéd monthly gas production {Mscf/day). Blue

lines represent the linear regression lines,

The OTM 33A CH, emission estimates were also compared with hydrocarbon liquids and
water production and the (arithmetic) mean age of active permitted wells on the site using
Pearson correlation coefficients (Table 1) and a multivariate linear regression.

Approximately 23 % and 15 % of the pads measured using OTM 33A reported no hydrocarbon
liquids or water production, respectively. To use these pads in the log-transformed model, pads
with no reported oil or water production were assigned 0.01 bbl/day. Several values were tested
and the choice of this value did not significantly affect the results. When considering the
correlation between production and emissions individually, CH, emissions were most sirongly
correlated with gas production (R = 0.29). CH, emissions were also positively correlated with
water production, negatively correlated with mean age, and not correlated with hydrecarbon

liquids production (Table 1).

15

Zoz6/038



12/01/2014 17:42 FAX

301

302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313

314

Table 1. Pearson correlation coefficients (R} of emissions and production.

CH4 Gas gy duxi':);;arbon Water
Emissions Production Pr?) duction Produetion
(Mscfiday) (Mscf/day) (bbl/day) (bbVday)

CH4 Emissions 1.00

(Mscf/day)

Gas Production 0.29 1.00

(Msct/day) '

Hydrocarbon

Liquids Production 00! 044 100

(bbl/day)

Water Production 0,22 0.77 0.40 1.00

(bbl/day) : '

Mean Age (years) -0.20 - -0.59 -0.34 -0.57

A multivariate linear regression was conducted to determine the effect of gas and hydrocarbon
liquids production and age of the well on CH, emissions simultaneously. Water production was
not included in the model because it was so highly correlated with gas production (R > 0.7) that
the effects could not be separated. The following model was used:

(1) log(CH,) = p; *log(Gas) + B, » log(0il) + B; » Age

where CH, represents measured emissions in g/s, Gas is total reported production in Mscf/day,
Oil is total reported hydrocarbon liquids production in bbl/day, and 4ge is the mean age of the
permitted wells in years, Age was not significantly correlated with CH, emissions, while gas
production was significantly positively correlated, and oil production was significantly
negatively correlated (Table $2). The negative correlation with oil production is consistent
across the basins (Figure S1). This negative correlation with oil production is likely due to the

lower fraction of CH, in wet gas compared to dry gas. Furthermore, emissions from condensate
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tanks, which are more prevalent in wet gas areas, typically contain a lower fraction of CH, and
higher fraction of heavier hydrocarbons such as VOCs when compared with produced gas®, The
inclusion of hydrocarbon liquids and age in the model did not explain much more of the variation
in emissions resulting in an adjusted R? of only 0.096, in contrast to an R? of 0.083 when only
gas production was included.

Other important sources of variation not accounted for in this analysis include emissions
controls and equipment present on the production pads. Further uncertainty is introduced by the
production data: daily or hourly production levels may not be consistent with monthly
production.

Although the OTM 33A CH, emissions data include episadic features (e.g., flash emissions), it
i instructive to compare emission rates as a percent of production with the measurements by
Allen et al.”” and ERG". While the CH, emissions estimates per site in g/s were similar across
tﬁeA .thrce studies, the OTM 33A estimates of CH, as a percent of t;')tal production are
SI‘.J’l);tantial[y higher than the studies by ERG" and Allen et al.'® (Figure S2). For the sites
measured using OTM 33A, approximately 0.72 %, 1,36 %, and 058 % of production was
emitted on average in the Barnett, DJ, and Pinedale basins, respectively, compared with 0.11 %
of production measured by ERG' in the Barnett shale and 0.01 % and 0.09 % measured by Allen

et al.’

in the Appalachian and Rocky Mountain basins, respectively (Figure $2). As evidenced
in the statistical analysis, differences in production rate explain only a small fraction of the
variation in emissions.

Mean gas production at the OTM 33A sites was significantly lower that mean gas production

at the sites measured in the direct measurement studies (Figure $4). Gas production at the OTM

33A sites ranged from 3.7 (Mscf/day) to 9,021 (Mscf/day) with 37 % of the sites producing <

17
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100 Mscf/day. In contrast, Allen et al.'’ reportéd a gas production range of 20 to 47,690
(Mscf/day) wiih only 10 % of the sites producing < 100 Mscf/day and with approximately 20 %
of the measured sites producing > 10,000 Mscf/day. The gas production values of the ERG
sites ranged from 0.06 to 9,085 Mscf/day in the Barnett with 10 % of the sites producing < 100
Mscf/day (Figure S4). 'The OTM 33A results indicate that sites with very low gas and oil
production can emit a much greater fraction’ of the gas produced than sites with higher
production levels. Maintenance issues (e.g., fugitive leaks, open or leaking thief hatches, failed
pressure relief devices, malfunctioning separator dump valves) could be more prevalent at
smaller older production sites than at higher producing sites that are potentially better maintained
and may have fundamentally different engineeting designs (e.g., use of buffer tanks to suppress
flash emissions). Furthermore, many of the fugitive processes can emit at levels that are not
linearly associated with production rates.

In summary, the OTM 33A mobile inspection method was successfully applied to quantify
CH, emissions at 210 oil and gas well pads with an accuracy of + 60 % determined by tracer
release tests. Well pad emissions were log-normally distributed and differed significantly by
basin with geometric means ranging from 0.14 g/s in the Denver-Julesburg to 0,52 g/s in the
Pinedale basin. Repeat measurements at 9 sites indicated consistent low emission. rates at seven
sites and highly variable emissions at two sites, The production rates accounted for
approximately 10 % of the variation in emission rates in a multivariate linear regresgion., While
emission rates in g/s were comparable with published on-site direct measurement studies,
emissions es a percentage of production were higher by a factor of 7 or more, indicating that sites
with tower production levels can emit a much greater percentage of production. Infrared camera

videos indicate that emission rates may be strongly affected by stochastic variables. In particular,
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equipment malfunctions or operator error may cause emission rates to increase substantially
compared to nominal operating conditions. Accurately estimating site emissions on a regional
scale likely will require determining the average magnitude and frequency of these stochastic

events.

Supporting Information. Supplemental figures, tables, and IR videos are supplied as supporting

information. This material is available free of charge via the Internet at hitp://pubs.acs.org.
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Wyoming Permit Rewlew Fugitives {VOCs)
N Tatal# | Tomgtg | #PEmiS Hoﬂqwﬁ H%M:MW # Permits | # Permits mmoﬁqm.ﬁ HHM:MW\ #ermits | permits Hoﬂnwﬁ, H%Mﬂ:ﬂ #permis | rgiives | rgeves e
perator Wells | Permits gwhma {INCLUDING [ (EXCLUDING mmww 4 >w"w,_<m 2 | incwoime | (excluome mm.nm«s 2 »_M“m 1| invcLuping | excLunivg mm"ww : Sﬂnnzﬂm _aw:m_.mm: o
FNL permits} | FNL permits) FNL paemits} | FNL permits) FNL permits) | FNL permits)
Ultra Resources, Inc. 1752 | 187 5 3% 3% 182 24 13% 13% 163 & 35% 35% 121 2 0
EnCana Ofl & Gas {USA) nc. 1609 | 122 2 2% 24% 87 g7 71% 76% 23 107 8% 93% g 7 0
QEP Energy Company g8 | 71 18 259 25% 53 33 6% 45% 38 3 48% 8% 37 ) 37
wwwh_ﬁﬂwm_ﬂnmﬂ_cmmwg & 38 | 35 g 26% 26% % 12 34% 4% 23 12 34% 24% 23 o 23
BP America Production Cornparry 100 40 8 2094 B0% 2 g 23% 90% 1 16 25% 160% b1 ap 1]
Mﬂwﬂﬂm”ﬂ“ﬂhﬁa 4 ) 4 4% £0% 1 H 56% 100% 0 5 56% 1008% o 4 0
m:rmm»o%zoczms Production, |, 6 4 67% 67% 2 6 100% 100% o 6 100% 100% 0 o o
Yates Petroleum Cormaoration 19 & 0 i 0% 5 1 17% 17% 5 1 17% 7% 5 0 a
KOG Resaurces, Inc. 15 2 o 0% % 2 o w6 % 2 1 50% S0% 1 o 1
Newfield Production Company ] 4 1 5% 25% 3 1 25% 5% 3 1 25% 25% 3 0 3
Wexpro Campany 6 2 2 100% 100% i} 2 100% 100% 0 2 100% 10085 0 0 0
Anschutz Pinedale Corporation 4 3 o 0% 0% E ] 0% 0% 3 D 0% 0% 3 i 2
Nextraction Energy Corporation 1 b o 0% 0% 1 [ 0% 7] 1 0 ] 0% 1 ° 1
Mountzin Gas Resaurces L1.C 1 1 B 0% 0% 1 o % 0% 1 0 0% 0% 1 1 0
Muouw”“.m_ﬂ Production 1 1 o o% 0% 1 0 0% o% 1 0 0% 0% 1 0 0
Pinedale Ensrgy, LLC 1 1 o 0% 0% 1 0 2% % 1 o 0% 0% 1 1 o
Danbury Onshore, LG, 2 2 8 0% o% 2 o 0% 0% z o 0% 0% z o c
Chevron USA 1 1 9 o5 0% 1 0 0% 0% 1 1 100% 100% o 0 0
TOTAL 4,884 | 494 73 16% ir% 374 180 36% 40% 273 246 50% 5q% 207 44 &7

[1] Anschutz, Mountain Gas Resources, and Painedale En
[2] The percentages for each threshold that exclude

argy each had one permit without fugitives fisted. These were assurned tg be
permits without fugitives da not account for the permits in the
£3] The permits in the "Fugitives listed as Insignificant™ eolumn ars accounted for In all percentzges. These are assy

"Insig” {insignificant) based on ather emissians at the fadlizy.

“Fugitives not Listed” column. This has the isrgest impact on % breakdowns for EnZanz, BF, and Questar.
med to have less than 1 tpy (<0.048 tpy) fugibves.




P-1-1

P-1

PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION OF WYOMING
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951 Wemer Court, Suite 100 fax (307} 266-2189

PETROLELIM Casper, Wyoming 82601 e-mail: paw@pawyo.org
ASSOTIATION (307} 234-5333 WY pawyo.0rg
of
WYOMING

December 1, 2014

RECEIVED
Steven A. Dietrich : DEC 10 2014
Air Quality Administrator
Herschler Building 2-E AIR QUALITY DIVISION

122 W. 25" Strest
Cheyenne, WY 82002

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

Dear Mr. Dietrich:

The Petroleum Association of Wyoming (PAW) appreciates this opportunity to provide
additional comments to the Wyoming Department 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 largest cil and gas trade association. 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, rutes and regulations administered by the WDEQ.

We continue to support WDEQ in your efforfs to bring the area back into attainment.
PAW is pleased to see most of the changes the AQD has presented and greatly
appreciates the additional meetings and time the AQD has put into working on the
renewed proposal, however we believe the rule, as proposed, stilf requires some clarity.

We thank the AQD for extending the phase-in period and agree with the intent of the
rule. Companies will make all efforts to meet the extended deadlines but due to the
difference in management of companies, we continue to have companies that cannot
proceed in ordering necessary parts or hiring of subcontractors untit the rule is
implemented and final. 1t is for these reasons we are asking for the ability to request
extentions during the first year of the program for extenuating circumstances.
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We offer several additional suggestions fo clarify the requirements in order to help
industry comply with the rule. We also offer suggestions intended to improve the rule
better for both industry and AQD. Through working together to understand the needs of
each side, PAW believes our comments and suggestions are timely and appropriate.

Our further detailed comments are attached for your review.

Thank y

3

John Robitaille
Vice President




Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule PAW Comments Recommended Rule Language Change

(a) Applicability.

(i) These regulations apply to all PAD and single
well oil and gas production facilities or sources, and all
compressor stations located in the Upper Green River Basin
(UGRB) ozone nonattainment area that exist as of January 1,
2014. The UGRB ozone nonattainment area is that area
which was adopted by reference from 40 d
CFR part 81.351, revised and published as of July 1, 2013, _
not including any later amendments. Copies of the Code . %
of Federal Regulations (CFR) are available for public w®
inspection and can be purchased from the Department of 9
Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division, Cheyenne oﬂo !
Office. Contact information for the Cheyenne Office is o
available at: R sse
http://deq.state.wy.us. Copies of the CFR can also be : e
purchased from Government Institutes, 15200 NBN Way,
Building B, Blue Ridge Summit, PA 17214, or online at:
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collectionCfr.action?col
lectionCode=CFR.

(i) PAD and single well oil and gas production facilities or
sources, shall comply with all applicable requirements of
these regulations unless a Wyoming Air Quality Standards
and Regulations (WAQSR) Chapter 6, Section 2 permit has
been issued that meets or exceeds the control requirements of
these regulations; and




Section 6. [Reserved.j Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin,

New Propesed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

v

(iii) A compressor station, as defined in Subsection (b), shall
comply with the requirements of Subsection (g) of these
regulations unless a Wyoming Air Quality Standards and
Regulations (WAQSR) Chapter 6, Section 2 permit has been
issued that meets or exceeds the Subsection (g) requirements;
and

{iv) In spite of the requirements of Chapter 6, Section 2(a)(i)
and (iii) of the WAQSR, a preconstruction permit under
Chapter 6, Section 2 is not required for any control device
(flare/enclosed combustion unit) or equipment identified in
these regulations unless a facility or source is required to obtain
a permit under Chapter 6, Section 4 or Section 13.

{v) Upon Division approval, an alternative emission control
device and/or equipment may be used in lieu of, or in
combination with, a combustion device that will achieve the
98% manufacturer-designed volatile organic compounds (VOC)
control efficiency required by these regulations.

PAW appreciates proposed paragraph (v) that allows for
innovative approaches for controls that might be less than 98%
but will be economical and technically feasible for continued
control, after emissions drop below 4 tpy. However, for
clarity, we suggest a text modification to avoid any confusion
that the alternative conirol does not have to meet a 98%
control efficiency but that has the potential to achieve greater
emission reductions over the life of the well.

(v) Upon Division approval, an alternative emission control
device and/or equipment may be used in lieu of, or in

combination with, a combustion device thatwill-achievethe

08%-manvfacturer-designed-velatie-organic-compounds
VOG- eontrel-efficiency-required-by-these-repulations:

“Composite extended hydrocarbon analysis” are averaged
extended hydrocarbon compositions based on samples from at
least five wells producing from the same formation and under
similar conditions (* 25 psig).

“Compressor station” means any permanent combination of
one or more compressors that move natural gas at increased
pressure from fields, in transmission pipelines, or into storage.

P-1
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

“Dehydration unit” means a system that uses glycol to absorb
water from produced gas before it is introduced into gas sales or
collection lines.

“Extended hydrocarbon analysis” means a gas chromatograph
analysis performed on pressurized hydrocarbon liquid
(oil/condensate) and gas samples, and shall include both
speciated hydrocarbons from methane (C1) through decane
(C10), including the following Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP)
- benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, xylenes (BTEX), n-hexane,
and 2-2-4-trimethylpentane.

WDEQ improved the definition from the original proposal by
removing how and where a sample should be collected.
However, the word “pressurized” also needs to be removed
since an extended analysis is not dependent on this type of
sample. For example, an extended analysis can also be
performed on a crude oil sample from an atmospheric tank.

“Extended hydrocarbon analysis” means a gas
chromatograph analysis performed on pressurized
hydrocarbon liquid (oil/condensate) and gas samples, and
shall include both speciated hydrocarbons from methane (C1)
through decane (C10), including the following Hazardous Air
Pollutants (HAP) - benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, xylenes
(BTEX), n-hexane, and 2-2-4-trimethylpentane

“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 stream (gas, light oil, heavy oil, water/oil).
Table 2-4 from EPA-453/R-95-017 is available online at:
http://deq.state. wy.us/agd/ or

http://www.cpa.gov/tinchiel /efdocs/equiplks.pdf.

“Flashing emissions” means VOC emissions, including HAP
components, that occur when gases are released from produced
liquids (oil, condensate, produced water, or a mixture thereof)
that are exposed to temperature increases or pressure drops as
they are transferred from pressurized vessels to lower pressure
separation vessels or to atmospheric storage tanks.

No fugitive definition

“Optical gas imaging instrument” means an instrument that
makes visible, emissions that may otherwise be invisible to the
naked eye.

P-1-
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Bagsin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

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

“Separation vessels” means all gun barrels, production and test
separators, production and test treaters, water knockouts, gas
boots, flash separators, and drip pots.

“Single well facility” means a facility where production
equipment is associated with only one well.

“Storage tanks” means any tanks that contain oil, condensate,
produced water, or some mixture thereof,

(c) Flashing Emissions at Existing PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014.

(i) VOC emissions from all existing storage tanks and
all existing separation vessels are subject to these regulations.

(A) For total uncontrolled VOC emissions from flashing
that are greater than or equal to 4 tons per year (tpy), flashing
emissions from all produced oil, condensate, water tanks, and
separation vessels shall be controlled to at least 98%
manufacturer-designed VOC destruction efficiency by January
1,2017.

(B) Storage tanks that are on site for use during
emergency or upset conditions are not subject to the control
requirements in this Subsection.

(C) Emergency, open-top, and/or blowdown tanks shall
not be used as active storage tanks but may be used for
temporary storage.,

(I) Emergency tanks shall be utilized for

In response to prior comments, PAW appreciates WDEQ
extending the compliance date by another year. However,
given that the final rule will not be promulgated until
sometime after January 1, 2013, rule text needs to be amended
to allow for a compliance date exception if an operator has a
justifiable reason to need more time. Many opetrators may not
begin formal planning and budgeting to purchase and construct
equipment and controls until there is the certainty of a final
rule. Examples of potentially justifiable reasons for an
exception include: Vendor delays in delivery of equipment,
construction delays from adverse weather, availability of
crews, equipment breakdowns, delay in BLM permitting, etc,

Tanks referenced in (c)(i)(B) are also used for equipment
maintenance, venting, and well blowdowns not just
emergencies and upsets. PAW recommends the language edits
in the next column to allow for their temporary use,

(c) Flashing Emissions at Existing PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014,

(1) VOC emissions from all existing storage tanks and all
existing separation vessels are subject to these regulations.
(A) For total uncontrolled VOC emissions
from flashing that are greater than or equal to 4 tons per year
(tpy), flashing emissions from all produced oil, condensate,
water tanks, and separation vessels shall be controlled to at
least 98% manufacturer-designed VOC destruction efficiency
by January 1, 2017
1.) An operator may request an extension by
submitting a written request fo the AQD no later than
November 1, 2016. An extension will be granted or
denied within 30 days following submittal of the
request.
(B) Storage tanks that are on site only for
temporary use during maintenance, blowdowns

CTRYING 1O AN Fos VAFORESEEN PrUBLEMNS
w/ comPl TANCE
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

unavoidable equipment malfunctions as defined
in Chapter 1, Section 5 of the WAQSR.

(ID) If emergency, open-top, and/or blowdown
tanks are utilized, they must be emptied within
seven (7) calendar days.

(D) Control Removal. The removal of flashing
emissions control devices will be allowed pursuant to the
requirements in Subparagraph (h)(iii}(E), after one (1) year
from the date of installation if uncontrolled VOC flashing
emissions have declined to less than, and will remain below 4

tpy.

In paragraph (c)(iXC)(11) PAW believes the requirement for
blowdown tanks should be removed. This blanket requirement
does not consider the quantity of liquids produced, nor
associated emissions from the tank itself or from nonessential
trucking,

Mandating a prescriptive emptying requirement does not make
sense because there are no flashing emissions and only
minimal evaporative emissions that will not be eliminated by
emptying the tanks within 7 days. Even after emptying a tank
with a truck, a liquid heel will remain in the bottom of the
tank, Furthermore, tank usage events will not necessarily
result in enough liquid volume going to the tank to make
emptying feasible. Often blowdowns produce less than a
barrel of liquid per event, which may be less than what
required in order to be drawn from the outlet of the tank. If it
is WDEQ’s intent to ensure the use of these tanks is only
temporary, as stated in the response to comments in the
original proposal, a solution is to amend paragraph (B) using
PAW’s recommended language in the next column to give the
control exemption only to tanks used temporarily.

emergency or upset conditions are not subject to the
98% control requirements.

(C)-HhHemergeney;-open-top-andfor

emptied-withinseven-{PD-ealendar-days:

v Blowoouns vn AY BE LESS THAV
I BAREL BN BUANTTT,

(ii) Calculation for Flashing Emissions.
(A) Determine the average daily condensate/oil
production for the previous twelve (12) calendar months
in barrels per day (bpd).
(B) Use any generally accepted model in accordance
with 40 CFR 60, Subpart OO0QO or direct measurement
of tank emissions to determine uncontrolled VOC
emissions.
(C) Model input shall consist of:
(D) A site-specific analysis of liquids, or
composite extended hydrocarbon analysis of
liquids, taken from the pressurized, upstream

PAW recommends the word “representative” be inserted in
(ii}C)(I) for clarity that it can be used for other sites
operating within the same parameter limitations of the
composite analysis definition,

{C) Model input shall consist of:

() A site-specific analysis of liquids, or
representative composite extended hydrocarbon
analysis of liquids, taken from the pressurized,
upstream separation equipment under normal
opetating conditions;

...

Iy ...

OLAAEFECATEOY
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

separation equipment under normal operating

conditions;

(1) Average daily condensate/oil production

rate as determined in Subparagraph (c)(ii)(A) of

these regulations;

(III) Site-specific or composite extended

hydrocarbon analyses will be no older than three

(3) years from date of flashing emissions

calculation including;
(1.) The average, actual equipment
operational parameters, including
separator temperature and pressure; and
(2.) American Petroleum Institute (API)
gravity and Reid vapor pressure (RVP)
of sales oil.

(d) Dehydration Units at Existing PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014.
(i) VOC emissions released from all existing dehydration units
are subject to these regulations.
(A)|Deleted PAD Facilities and Single Well Facilities]
For total uncontrolled VOC emissions from all
dehydration units that are greater than or equal to 4 tpy,
VOC emissions from all dehydration units shall be
controlled to at least 98% manufacturer-designed VOC
destruction efficiency and equipped with reboiler still
vent condensers by January {, 2017,
(B) Control Removal. The removal of combustion units used to
achieve the 98% manufacturer-designed VOC destruction
efficiency will be allowed pursuant to the requirements in
Subparagraph (h)(iii)(E), after one (1) year from the date of
installation if total uncontrolled VOC emissions from all
dehydration units are less than, and will remain below 4 tpy,

In response to prior comments, PAW appreciates WDEQ
extending the compliance date by another year, However,
given that the final rule will not be promulgated until
sometime after January 1, 2015, rule text needs to be amended
to allow for a compliance date exception if an operator has a
justifiable reason to need more time. Many operators may not
begin formal planning and budgeting to purchase and construct
equipment and controls until there is the certainty of a final
rule. BExamples of potentially justifiable reasons for an
exception include: Vendor delays in delivery of equipiment,
construction delays from adverse weather, availability of
crews, equipment breakdowns, delay in BLM permitting, etc,

(d) Dehydration Units at Existing PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014,

(i)(A)For total uncontrolled VOC emissions from all
dehydration units that are greater than or equal to 4 tpy, VOC
emissions from all dehydration units shall be controlled to at
least 98% manufacturer-designed VOC destruction efficiency
and equipped with reboiler still vent condensers by January 1,
2017

1.} An operator may request an extension by
submitting a written request to the AQD no later than

November 1. 2016. An extension will be granted or

denied within 30 days following submittal of the

req uest,
Ly Fon €r0BLEMS
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule PAW Comments Recommended Rule Language Change
and all dehydration units are equipped with reboiler still vent
condensers.
(if) Calculation for Dehydration Units. Paragraph (1i)(B) contradicts wmﬂw%mww (C)IIM)(1) inthatit | (ii) Calculation for Dehydration Units.
(A) Determine the average daily gas production rate for :mgmm_vﬁow %8_.3___5:&5 o_m uncontrol M.a VOC emissions Sr;ow (A)...
the previous twelve (12) calendar months in million anmmmawmg W MMMMM%M %:mmwwm Mﬂom input of operating parameters o (B) Use the model GRI-GLYCale, Version
cubic feet per day (MMCFD). q ) 4.0 or higher, and the annualized average daily
(B) Use the modetl GRI-GLY Calc, Version 4.0 or ﬂoﬂgmﬁmbm mﬂmamﬁoo is for emissions control determination ﬁH.OQCOﬁOD rate to determine annualized uneenteolled
higher, and the annualized average daily production rate ahead of initial construction, whereas emissions control for VOC emissions from the existing dehydration unit
to determine annualized uncontrolled VOC emissions | existing sources should be determined based on all currently process vents. Process vents include reboiler still
from the dehydration unit process vents. Process vents Mmuohwﬁmmm%ﬁ@%mwﬂ%ﬂmﬁw Mwsﬁmmwwmwoo_w %M_M_.MMMM% mmﬁ%%m%wﬁoﬂ vents, glycol flash separators, and still vent
E.mw:ﬁ_o _.owo_wmn still vents, glycot flash separators, and is currently configured with a condenser and rmm. Tess than 4 oosmosmomm.g ol bl i
still vent condensers. . tpy of VOC emissions, a combustor may potentially be (C) Model input shall consist of: )
(C) Model input shall consist of: required only because the existing condenser cannot be (1) A site-specific wet-gas-analysis or
(I) A site-specific wet gas analysis or composite | accounted for in the applicability determination, Before a representative composite extended
extended hydrocarbon analysis of wet gas taken | combustor is even installed, it will already be known ahead of hydrocarbon analysis of wet gas takenfrem
from the pressurized, upstream separation M.M_MM me_w H_ﬁ_ mw_%wﬂm_%‘m_oém in 12 months. This results in high the using a pressurized sample collected
equipment under normal operating conditions; ’ upstream of the contact tower separation
(1D Average daily gas production rate as A pressurized wet gas sample for dehy emission calculations equipment under normal operating conditions
aoﬁﬂ_sm:oa. 0 Mcgﬂmmsﬁ: (d)(ii)(A) of these can be taken anywhere between the separator and the inlet to . M w_wumconmmo or o_oEoom,v_;o_ _
Mmmw” Mmm Mwhmmo or composite extended the glycol contacitor, it does not have to come exclusively from MM.HNM M%N&M:o MMH.MM_ M:m MMWM M.%s
_ . . th . id ; :
hydrocarbon analyses shall be no older than ¢ separator. We have provided a recommended rule text date of the dehydration unit

« (LAAEFICATION PULPOSES
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

three (3} years from date of the dehydration unit

calculation including;
(1.) The average, actual equipment
opetational parameters, including wet
gas temperature and pressure, dry gas
water content, glycol flash separator
temperature and pressure, stripping gas
source and rate, and average operating
parameters of emission control
equipment; and
(2.) The maximum lean glycol
circulation rate in gallons per minute
(gpm) for the glycol circulation pump in
use.

change in {(C)(I)

PAW believes (d)(ii)(C) needs reformatting. The cutrent (III)
should be renumbered as (I)(1.) to properly denote that the
required site specific or composite extended analyses have to
be no older than 3 years from the applicability determination.
The current (II1)(1.) should be renumbered as (111} and the
current (IIN)(2.) should be renumbered as (I'V).

calculation including;,
(ID) Average daily gas production rate

as determined in Subsection (d)(if)(A) of
these regulations; and

Hh-Samples-shall-be-no-older-than

three-(3)-years from-date-oLapplicability
determination-or-control-removal

}Wﬂo,ﬁ\:ﬁx\

(111X} The average, actual
equipment operational parameters,
including wet gas temperature and
pressure, dry gas water content, glycol
flash separator temperature and
pressure, stripping gas source and rate
and average operating parameters of
emission control equipment; and
(IV)2)The maximum lean glycol
circulation rate in gallons per minute
(gpm) for the glycol circulation pump
in use.

(e) Existing Pneumatic Pumps at PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014, VOC emissions
associated with the discharge streams of all natural gas-operated
pneumatic pumps shall be controlled to at least 98%
manufacturer-designed VOC destruction efficiency, or the
pump discharge streams shall be routed into a sales line,
collection line, fuel supply line, other closed loop system, ot
replaced with solar, electric, or air driven pumps by January 1,
2017.

In response to prior comments, PAW appreciates WDEQ
extending the compliance date by another year. However,
given that the final rule will not be promulgated until
sometime after January 1, 2015, rule text needs to be amended
to allow for a compliance date exception if an operator has a
justifiable reason to need more time. Many operators may not
begin format planning and budgeting to purchase and construct
equipment and controls until there is the certainty of a final
rule. Examples of potentially justifiable reasons for an
exception include: Vendor delays in delivery of equipment,
construction delays from adverse weather, availability of

(e)...by January 1, 2017
1.)_An operator may request an extension by

submitting a written request to the AQD no later than

November 1, 2016. An extension will be granted or

denied within 30 days following submittal of the

request.

9
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin,

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

crews, equipment breakdowns, delay in BLM permitting, etc.

(f) Existing Pneumatic Controllers at PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014, Natural gas-
operated pneumatic controllers shall be low (less than 6
standard cubic feet per hour (scth)) or no bleed or the controtler
discharge streams shall be routed into a sales line, collection
line, fuel supply line, or other closed loop system by January 1,
2017.

To be consistent with NSPS, Subpart 0000 use of the terms
continuous bleed or intermittent vent is recommended. “No-
bleed” is a marketing term, not a technical term.

However, for simplicity and reduced compliance burden PAW
recommends limiting applicability to continuous bleed
controllers only, since there is no such thing as an inherently
designed low bleed controller. Regulating operation of a
continuous bleed controller to ensure it uses operating
parameters (i.e. instrument gas pressure) for a low bleed
emission rate makes sense, while an intermittent vent (i.e. “no-
bleed”) controller is inherently designed to have a zero bleed
rate.

As allowed in Subpart 0000, an exemption is needed for
continued use of high bleed controllers, if operationally
necessaty. Relying exclusively on permitting guidance is
inappropriate here as new sites can be designed to conform to
applicable requirements, however there could be existing site
configurations that would incur additional cost if other
equipment changes are needed in addition to simply
converting a high bleed controller for a low bleed. An
exemption should be needed very rarely if at all, but a
provision is prudent nonetheless.

(f) Existing Pneumatic Controllers at PAD and Single Well
Facilities or Sources as of January 1, 2014. Continuous bleed
natural gas-operated pneumatic controtlers shall be low bleed
(less than 6 standard cubic feet per hour (scth)) é
the controller discharge streams shall be routed into a sales
line, collection line, fuel supply line, or other closed loop  mA
system by January 1, 2017,

(i) An operator may request an exemption or
extension because of gperational infeasibility by
submitting a written request no later than November
1,2015. An exemption will be granted of denied
within 30 days following submittal of the request.

-
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Section 6, [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule PAW Comments Recommended Rule Language Change

(g) Fugitive Emissions.
(i) For PAD and single well facilities or sources, and
compressor stations in existence prior to January 1,
2014, with fugitive emissions greater than or equal to 4
tpy of VOCs, including HAP components, operators
shall develop and implement a Leak Detection and
Repair (LDAR) Protocol by January 1, 2017,
(A) The LDAR Protocol inspection monitoring
schedule shall be no less frequent than
quarterly; and
(B) Shall include a leak repair schedule; and
(C) Shall consist of 40 CFR part 60, Appendix
A, Method 21, an optical gas imaging
instrument, other instrument-based
technologies, audio-visual-olfactory (AVO)
inspections, or some combination thereof,
(D) An LDAR Protocol consisting of only AVO inspections
will not satisfy the requirements of this Subsection.

(ii) Calculation for Fugitive Emissions. Geiting actual field counts of fugitive components for 100 (ii) Calculation for Fugitive Emissions.
(A) Fugitive emissions shall be estimated using Table 2- | hundred locations as specified in (ii)(A)(D) to geta (A) Fugitive emissions shall be estimated using Table
4 from EPA-453/R-95-017, Protocol for Equipment representative sampling will be a time consuming and 2-4 from EPA-453/R-95-017, Protocol for Equipment
Leak Emission Estimates, and the owner(s) or unnecessary effort, with no justifiable basis, especialty for Leak Emission Estimates, and the owner(s) or
operator(s) facility component count. locations that are nearly identical and where fugitive emissions operator(s) facility component count or an alternate
(I) PAD and single well facility or source are not expected to be anywhere near the 4 TPY threshold, Division approved method,
component counts shall be determined by actual | Geographical area has no definition and does not always affect (I) PAD and single well facility or source
field count, or a representative component count | design requirements, Similarity of site size and equipment component counts shall be determined by
from the same geographical area, taken from no | installed should be the governing factor. Representative actual field count, or a representative
less than one hundred (100) similar facilities. counts of fugitive components from a handful (5) of sites with component count from-the-same-geographical
(II) Compressor station component counts shall | similar installations should be satisfactory; particularly where area; taken from no less than ene-hundred
be determined by actual field count. fugitive emissions will be far less than 4 tpy and minor (00 five (5) similar facilities.
(IID) Emission factors in the Protocol for differences in fugitive counts will not be a determining factor (II) Compressor station component counts

Equipment Leak Emission Estimates are not in the applicability determination.

shall be determined by actual field count.
intended to be used to represent emissions from

(1II) Emission factors in the Protocol for
F 100 FACTLETTES 5 TO0 mAnY
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

components that are improperly designed or
equipment not maintained properly.
(B) Site-specific speciated hydrocarbon

emission rates can be estimated by multiplying the total

hydrocarbon emission rate, estimated in Subparagraph
(g)(ii)(A) above, by measured VOC and HAP weight
fractions.

Additionally, operators who are participating in the Emissions
Inventory Study taking place during the summer of 2014, or
have actual emission rate data regarding fugitive emission at
their locations should be allowed to use that data towards the
fugitive emissions applicability in lieu of the requirements of
C8,36(g)(ii)(A). While the Response to Comments document
appears to indicate this can be taken into account, it isn’t clear
and rule text is needed for clarity to confirm this option is
satisfactory.

Equipment I.eak 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 hydrocarbon emission
rates can be estimated by multiplying the total hydrocarbon
emission rate, estimated in Subparagraph (g)(ii)(A) above, by
measured VOC and HAP weight fractions_of the specific
fluids leaking from a component.

. ﬂ_t»aﬁ_unguwﬂ%\

(h) Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting.

(i) Monitoring. The owner(s} or operator(s) of each PAD and
single well facility or source, or compressor station shall

comply with all applicable monitoring requirements as specified

by this Subsection.
(A) Operation of a combustion device used to control
emissions shall be continually monitored using any
device(s) that sense and record a parameter(s) that

indicates whether the combustion device is functioning

to achieve the 98% manufacturer-designed VOC
destruction efficiency requirements as specified by
these regulations.
(D The combustion device shall be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained to be
smokeless, to satisfy the requirements of
Chapter 3, Section 6(b)(i) of the WAQSR.

(IT) Visible emissions shall not exceed a total of
five (5) minutes during any two (2) consecutive

hours as determined by 40 CFR part 60,
Appendix A, Method 22.
(B) [Deleted original (B)]All emission control devices

In paragraph (i)(C) The wording of this requirement is unclear,
Does this mean that all facilities regardless of the use of a
control device must conduct Quarterly site evaluations of their
equipment? It is assumed (or requested) that this requirement
is just for equipment, “involved with, eliminating, reducing,
containing or collecting vapors and routing them to an
emission controls system or device.”

In DEQ’s “Response to Comments” it appears that the intent
of this rule is only for controlled equipment. PAW does not
think an explanation in the Response to Comments document
is sufficient and recommends this be clarified in rule text as
suggested in the next column for paragraph (i).

(B)AXCXIT) PAW requests removal of this provision as the
LDAR program is for components and quarterly site
evaluations are specific to control systems.

(h) Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting,

(i) ) Monitoring. The owner(s) or operator(s) of each
PAD and single well facility or source, or compressor station
with a control device required by this rule shall compty with
all applicable monitoring requirements as specified by this
Subsection. o LRLEFTCAT TN

(EdH-Owners-oroperators-required-te
implement-en-LDAR Protocol havesatisfied-the

requiroments-of paragraph(Clabeve:
EF CHAVEE 75 mptOE) 00 n0T

NEED THFS  LAWEUAGE
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin,

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

and equipment used to reduce VOC emissions at any
PAD and single well facility or source shall be operated
and maintained pursuant to manufacturer specifications
or equivalent, and consistent with good engineering and
maintenance practices.
(C) [Originally (E)] Owner(s) or operator(s) shall
conduct a quarterly site evaluation of equipment,
systems, and devices that include, but ate not limited to,
combustion units, reboiler overheads condensers,
storage tanks, drip tanks, vent lines, connectors, fittings,
valves, relief valves, hatches, and any other
appurtenance employed to, or involved with,
eliminating, reducing, containing or collecting vapors
and routing them to an emission control system or
device.
(I) At least one (1) of the quarterly evaluations
per calendar year shall consist of 40 CFR part
60, Appendix A, Method 21, an optical gas
imaging instrument, or other instrument-based
technologies,
(I) Owner(s) or operator(s) required to
implement an LDAR Protocol have satisfied the
requirements of paragraph (C) above,

(ii) Recordkeeping, The owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD
and single well facility or source, or compressor station shall
comply with all applicable recordkeeping requirements as
specified by this Paragraph. Records shall be maintained for a
period of five (5) years and made available to the Division upon
request,
(A) All emission control devices and equipment are
adequately designed and sized to achieve the control
efficiency required by these regulations and to
accommodate fluctuations in emissions.

For clarity, PAW recommends the rule text change in the next
column to clearly indicate that this section applies to sites with
control devices required by this rule.

(ii) Recordkeeping. The owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD
and single well facility or source, ot compressor station with
a control device or LDAR program required by this rule shall
comply with all applicable recordkeeping requirements as
specified by this Paragraph. Records shall be maintained for a
period of five (5) years and made available to the Division
upon request,

(A) All emission control devices and equipment are
adequately designed and sized to achieve the control

12
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Section 6. {Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

(B) [previously (4)]Ownex(s) or operator(s) shall
maintain the following records for each combustion
device:
(I) Manufacturer-designed VOC destruction
efficiency.
(II) [previously ()} Records of the parameter
monitoring during active site operation under
Subparagraph (h)()(A) including;
(1.) A description of the reason(s) for
the absence of the monitored parameter;
(2.) The steps taken to return the
combustion device back to the 98%
manufacturer-designed VOC destruction
efficiency; and
(3.) Date and duration of periods when
the combustion device and/or the
associated containment and collection
equipment is not functioning to achieve
the 98% manufacturer-designed VOC
destruction efficiency.
(111) Date and duration of visible emissions from
the combustion device.
(C) Owner(s) or operator(s) shall record and maintain
records for fugitive emissions pursuant to Subsection
(g) of these regulations. These records shall include the
dates and results of all LDAR inspections performed
pursuant to a PAD and single well facility or source, or
compressor station’s LDAR protocol, including the
date(s) and type of corrective action taken as a result of
the required inspections.
{D) Records of the date, duration, and reason for
emergency and/or blowdown tank usage shall be
maintained pursuant to Subparagraph (¢)(i)(C) of these

PAW requests the elimination of the requirement for recording
a reason for absence of a pilot flame. Most pilots are remotety
monitored by telemetry systems that automatically record
downtime, but not cause of downtime. This requirement adds
a significant amount of additional paper work with no
additional environmental benefit. Instead, a description of the
parameter being monitored would seem more apptopriate and
would give context to (2) and (3).

(iYB)I)(2)This does not add any emission reduction benefits
nor does it demonstrate compliance with the control
requirements. This record-keeping would be burdensome with
no environmental benefit.

PAW requests the removal of Paragraph (ii)(D) for
recordkeeping related to emergency and/or blowdown tank
usage. Chapter 1, section 5 will cover requirements for
emergency tanks. In the Response to Comments document,
WDEQ acknowledges this point, but did not change the rule.
Since there is recognition of an existing rule that covers this, a
duplicative requirement is unnecessary as Chapter 1, section 5
stands on its own. While deletion is preferred, at most the rule
should merely reference the requirements in Chapter 1,
Section 5.

Records are kept of blowdowns through blowdown/venting
permits. Based on the record-keeping the Division has
received from these permits, the Division has acknowledged
that emissions from blowdown and venting are not a
significant source of emissions and thus additional record
keeping is overly burdensome. There seems to be no
Justification for having requirements more stringent than what
is required for new sources. PAW suggests DEQ delete this

efficiency required by these regulations and to
accommodate fluctuations in emissions.
(B) [previously (4)JOwner(s) or operator(s) shall
maintain the following recotds for each combustion
device:
(I) Manufacturer-designed VOC destruction
efficiency.
(I1) [previously (1)} Records of the parameter
monitoring during active site operation under
Subparagraph (h)(i)(A) including;

(1.) A description of the parameter

that is being monitored. reasen{s)-fo¥

any-period-where the-absence-of-the
monitored-parameter;

(2.) Record date, time, and duration
indicates the
combustion device is down or
malfunctioning, the-steps-taken-to
return-the-combustion-device back-to

(IIT) Date and duration of visible emissions
from the combustion device.
©) ...
) Records-of-the-dateduration;-and-reasen-for
emergency-and/or-blowdewn-tanlc-usage-shall-be
matntained-pursuant-to-Subparagraph-(YC)-of
these-regtations:
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

regulations.

provision and further justifies deleting (ii)(D).

(iii) Reporting. The owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and
single well facility or source, or compressor station_shall
comply with all applicable reporting requirements as specified
by this Subsection.
(A) The owner(s) or operator(s) shall provide the name
and location of the PAD and single well facility or
source, or compressor station anticipated to require the
installation of a combustion device, replacement of
equipment, or implementation of an LDAR Protocol, if
applicable, by January 1, 2016,
(B) Installation Notification of Control Device(s) and
Associated Equipment (including pneumatic pumps).
Owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and single well
facility or source subject to the requirements of these
regulations shall submit a repott to the Division thirty
(30) days after the end of each calendar quarter,
beginning January 1, 2016, containing the following, if
applicable:
(I) The number of pollution control devices or
equipment installed;
(1) Pollution contro!l installation date, type of
control, and equipment controlled;
(I11) Name and location of the PAD and/or
single well facility or source where controls are
installed.
(C) Installation Notification of Pneumatic Controller(s).
Owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and single well
facility or source subject to the requirements of these
regulations shall submit a report to the Division thirty
(30) days after the end of each calendar quarter,
beginning January 1, 2016, containing the following, if

For clarity, PAW recommends the rule text insertion in

paragraph (iii).

(iii) Reporting. The owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and
single well facility or source, or compressor station_subject to
any emission reduction requirements of this rule shall comply
with all applicable reporting requirements as specified by this
Subsection.
(A) The owner(s) or operator(s) shall provide the
name and location of the PAD and single well facility
or source, or compressor station anticipated to require
the installation of a combustion device, replacement
of equipment, or implementation of an LDAR
Protocol, if applicable, by January 1, 2016.
(B) Installation Notification of Control Device(s) and
Associated Equipment (including pneumatic pumps).
Owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and single well
facility or source subject to the requirements of these
regulations shall submit a report to the Division thirty
(30) days after the end of each calendar quarter,
beginning January 1, 2016, containing the following,
if applicable:
(I) The number of pollution control devices or
equipment installed during the quarter;
(ID) Pollution control installation date, type of
control, and equipment controlled,
(Ilf) Name and location of the PAD and/or
single well facility or source where controls
are installed.

(C) Installation Notification of Continuous Bleed
Pneumatic Controller(s). Owner(s) or operator(s) of
each PAD and single well facility or source subject to
the requirements of these regulations shall submit a
report to the Division thirty (30) days after the end of

14
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilitics or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

applicable:
{I) The number and bleed rate of pneumatic
controllers installed and date of installation; and
(I1) Name and location of the PAD and/or single
well facility or source where pneumatic
controllers are instalted.
(D) The final, quarterly notification of installation
required under Subsections (B) and (C) above, shall be
submitted no later than January 31, 2017, if applicable.
(E) Removal Notification of Control Device(s). The
owner(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and single well
facility or source subject to the requirements of these
regulations shall submit a demonstration to the Division
for approval prior to removal of any pollution control
device. This demonstration shall contain at a minimum:
(I) The average daily condensate/oil or gas
production rate for the previous twelve (12)
calendar months;
(I1) Emissions as determined by utilizing
paragraph (1) above, and the calculation for
flashing emissions in Paragraph (c)(ii), and/or
the calculation for dehydration units in
Paragraph (d)(ii) of these regulations;
(IIT) Any additional supporting data used to
calculate emissions, including but not limited to,
a site specific or composite extended
hydrocarbon analysis no older than three (3)
years from the proposed removal date; and
(IV) Name and location of the PAD and/or
single well facility or source where controls are
proposed for removal.
(F) Any PAD and single well facility or source, or
compressor station subject to requirements of

Asking for a bleed rate in (C)(I) is inappropriate as it is not
possible to provide. A low bleed controller is defined as <6
scth, and there is no continuous bleed controller inherently
designed to be operated at a specific bleed rate. Instrument
gas pressure, an external factor, and pilot orifice diameter of
the controller must be compatible to achieve a low bleed rate,
An intermittent vent controller (i.e. no bleed) has an inherently
designed bleed rate of zero, While PAW believes that the rule
is simplified by only regulating continuous bleed controllers as
shown in our comments for paragraph (f), if WDEQ disagrees,
then it would be appropriate to ask for the controller type (i.e.
continuous low bleed or intermittent vent (no bleed)) instead
of asking for a bleed rate.

It isn’t clear whether or not quarterly reports are expected even
if no equipment is installed during any given quarter. To
avoid unnecessary reporting, PAW recommends a rule text
change in paragraph (D) that clearly specifies that no quarterly
report is required for sites where no equipment installations
under (B) and (C) occurred during the reporting period.

each calendar quarter, beginning January 1, 2016,
containing the following, if applicable:
(I) The number and-bleedrate of continuous
low bleed pneumatic controllers installed
during the quarter and date of installation; and
(1) Name and location of the PAD and/or
single well facility or source where
continuous low bleed pneumatic controllers
are installed.
(D) Quarterly notifications are not required for any
uarter in which no installations referenced in
Subsections (B) and (C) occurred. The final,
quarterly notification of installation required under
Subsections (B) and (C) above, shall be submitted no
later than January 31, 2017, if applicable.
(E) Removal Notification of Controi Device(s). The
ownetr(s) or operator(s) of each PAD and single well
facility or source subject to the requirements of these
regulations shall submit a demonstration to the
Division for approval prior to removal of any
pollution control device. This demonstration shall
contain at a minimum:
(I) The average daily condensate/oil or gas
production rate for the previous twelve (12)
calendar months;
(IT) Emissions as determined by utilizing
paragraph (I) above, and the calculation for
flashing emissions in Paragraph (c)(ii), and/or
the calculation for dehydration units in
Paragraph (d)(ii) of these regulations;
(ITT) Any additional supporting data used to
calculate emissions, including but not limited
to, a site specific or composite extended
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Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule

PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

Subsection (g) of these regulations shall submit, for
Division review and approval, the LDAR Protocol prior
to implementation of the protocol.

(G) All report and notification submissions shall be

certified as being true, accurate, and complete by a

responsible official to the best of their knowledge. A

responsible official is an individual who is responsible

for the information provided in the reports and
notifications, and who accepts responsibility for the
reports and notifications.

{H) The owner(s) or operator(s) shall submit
notifications or reports as required in this Subsection to the
Division electronically through https://airimpact.wyo.gov or by
hard copy to the Cheyenne Office and Lander Field Office.
Contact information for the Cheyenne and Lander offices is
located at: http://deq.state. wy.us/.

hydrocarbon analysis no older than three (3)
years from the proposed removal date; and
(IV) Name and location of the PAD and/or
single well facility or source where controls
are proposed for removal.
(F) Any PAD and single well facility or source, or
compressot station subject to requirements of
Subsection (g} of these regulations shall submit, for
Division review and approval, the LDAR Protocol
prior to implementation of the protocol,
(G) All report and notification submissions shall be
certified as being true, accurate, and complete by a
responsible official to the best of their knowledge. A
responsible official is an individual who is
responsible for the information provided in the reports
and notifications, and who accepts responsibility for
the reports and notifications,
(H) The owner(s) or operator(s) shall submit notifications or
reports as required in this Subsection to the Division
electronically through https://airimpact.wyo.gov or by hard
copy to the Cheyenne Office and Lander Field Office.
Contact information for the Cheyenne and Lander offices is
located at: http:/deq.state.wy.us/.

(i) Compliance. Compliance with Chapter 8, Section 6
of the WAQSR, does not relieve any owner(s) or operator(s) of
a PAD and single well facility or source, or compressor station
from the responsibility to comply with any other applicable
requirements set forth in any federal or State law, rule or
regulation, or in any permit,

16




Section 6. [Reserved.] Requirements for existing oil and gas production facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin.

New Proposed Rule PAW Comments

Recommended Rule Language Change

e Are blowdown tanks included in the emission limits? A strict reading of the definition of “storage tanks” makes us believe they are. However, in the September
2013 guidance does not include blowdown tank emissions under controt requirements other than best management practices (BMPs), and the blowdown permits
currently issued require the same. PAW believes blowdown tanks should be excluded from tank emission calculations. In addition, PAW requests that all other
recordkeeping and control requirements refating to blowdown tanks be removed from the rule. Chapter 1, Section 5 covers emergency tank requirements. The
requirements of the proposed rule provide insignificant environmental benefit and duplicate requirements of the venting / blowdown permits. The Division has
acknowledged that emissions from blowdown and venting are not a significant source of emissions and thus, additional recordkeeping is overly burdensome. The
additional record-keeping required by this rule would result in existing wells having more stringent record-keeping and reporting requirements than new wells.
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December 10, 2014

Attn: Steven A. Dietrich, Administrator
Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Division

Herschler Building, 2-E

122 West 25" Street

Cheyenne, WY 82002

RE: Comments on Proposed Regulation
WAQSR, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations
Section 6, Upper Green River Basin Existing Source Regulations

Dear Mr. Dietrich:

Jonah Energy LLC (Jonah Energy) appreciates the opportunity to provide the following comments for
consideration to the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) Air Quality Division (AQD)
on the Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations (WAQSR) proposed Chapter 8, Section 6
Upper Green River Basin Existing Source Regulations. Jonah Energy currently operates in the Jonah
Field in Sublette County, Wyoming. As an oil and gas company with significant operations in the Upper
Green River Basin, and with several employees that live and work in the area that will be impacted by
the proposed regulations, Jonah Energy appreciates that a shared responsibility is necessary in order
to improve the air quality in the Upper Green River Basin.

Jonah Energy has reviewed the latest version of the proposed Chapter 8, Section 6 Upper Green River
Basin Existing Source Regulation and we support the rule as proposed. We are supportive of a timely
implementation of the proposed rule to further aid in continued emission reductions in the Upper Green
River Basin. Jonah Energy is currently in compliance with the proposed Chapter 8, Section 6 regulation
emission control requirements, Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR) requirements and recordkeeping
requirements. The proposed regulation is timely, necessary and important for all stakeholders involved
as part of returning the Upper Green River Basin to attainment with federal air quality standards for
ozone.

While the majority of our production facilities and associated production equipment are controlled to
meet WDEQ's presumptive BACT permitting requirements through the Qil and Gas Production
Facilities Chapter 6, Section 2 (C6 S2) Permitting Guidance for new and modified facilities, there are
some locations which are not subject to the latest C6 S2 Permitting Guidance for which we use our
discretion and apply voluntary measures in order to minimize emissions from those production facilities.

Each month, Jonah Energy conducts infrared camera surveys using a FLIR® camera at each of our
production facility locations. Since the implementation of Jonah Energy’s Enhanced Direct Inspection &
Maintenance (EDI&M) Program in 2010, we have conducted over 16,000 inspections and have
repaired thousands of leaks that were identified by the FLIR camera. Based upon a market value of

Jonah Energy
707 174 Street Suite 2700 Denver CO 80202 USA www.jonahenergy.com


apotts
Typewritten Text
P-2

apotts
Line

apotts
Typewritten Text
P-2-1

apotts
Line


o) HONAH

natural gas of $4/MMBtu, the estimated gas savings from the repair of leaks identified exceeded the
labor and material cost of repairing the identified leaks. Additionally, an estimate of hundreds of tons of
volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions have been eliminated from being emitted to the
atmosphere.

The result of Jonah Energy's EDI&M Program has significantly reduced VOC and hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emissions to the Upper Green River Basin airshed, has reduced the amount of sales
gas lost due io leaks going undetected resulting in significant sales gas savings, and has reduced the
number and severity of enforcement actions from the WDEQ due to fugitive leaks.

Jonah Energy appreciates WDEQ's consideration of our comments and would welcome working with
the Agency on items mentioned herein or raised during the public comment process. Should you have
any questions, please feel free to contact me directly.

irector, Government Affairs & Regulatory



JONAH

ENERGY LLC Jonah EDI&M Program
Summary
Author: Glenn Whicker
DATE: Nov 17, 2014
1. Program Description

The Enhanced DI&M program was launched on July 15, 2010. The program is a leak detection and repair
program designed to reduce fugitive emissions from equipment components at Jonah Energy Central
Delivery Points and stand-alone wellhead facility locations in the Jonah Field. The inspection schedule for
this program requires that each facility location be inspected using a Forward looking Infrared Gas
Detection Camera (FLIR) once per month. All remote wellhead locations will be inspected once every
twelve months. All leaks discovered during inspections are repaired on a schedule described in the
Program Plan. Important measurement and tracking aspects of the program are documented and stored
in a database.

2. Program Objectives

¢ Significantly reduce VOC and Greenhouse Gas emissions to the Sublette County airshed.

o Make this program enforceable by the WDEQ instead of being subjected to fines for NOVs from
leaking equipment.

+ Bank VOC emission offset credits to use for future production.

» Reduce the amount of sales gas lost from leaks.

3. Program Status

» The EDI&M program has been running smoothly for five years and is successfully meeting the
monthly inspection schedule and all requirements of the Program Plan.

» Significant reductions in VOC emissions have been made. We have exceeded the 75% emission
reduction goal from the estimated permitted VOC fugitive emissions.

* Significant sales gas savings have been made.

Page | 1



4, Program Inspection and Repair Results Summary:

# of Inspections 3303 3473 4187 3847 2294
Leaks identified 2959 21569 2086 1947 930
Repair Time (hr) 704.9 401.8 357.4 248.5 114

Page | 2




Major initiatives carried out in the Jonah Field to help reduce ozone precursor emissions and

associated Sublette County ground level ozone concentrations include the following:

1. Conversion of Drill Rig Engines from Diesel to Natural Gas Fuel

2. Implemented Best Management Practices (BMP) including:

d.

h.

Installed advanced combustors that thermally oxidize vapor from condensate and
produced walter tanks, and from the wellhead dehydrator still vents and flash
tanks. This BMP has resulted in a higher level of operational reliability and
increased combustion efficiency to a minimum of 98%.

Increased set points on pressure-relief devices to a higher pressure, thereby
reducing the frequency of pressure-driven venting.

Installed knockout tanks upstream of combustors to prevent liquid carryover from
enfering the burner assembly. This resulted in an increase in combustor reliability
and minimized smoking.

Increased emission control system piping diameter to prevent backpressure on
tanks, thereby enhancing vapor flow to combustors.

Replaced pressure relief valves with higher performance Anderson-Greenwood
valves on most locations. This resulied in lower leak rates and decreased fugitive
emissions.

Replaced high-bleed pneumatic devices with low-bleed pneumatic devices that
reduce gas loss and associated VOC emissions.

Installed plunger lifi systems and surfactants that unload liquids from wells
without the need for blowing down the wells and venting gas to atmosphere. This
action reduced VOC emissions from well blowdown operations.

Recovering preumatic pump vent gas o be used as fuel gas.

3. Jonah Energy has consolidated many single well production facilities into multiple well

Central Distribution Point (CDP) facilities, This resulted in a further long-term reduction

in VOC emissions.

a.

Tank vapors previously emitted to atmosphere at uncontrolled single well sites
are conirolled at consolidated CDP sites using combustors, thereby reducing
VOC emissions to atmosphere.

Motive gas, used io drive preumatic pumps al single well sites previously emitted
to atmosphere, is controlled at consolidated CDP sites using combustors, thereby
reducing VOC emissions to atmosphere.

Consolidation of single well sites inio CDPs eliminates redundant equipment,
thereby reducing fugitive emissions.

Recovered hydrocarbon vapor streams are used to fuel reboiler and separator
heaters, thereby reducing fuel consumption and associated combustion emissions
fo atmosphere.



e. Truck and other motor vehicle miles and associated vehicle exhaust emissions are
reduced because of a reduction in the lotal number of facilities.

Jonah Energy worked with WDEQ to develop a flareless completion permit: this
approach significantly reduces VOC emissions. In this process, the well is completed
using a flowback skid that captures gas that was typically vented to the atmosphere in a
conventional completion process.

Jonah Energy has centralized well completion operations, thereby reducing the need to
mobilize completion equipment to multiple well sites resulting in reduced associated
engine emissions.

Jonah Energy has worked with compression partners to decrease field pathering system
pressure from approximately 600 pounds per square inch (psi) to approximately 230 psi.
This has resulted in a decrease in condensate tank flash emissions.

Jonah Energy is evaluating the installation of vapor recovery units to capture flash vapors
from condensate tanks.

Jonah Energy has implemented a voluntary Enhanced Directed Inspection and
Maintenance (EDI&M) program to augment current permit requirements which has
further reduced fugitive emissions from leaking equipment by more than 75%. Jonah
Energy conducts a field-wide camera inspection of CDPs, equipment, and well heads to
identify and repair leaks.

Jonah Energy has enclosed the water tanks in the Jonah Field and rouied tank emissions
to the emissions control systems at each production location. Jonah Enerev executed
this retrofit action voluntarily,
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WY UGRB Existing Source Comments
Jon Goldstein
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue.

My name is Jon Goldstein and | am Senior Energy Policy Manager withW Environmental
Defense Fund.

As stated in our joint written comments with the Wyoming Outdoor Council and Citizens United
for Responsible Energy Development, we greatly appreciate the Air Quality Division’s continued
efforts to,pn-tﬂ?: @?ﬂgom’s—dean”arrmeasures in the Upper Green River Basin.

+ Ve AR

We believe the division’s proposal rests-eraverystiohig FtETrof commonsense, cost
effective and proven pollution control measures and commend the Agency for the recent.
lmprovements and clarifications contained in the October draft. - /N

In particular, we strongly support the extension of the quarterly instrument-based leak
detection and repair measure to compressor stations.

alSrey”
Many aspects of the proposal before you today eeﬂéﬁéezgfdmmhate Wyoming's tradition

of national leadership on clean air measures for oil and gas activities.

The division’s proposal to require the replacement of both continuous and intermittent high-
bleed pneumatic controliers with low or no-bleed ones, 98% control of flash emissions from
storage tanks and separation vessels and glycol dehydrators, the elimination or 98% reduction
of pneumatic pump emissions, and quarterly instrumented leak inspections at hlgher emitting
well sites and compressor stations, are all praiseworthy.

To
For these reasons we s%suaﬁeft the Air Quality Advisory Board approv%@ these rules

today and keep‘lﬁg this process moving toward a full hearing at the Environmental Quality

Council. Wg,/‘k | Qél/‘mlo

While we believe igai#gp remains to improve the protectiveness and workability of the proposal

including extending all pollution control measures to compressor stations and capturing more 5€/
V€ 0ely e

pollution sources by employing a lower fugitive emissions threshold, these issues can easily be

addressed as the proposal moves forward to the EQC and we see no reason for further delay.

Studies from the UGRB and other basins clearly demonstrate that elevated levels of volatile
organic compounds emitted from oil and gas activities contribute to harmful ozone pollution
and reducing these pollutants is necessary to restore healthy air to the citizens of Pinedale and

surrounding communities. )45#& Qpﬂl Cd\/lgméfé WMS# Mcg ﬁ% ‘}’}‘Q

Ozone is a serious public health issue. These measures will help clean up the air and better e ]LN
protect the health of local residents. f){% Cun %

Thank you for the opportunity to comment today and I'd be happy to take any questions. ‘L‘O Wm&%

RS i, e el
Gg(; %WM/
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emissions and other air pollutants that accompany them resulting from gas production in the

Upper Green River Valley. | also appreciate the opporiunity to participate in this process as a
citizan.

The proposed rule {o control emissions from existing sources makes great pragress, and over

the past three months the DEQ has made improvements making it even more effeclive. At this
point the most important action ts to move the rule along toward approval and implementation,

In ordar to take full advantage of this current opportunity there are still a couple of further

improvements that could be inciuded:

1. The rules have baen improved to include leak detection and repair (LDAR) on compressors.

This ieaves many other sources of emissions related to compressor stations without the

benefit of the improvements reguired of them at well sites. These include

engines,pneumatic pumps and controllers, dehydration units, and other devices. | would
like to see the rule require controls on emissions for the compressor station as a whole
rather than only a specific element of the facility,

2. The 4 ton per year (ipy) threshold for LDAR, flashing emissions, dehydration units, ete.
leaves 97% of the facilities, and 87% to 95% of the emission from those facilities
unregulaied as their emissions are below 4 ipy. While the emissions from any given facility
is small, the large number of thase facilities results in a large cumulative volume of
emissions in the basin. The 4 tpy threshold accomplishes only a marginal reduction. |
woulid like 1o see this threshold at a level that reduces emissions and leaks from these
facilities by 75% to 80%. Though not being considared here, this comment applies to new
and modified sources as well, where the 4ipy standard is equally ineffective.

Fhgse improvements wouid contribute to the goal of establishing a jevel playing field where
rules for existing facilities, and new and modified sources are the same.

-onventional opinion views regulations as hanmiul fo industry. | fes! difierenty. Strong rules
and low emissions benefit everyone. Rules resulting in iow emissions place both industry and
the DEQ in a position o accommadate increasas in production in existing fieids, activity moving
closer 1 Fingdae, penodic winter wealhar conducive to ozona preduction, potentially 3 new
mega-tigids coming on fine, and a probable reduced ozone standard. In this manner the DEQ
and Industry will maintain good air quality in the Pinedale area in a preactive manner, This
beller protects the seowity of indusiry and the healih of Incal residents in the long term allovang
industrial activity to continue and increases,

Again, and moest impsiantly, s rule neads 1o move Inevard, | vwould like o see thal ooour with
the additionai improvements | have mentionad.

il

Lave Hohi

December 10. 2014
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December 10, 2014 .

TRANSMITTED IN P]Z;‘;RS ON
Steven A. Dietrich - . RECEIVED
Administrator, DEQ/AQD
Herschler Building 2-E : _ DEC 16 2014
122 W. 25" Street -
Cheyenne, WY 82002

AIRQUAL!TY DIVISION

Re: UQ Comments on Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations for Nonattainment
Avrea Regulations - Chapter 8, Section 6, Requirements for exisiing oil and gas production
facilities or sources in the Upper Green River Basin, as revised

Dear Mr. Dietrich;

Thank you for the second opportunity to comment on the propesed revisions to the Wyoming Afr Quality
Standards and Regulations (WAQSR) Chapter 8, Section 6. As described by our specific comments below,
Ultra and QEP (UQ) have reviewed the proposed revisions and generally appreciate the revisions that were
made based on comments provided by Industry during the first pubhc conmment period. Generally UQ
supports this rulemaking and has only a small number of remaining concerns.

UQ truly appreciates the Wyoming Department of Envimmnenta] Quality’s Air Quality Division’s (“the
Division”) efforts to work with Industry and other stakeholders to address concerns with the Existing Source
Rule as proposed. UQ would also like to thank the Division for extending the timelines set forth in the
proposed rule and also for the clarification provided on how this rule impacts the Chapter.6 Section 2(C)(ii),
Interim Permitting Policy for sources in Subleite County. UQ also appreciates the Division’s clarification of
the Pneumatic pump and controlter sections, the composite hydrocarbon analysis section, the monitoring
sections and the clarification of language throughout the rule. Although UQ still feels that the requirement for

quarterly inspections is cumbersome and costly with little environmental benefit, we have no further comment
at this time.

Based on the revised rulemaking, UQ generally has three (3) outstanding concerns and two (2) editorial
comments. Our outstanding concerns include;

1) facilities modified since the March 2010 guidance should be exempt from this rule,
2) the 7-dey requirement to empty blowdown tanks for operators with a liquids gathering system and
3) the requirement to complete compenent counts from one hundred (100) representative facilities,

Our two editorial concerns are also outlined below and involve the langnage in Sections 6(a) and (b).

Quistanding concerns:

1) From our previous comments, we would like to restate that UQ has implemented a number of measures
to comply with JPAD-specific control requirements as outlined in the WDEQ's “Oil and Gas Production
Facilities Chapter 6, Section 2 Permitting Guidance”. In many cases, emissions control measures have
been implemented at existing pads where new wells were added. UQ does not believe that additional
modification of those pads to bring them into compliance with the new rule is an effective use of
resources, Therefore, UQ suggests that JPAD facilities with an existing permit that includes
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December 9, 2014
Mr. Diefrich
Page 2 of 4

presumptive BACT requirements prepared according to the March 2010 or subsequent revision of the
Permitting Guidance be exempt from the rule.

2.) Chapter 8, Section 6(c) Flashing Emissiony at an Existing Facility or Source as of January 1, 2014
section (i) (C) states the following:

“(C} Emergency, open-top and/or blowdown tanks shall not be used as active storage tanks but may be
used for temporary storage.

(1) If emergency, open-top and/or blowdown tanks are utilized, they must be emptied within seven
(7) calendar days.”

Comment: As stated in UQ’s previous comments, thete are several streams other than blowdowns routed to
the blowdown fanks, such as dehy blowcases and fuel gas scrubbers, and the tanks are used as storage tanks .
for these minor, low-emission streams. The volume routed to these tanks during well blowdowns is quite
small. It is unneesssary to require tanks to be emptied after 7 days, as most emissions are from flash and will
hive aheﬂdy peciried by that time,

As reported to the Division in Janvary of 201 Tand gnclosed with this letter, QEP Energy Company conducted
emissions testing for QEP’s test tank at the Stewart Poinf 5-20 Pad to provide quantitative analytieal data for
emissions seen through an infrared camera for test tanks used a the Pinedale Anticline. The results indicated
that average VOC emissions were 0.0088 tons per year (17.6 pounds per véar (emphasis added]) and HAP
emijssions were 0,0008 ‘tfpy;"from-t'he tank. Based on this study, QEP has demonstrated that test tanks ave
insignificant emissions sources; therefore, it is unelear why these tanks would need fo he emptied every 7

‘days. In'addition to otlier environmentat degradation and safety issues caused from incieases in fiuck traffic,

the emissions from petpetually emptying these tanks would lead to much hlghei emissions than the emissions
eurrently coming from the tanks.

‘Furthermore, given the number of sources which dischaige to these tanks, it would be impossible to show -

compliance with{his requirement, without having trucks constantly traveling to each and every pad to dratn
inches of water from these tanks every 7 days: This previous emission study clearly illustrates that the
Increase in emissions from this truck traffic does not justity the environmental benefit from emptying these
tanks-as frequently as 7 days. Therefore; UQ would réquest that the division exempt sites which drain to 4
liquid gathering system from this requirement, or impose a more realistic volume based liniit for eriptying (he
tanks. To minimize truek traflic and set an enforceable limit, UQ suggcsls a volume liniit for emptying the
tanks of 100 bacrels,

3.) Chapter 8, Section 6(g)((ii) Applicability Determination JSor Fugitive Emissions states the following:

(A) Fugitive emissions shall be estimated ﬁsing Table 2-4 from EPA-453/R-95-017, Protocol for
Eguipment Leak Emission Bstimates, and the total facility componen! count.

@ Pad and single well facility or source component counts shall be determined by actual field
count, or a repetitive component count from the same geographical area, taken from no less
than one hundred (100) similar facilities.
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(B) Site-specific speciated hydrocarbon emission rates can be estimated by multiplying the total

hydrocarbon emission rate estimated in Subsection (if)(4) above by measured VOC and HAP weight
Jfractions,

" Comment; UQ appreciates the Division’s willingness to work with Tndustry representatives to allow for a

representative component count for Jeak estimates; howevert, UQ believes that attaining component counts
from “100 similar facilities” is ambiguous and unrealistic due to the following reasons:

1) Project Scope: The majotity of UQ’s wells are on multi-well pads; however, component eonnts by
well are considered to be consistent across the production train for individual wells and well types. IF
we assuime a typical well pad on the Pinedale anticline has 20 wells on it, and based on the language
quioted above, UQ would need to provide component counts for 100 pads and subseqm,ntly 2,000
wells,

2y Project Cost; UQ previously estimated that it would cost approximately $1,400" per well. So if 100
“similar facilities” were used to determine component tounts, each aperator would need counts for
2,000 wells and spend approximately $2.8 million dollars to obtain a “representative fisld count.” In
addition; how will the representative facilities be defined and deétermined? UQ hopes that this
example provides the Division with sufficient data to understand the level of effort 1eqtmed for “100
representative facilities”. -

UQ respectfully requests that the division aceépt one of the suggestions below, or set a lower, more
reasonable number of “similar facilities™. Providing a better definition of “similar facilities™ to determine
actual component cotints whichi will. garner the results and level of detail the Division or iginally intended for
Subsection (g)(ii). If wells with liquids gatheri ing, systems cannot be exempt, to meet the infent of the rule ina
managealile and reasonable manner, UQ wonld suggest replacing “similar facilities” with a requirement to
conduct contponent counts on 100 wells (mmumlm) at 5 pads with similar well pad facilities and assoelated
equipment. :

UQ would also like to re-state its previous comment on subsection (g) requesting the Division consider
eurrent publishied and accepted component count metheds fisted in Part 98, Subpart W — Petroleum and
Natural Gas Systems, specifically to 40.CFR §98.233(r) and Table W-18: This method has alieady undergone
the researeh, serutiny, and public comment as required to be published in the Federal Register, and UQ

betigves this alternative method to determine eomponent eounts is appropriate for this application.

Finally, UQ is currently participating in the Emissions Inventory Study which will generale actual emissions
riite data regarding fugitive emissions at UQ sites. We request that we be able to use this site specific,
accurate data in liew of the requirements of the above referenced section, The Division indicated in their
response to comments that they would “consider this option™; however, UQ feels it would be preferable to
include that language in this rule making so that additionat rulemakings will not be needed ini the future.

* Assumes 1 man crew @$70/hour, two 10-hour days per well.
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Editorial Concerns:

1) Sectlon 6 (a) Applicability (i) states the following:

“d compressor station, as defined i Subsection (b), shall comply with the requirements of Subsection
(8) of these regulations unless a Wyoming Air Quality Standards and Regulations (WAQSR) Chapter
6, Section 2 permit has been lssued that meels or exceeds the Subsection (g) requirements; and”

C
<

P-4-

Comment: This definition appears to be taken from NSPE 0000 and does not take into aceount
eompressors (cenlrifugal or 1'ac-i_1;:sc.cz!;ti'1agﬁ that nte located at a well sie. Aith‘éugﬁ the well pad and
these compressor statiens have the same sroniforing requirements undes the fnteqt of this vule, UQ
iee!s itia veiy iportant to elarity thily definition durlig this rulemaki ng by chff‘ewntmtm'r betwaen
compressor stefions al midsteeam operations and those located at wellsites, This suggestion will not
have ait fitipact oh tlre Intent of thisvule, but will olaify the larguags for those taskett with
Timplementing this rule in.the unforesesn fittire.

2.) Section 6 (b) Definitions

& “Extended hydrocarbon analysis” means a gas chromatograph analysis perforimed on
pressurized hydrocarbon liquid (oil/condensate) and gas samples, and shall include both
speciated hydrocarbons from methave (C1) through decane (C10), including the Jollowing
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP) - benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, xylenes {BTEX), n-
hexane, and 2—2—4—tr1mefhy@emane :

Efo.m-men‘r:: U feels the cladtier “both®, as used o this definition, ©...and, ghall inelude both
speeiated hydiocarbipng,..” is-somewhat eonfusing and unnecéssary, i addition, the reating of fhe

definition sugeests that oy imethane (€1) threws ih Derae (€10) shioudd be wpmtud fn anm anal v,
twhich UQ clues lmt believe to-lie the Dwmwn s hingenil.

P-4-€-

Toadd slarty to this definition, UQ suggests the tollowing revision:

“Extended hydracarbon aualysiy” mems a gos chromatograpli tlﬂﬂ!y:\‘ﬂ? performed on
preéasiized iydvooaibai Herfil (ollicandensate) aind gas seniples. The andlysis shall include,
bit is not luited to, the follewing speciated bydrocarbons: methane (C1F Wough decane
{(C10}, and the fullowing Hozariddows Air Poftutants (HAP) - benzene, fotuene, ethyl-bersene,
xplenas (BTEX), n-fexane, aud 2-2-/-tviiethylpentane.

As stated above, UQ truly appreciates the Division’s efforts to work with Industry and other stakeholders to
address concerns during the rulemaking process and thanks you for allowing us to provide additional

comment.
Sincerely,
W W{ﬂ”‘"’ @/Z&&\__&*
~Joe Redman
?ra@l"qvgson . d General Manbiger
Ozggtions Giealer Gresn River Basin
T Ultre Resonroe, o, Q&Pﬁl};ﬁ’ngg:;
3041nvamassWaySouﬂ1 363 )
Sulte 205 Buie 800

Tnplewood, GO 80112 Denver, CO 202565
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DEC 10 2014
4980 State Highway 374
Green River, WY 82935
307/872-2880
AR QUALITY DIVISION 307/872-2809 FAX

December 9, 2014

Steven Dietrich, Administrator

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Division

122 West 25" Street

Cheyenne, WY 82002

Subject: Comments on Proposed Rule Change to Wyoming Air Quality Standards

and Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations

Dear Mr. Dietrich:

Williams Field Services Company, LLC, (WFS) appreciates this opportunity to provide
comments on the proposed revisions to the proposed rule change to Wyoming Air Quality
Standards and Regulations, Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regulations.

WFS contributed to and supports the comments submitted by the Petroleum Association of
Wyoming. WIS would like to add some additional comments regarding the proposed revisions
to the proposed rule affecting dehydration units.

1.

As written, the proposed regulation does not appear to allow existing dehydration units,
which are operating under existing permits that require limited operating hours, to take
into account those limited operating hours when determining applicability to the rule. If
an existing dehydration unit has federally enforceable permit conditions that limit the
potential to emit, those federally enforceable conditions need to be taken into account
when determining applicability to the existing source rule. If not, it is unclear if the
intent of the existing source rule would be to supersede existing permits such that any
prior operating hours limitation would no longer be in force.

The WDEQ’s Response To Comment document dated October 31, 2014, states on Page
10, for the Response to Comment Number(s) P-1-6, P-2-18, that, ““... the Division has
determined that it is not appropriate to utilize flash tanks and condensers in determining
applicability in the proposed regulation for existing sources.”

As with the previous comment regarding limited operating hours, if a dehydration unit is
operating with a flash tank and/or condenser and this scenario is recognized in an existing
permit, the use of the flash tank and/or condenser should be recognized in the
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Steven Dietrich, Administrator
WDEQ — Air Quality Division
December 9, 2014

Page 2

applicability determination for the existing source rule. This appears to be correctly
included in the proposed rule in (d)(ii)(C)(IIT}(1.), which stipulates that the model shall
consist of, “... average operating parameters of emissions control equipment.” It is
important to note that without this provision, the existing source rule becomes more
stringent than the requirements for new sources, as the September 2013 Qil and Gas
Guidance Document, (page 9 definition of “potential”) allows use of the worst case
operating parameters of the flash tank and condenser when determining control removal.

If you have any questions, or need any further clarification regarding these comments, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

/ (/;‘2/ ‘el /

i /
- &ortme Morrell ¢

Environmental Specialist
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Comment
coment? Do you want questions, coments on anything in
t he proposed rul e?
MS. CEDERLE: Sure
BOARD MEMBER HULME: | do have one. This

is Diana Hul ne. On page 8-86, at the bottom of the
definitions, you said the extended hydrocarbon anal ysis.
This is likely just a grammatical nitpick. The third |ine
where it says, "Include both speciated hydrocarbons from
met hane t hrough decane, including the follow ng Hazardous
Air Pollutants” that are listed, | would nove to strike the
word "both" out of there because there aren't really two
things listed. So that it would just say, "And shall
i nclude both speci ated hydrocarbons from net hane through
decane, including the follow ng Hazardous Air Pollutants.”

MS. CEDERLE: Not ed.

CHAI RMVAN BROWN: Go ahead.

BOARD MEMBER HULME: | actually have two
nore coments, questions, clarification. On page 8-90,
Section (g) under the Fugitive Enissions, and then subpart
(i) and (C), capital (C, Jeni, when you -- or Jeni and
Amber, when you gave the presentation, | think | heard you
say that each quarter of the year would require instrunment
measurenment at a mininum but could also include the AVO
technique as well; is that correct? Did | hear that

correctly?

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
1. 800. 444. 2826
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MS. POTTS: Yes.
BOARD MEMBER HULME: So for sure,
i nstrunentation that has been listed is required, but they
could add VOC to that?
The way -- when | first read this | anguage, to
me, reading (C) and (D), (C) nmentions that it "Shal
consi st of optical gas inmaging instrument, other
i nstrunent - based technol ogi es, audi ovi sual -ol factory
i nspections, or sone conbination," and then (D) says, "An
LDAR Protocol consisting of only AVO i nspections will not
satisfy the requirenents.”
When | read that, | took that to mean that three
of the four quarters could be AVO. So what |I'm
wondering -- I'"mnot sure everyone has this issue, but I'm
just wondering, for potential clarification of that
| anguage in (C), whether (C) could say that "An optiml gas
i mging i nstrunment or other instrunent-based technol ogy and

audi ovi sual -ol factory inspections,"” and | eave off "sone
combi nation thereof." To nme, it was just unclear that

until you said that this nmorning in the explanation, it was
unclear to nme that instrunment-based readi ngs were required
and then AVO could be supplenmental to that. 1"l just
throw that out for consideration.

MS. CEDERLE: We've actually received

coment in regards to clarifying that |anguage as well.

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
1. 800. 444. 2826
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BOARD MEMBER HULME: And then ny | ast
comment of clarification, again, on page 8-93, this would

be capital letter (E), towards the bottom of that page, on

"Rempval Notification of Control Devices." Just a
clarification question. |Is that notification of -- or
denonstration of the ability to renove control, is that a

one-time denonstration that has to be done or is that
required -- is that denonstration required any further down
the road past one tinme?

MS. CEDERLE: Qur intent is a one-tine
denmonstration. W have to renmenber that these are existing
sources and that it's very unlikely that the production
I evel woul d spi ke back up.

BOARD MEMBER HULME: | just wanted a
clarification. Thank you

CHAI RMAN BROAN:  Any ot her comrents from
t he Board?

Ckay. Before we get going with public
coments -- excuse ne.

BOARD MEMBER HANSON: One comment.

CHAl RMAN BROWN: Okay. Sorry.

BOARD MEMBER HANSON: That's on page 8-88.
| discussed it with them already on the cal cul ati on of
flashing em ssions and Jeni, in her presentation, added the

word "by operators,” and | wondered whet her that would
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clarify it. |It's sort of a mnor matter. |It's probably
understood that it should be by the operators, but I
thought it would be clarified if we added just the words
under this -- the (ii), "Calculation for Flashing En ssions
by operators,” and then it would refer to (A and (B),
determ ne the average and use in any generally accepted
nodel, et cetera.

MS. CEDERLE: Klaus, | have that noted
right now, but |I also wanted to clarify with you that since
we have a cal cul ati on for dehydration em ssions on the next
page, 8-89, is that sonmething you woul d suggest to have
t hat | anguage i ncorporated there as well?

BOARD MEMBER HANSON: It would be good

yes.
MS. CEDERLE: Okay.
BOARD MEMBER HANSON: And | think it's
mnor. It is just to add the word "by operators."

CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Any ot her comrents from
the Board or questions?

For the public coments, we're requesting if you
haven't signed in, please sign in to the sign-in sheet at
t he back of the room and if you wish to make a coment,
pl ease check the coment box so we can make sure that we
have all the records taken care of properly at the end of

the meeting.
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And then for the public coment, would you pl ease
cone up to the podium and state your name, and we'll have
the mi crophone available there. And please nake your
comrents directed to the Board and then we can do sone
gquestions -- answer sone questions if there's sonme
techni cal questions that we can address.

| had a request. M. John Robitaille would like
to make a statenent.

MR. ROBI TAILLE: All right. Thank you very

nmuch. John Robitaille with the Petrol eum Associ ati on of

Womng. |I'mgoing to try to limt my comments strictly to
Section 6. | appreciate the efforts of the Division going
forward with this. [It's been a |long process

We really appreciate the effort and the support
for the intent of the rule. | can tell you |I don't think
we really have anything substantive. W' re neking sone
clarifying edits and some suggestions in our conments.

So if you would turn to page 2 of our |arge
docunent here, you'll notice our first conment woul d be
under (v), asking for some clarification by striking the --
striking the 98 percent manufacturer-designed contro
efficiency.

And really what we're trying to do is just avoid
some confusion, because there are alternative controls over

the life of the well life that extend farther than that.
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And so we're just -- we're trying not to limt that, just
trying to clarify and avoid a little bit of confusion in
t hat one provision.

If you turn the page to page 3, we go to the
definition of extended hydrocarbon analysis. W're asking
that the word "pressurized" be renpved sinply because we do
not think that it is really -- that type of analysis, it's
not really dependent to be pressurized. An exanple is we
can take those types of analysis froman atnospheric tank.
So just have that renoved to clarify that just a touch for
us.

Go to page 4. Under flashing enm ssions -- and
you'll see this throughout the docunment. We've asked for
this provision throughout the docunent.

What we're suggesting -- while we greatly
appreciate the nove to 2017, there are instances where we
may get into a situation where things are out of our
control. It may be a vending problem It my be a
permitting with a different agency problem |f that should
happen, then the operator would then be in nonconpliance
due to no fault of their own.

So what we're asking for is by November 1, 2016,
if we foresee these problens, we could come in and ask for
an extension on that date.

Of course, it would have to be for good cause.
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You know, it couldn't just be, well, | just didn't get to
it. You know, just if we foresee these problens, if we're
having permtting problens, if we've talked to the vendor
we can't get that particul ar piece that we need, what have
you, come in prior to the date Novermber 1, 2016 and see if
we coul d get an extension granted.

In addition, on that, under (c)(i)(B), you'll see
that we're asking for sone inclusion of some | anguage,
suggesting that these tanks be tenmporary and in use for
mai nt enance and bl omdowns as they are not only used for
bl owdowns or energencies or upsets. There are other
reasons that they could be used, and so we'd like to
clarify that just a little bit as well.

On the next page, on 5, you'll see that we are
asking to renove the requirenent to enpty the tanks within
seven cal endar days. The reason being -- several reasons.
One bei ng when we do a bl omdown, typically, we could

produce | ess than one barrel, which would be bel ow t he

l evel at which it would be sucked off. So it wouldn't do
any good.

We can also -- even if it is full and we drain
it, there's still going to be sone in the bottom And in

addition to that, if you accept the provision we put in

just a mnute ago where it says "tenporary," then, of

course, it wouldn't be -- it wouldn't be perceived as
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sonething that would be a permanent addition to the
oper ati on.

Movi ng on to cal culation for flashing em ssions
under (C) there, we'd just like the word "representative”
inserted so that it would read "representative conposite"
just for clarification, again, just to make it easier on
our guys to be able to follow the regul ation.

Go over to page 6 now, and we are in the dehys,
and again, you see that extension |anguage. The sane
reasons as before, just in case we run into problens,
whi ch, you know, never happens, but just in case.

We roll over to page 7 now. Again, we're into
cal cul ations for dehys. Under (B), we would request
removal of the word "uncontrolled" and insert the word
"existing" under (B). Sinmply just easier for us to follow,
easi er to understand what we're | ooking for here.

When we get down to (C), we have some things. W
woul d prefer the renmpval of "wet gas anal ysis" and incl ude
"representative conposite" again. Again, just for
clarification. And then we would |like to have the |anguage
say "sanple collected upstream of the contact tower."
That's mostly because it's my understanding you can take
t hese sanpl es anywhere in the streans. So if we're above
the contact tower, that's pretty much where you woul d get

the representative sanple. That's just, again, sone
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easier -- easier for us to understand and follow the rule.

And then we woul d include that any site-specific
or conposite hydrocarbon analysis would be no ol der than
three years fromthe date of the dehy unit and we're
getting into all these various cal cul ati ons.

We're asking that you strike 3 under that because
we put it up above. The same thing. And then we renunber
3 and 4 instead of 1 and 2 because it would seemto flow
easier with us. | don't know if you agree with that or
not .

We get back into pneumatic punps. Again, you see
t he extension | anguage for just in case, in case we run
into a situation.

We turn to page 9, Existing Pneumatic
Controllers. W are asking that you include continuous
bl eed, and then anytine you say |low or no bleed, we're
asking for |low bleed only, because no bleed is a marketing
termand not really a technical term So if we want to
stay technical with our regulations, that's the correct
ternms that we would be using. And again, with pneumatic
controllers, there's the extension | anguage one nore tine
just in case.

Turning to page 10, Fugitive En ssions, under
(ii), we have all of these various abilities to get -- to

calculate fugitive em ssions. W're asking for the

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
1. 800. 444. 2826


apotts
Line

apotts
Line

apotts
Typewritten Text
V-P-1-10

apotts
Line

apotts
Line

apotts
Typewritten Text
V-P-1-11

apotts
Line

apotts
Line

apotts
Typewritten Text
V-P-1-12

apotts
Line

apotts
Line

apotts
Typewritten Text
V-P-1-13

apotts
Line


V-P-1-1/

V-P-1-1F

V-P-1-1€

< V-P-1-17

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In Re: Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regul ations

*Non DEQ Parties contact 307-635-4424 to purchase copy*

57

addition of if there is such a thing, an approved alternate
di vi si on met hod.

And then under (ii)(l), the current regulation is
asking for 100 simlar facilities. W think that 100 is
excessive, and so we're requesting five. | think that you
can get what you need with | ess than 100, certainly, and we
think five is sufficient.

Turn to page 11. We are still under Fugitives,
beli eve, under (B). \Wen we get into this, we think that
we can use the em ssion inventory study data and think that
even if it was witten in the response to conments that
that was the intent, it's really not clear enough for us,
so we'd prefer that we include that.

And then for additional clarity, at the bottom of
(B) where we tal k about neasured VOC and HAP wei ght
fractions, we'd like to include "of the specific fluids
| eaking froma conponent” just so that we are -- we're
clear on what we're | ooking for.

Into nonitoring, again, for clarification, we
would like that to read under (i), "Well facility or
source, or conpressor station with a control device
required by this rule,” just so we're clear about what we
are nonitoring, recordkeeping and reporting. And then if
that was included, then (C) (1l1) would no |onger be

necessary under the -- under that portion of the rule, as
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it would be redundant. So that could be renoved

We go to page 12. Again, for clarification,
under (ii), Recordkeeping, we would suggest the inclusion
after or conpressor station with a control device or LDAR
programrequired by this rule just so that we can be
certain about, again, what exactly it is we're | ooking for
and what we're intending.

Keepi ng under Recordkeepi ng under (B)(11)(1),
again, for clarification, this would be a description of
the paraneter that is being nonitored. And then under
(1), we would include the -- record the date, tine,
duration, wind nmonitoring in the case conbustion device is
down or mal functi on.

Now, the reason for that, nost of these pilot
flames are nonitored automatically by telenetry, and so
some of them don't even have pilot flanes. | mean, they
have like a flicker or something

So to say that we need to know exactly when it
went down or how it went down or why it went down, so and
so forth, we think if we covered it this way, then, would
get you what you need, but it also kind of covers that
gamut of what may or may not be going on out in the field.

And again, by including that provision under
(ii), that would elimnate the need for (B). It would just

becone redundant.
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On page 14 under Reporting, again, we want to
clarify what it is we're looking for. So we would say,
"Single well facility or source, or conpressor station
subject to any em ssion reduction requirenmnents of this
rule," again, just to be clear.

Under (A)(1), at the end of the sentence, we
woul d include "during the quarter."” And again, we have the

"Continuous Bl eed Pneumatic Controller” under (C) just to
clarify what we're tal king about.

Page 15, (O (1), again, we remove the bleed rate
and i nclude continuous |ow bleed. So it would be
"Continuous | ow bl eed pneumatic controllers installed
during the quarter."”

Again, in (Il), it would be "Continuous | ow
bl eed." And then in (D), we would include the provision,
"Quarterly notifications are not required for any quarter
in which no installations referenced in Subsections (B) and
(C occurred.” So that if you don't do anything, if you
don't have any, why would you report "I did nothing."
That's essentially where we are.

And | believe that is the end of our requested
edits. | can try to answer questions, if you have any.

CHAI RMVAN BROWN:  Any questions fromthe
Board for M. Robitaille?

BOARD MEMBER BONER: | have one questi on.
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going to read those to you, but | will |let you know what
is, in fact, attached to the letter.

So it is a letter dated Decenber 10, 2014 to
attention: Steve M Dietrich, Adm nistrator of the
Departnent of Environmental Quality Air Quality Division.
And it is regarding comrents on proposed regul ati on WAQSR,
Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regul ations, Section 6 Upper
Green River Basin Existing Source Regul ati ons.

"Dear M. Dietrich: Jonah Energy LLC," further
referred to as Jonah Energy, "appreciates the opportunity
to provide the followi ng cooments for consideration to the
Wyom ng Departnent of Environnmental Quality Air Quality
Di vi sion on the Womng Air Quality Standards and
Regul ati ons proposed Chapter 8, Section 6 Upper Geen River
Basi n Existing Source Regul ations. Jonah Energy currently
operates in the Jonah Field in Sublette County, Wom ng
As an oil and gas conpany with significant operations in
the Upper Green River Basin, and with several enpl oyees
that live and work in the area that will be inpacted by the
proposed regul ati ons, Jonah Energy appreciates that a
shared responsibility is necessary in order to inprove the
air quality in the Upper Green River Basin

"Jonah Energy has reviewed the | atest version of
t he proposed Chapter 8, Section 6 Upper Green River Basin

Exi sting Source Regul ation and we support the rule as
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proposed. We are supportive of a tinmely inplenentation of
t he proposed rule to further aid in continued eni ssion
reductions in the Upper Green River Basin. Jonah Energy is
currently in conpliance with the proposed Chapter 8 Section
6 regul ati on em ssion control requirements, Leak Detection
and Repair requirements and recordkeepi ng requirenments.

The proposed regulation is tinmely, necessary and inportant
for all stakeholders involved as part of returning the
Upper Green River Basin to attainment with federal air

qual ity standards for ozone.

"While the majority of our production facilities
and associ ated producti on equi pnent are controlled to neet
Wom ng DEQ s presunptive BACT pernmitting requirenments
t hrough the O | and Gas Production Facilities Chapter 6,
Section 2 Permitting Guidance for new and nodified
facilities, there are sone |l ocations which are not subject
to the | atest Chapter 6, Section 2 Permitting Gui dance for
which we use our discretion and apply voluntary measures in
order to minimze em ssions fromthose production
facilities.

"Each nmonth, Jonah Energy conducts infrared
canera surveys using a FLIR," F-L-1-R, "canera at each of
our production facility |ocations. Since the
i npl ementati on of Jonah Energy's Enhanced Direct Inspection

and Mai ntenance Programin 2010, we have conducted over
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16, 000 i nspections and have repaired thousands of | eaks
that were identified by the FLIR camera. Based upon a

mar ket val ue of natural gas of $4 per mllion Btu, the

esti mated gas savings fromthe repair of |eaks identified
exceeded the | abor and material cost of repairing the
identified | eaks. Additionally, an estinmate of hundreds of
tons of volatile organic conmpound em ssions have been
elimnated frombeing emitted to the atnosphere.

"The result of Jonah Energy use EDI &M Program has
significantly reduced vol atile organic conmpound and
hazardous air pollutant em ssions to the Upper Green River
Basi n airshed, has reduced the amunt of sales gas |ost due
to | eaks goi ng undetected resulting in significant sales
gas savings, and has reduced the number and severity of
enforcenment actions fromthe Woni ng Departnment of
Envi ronmental Quality due to fugitive |eaks.

"Jonah Energy appreciates the Wom ng Depart nent
of Environmental Quality's consideration of our comrents
and woul d wel cone working with the Agency on itens
menti oned herein or raised during the public coment
process. Should you have any questions, please free to

contact nme directly. Respectfully,” signed by Paul Urich
Di rector of Governnent Affairs and Regul atory.

And attached to the letter are two additional

pages. One is a summary of the Jonah EDI &M Program and
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the other is a list of major initiatives carried out in the
Jonah Field to help reduce ozone precursor em ssions and
associ ated Sublette County ground | evel ozone
concentrations

CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you.

Any comrents fromthe Board? Questions fromthe
Boar d?
WIl we get a copy of that?

MS. CEDERLE: | will provide a copy of that
as well to the court reporter.

CHAl RMAN BROWN: Okay. Let's -- we'll just
go down the lists that are kind of here. So next on the
list will be Jon Col dstein, EDF.

MR. GOLDSTEIN: Thank you, M. Chair. M
name is Jon Goldstein, and |I'm senior energy policy nanager
with Environnmental Defense Fund.

And as stated in our joint witten coments with
t he Wyom ng Out door Council and Citizens United for
Responsi bl e Energy Devel opnent, we greatly appreciate the
Air Quality Division's continued efforts to protect and
improve air quality in the Upper Geen River Basin

We believe the Division's proposal represents
common sense, cost-effective and proven pollution contro
measures, and we commend the Agency for the recent

i mproverrents and clarifications contained in the Cctober
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draft. In particular, we strongly support the extension of
the quarterly instrunent-based | eak detection and repair
measure to conpressor stations.

Many aspects of the proposal before you today
bol ster Wioming's tradition of national |eadership on clean
air nmeasures for oil and gas activities.

The Division's proposal to require the
repl acement of both continuous and interm ttent high-bleed
controllers with |l ow or no-bleed ones, 98 percent contro
of flash em ssions from storage tanks and separation
vessel s and glycol dehydrators, the elimnation or 98
percent reduction of pneunmatic punp em ssions and quarterly
i nstrunented | eak inspections at higher emtting well sites
and conpressor stations are all praiseworthy.

For these reasons, we urge the Air Quality
Advi sory Board to approve these rules today and keep the
process moving toward a full hearing at the Environnmenta
Qual ity Council

VWi le we believe work remains to be done to
i nprove the protectiveness and workability of the proposal,
i ncluding extending all pollution control nmeasures to
conpressor stations and capturing nore pollution sources by
enploying a |l ower fugitive em ssions threshold, we believe
t hese em ssions can easily be addressed as the proposa

nmoves forward to the EQC, and we see no reason for further
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del ay.

Studies fromthe Upper Green River Basin and
ot her basins clearly denpnstrate that el evated | evels of
vol atil e organic conpounds emtted fromoil and gas
activities contribute to harnful ozone pollution and
reduci ng these pollutants is necessary to restore healthy
air to the citizens of Pinedale and surrounding
comruni ti es.

Ozone is a serious public health issue, as Darla
menti oned earlier today, and the EPA is considering nore
stringent ozone standards, so we believe that the nore the
state can do now to address this issue, the better off the
state will be in both solving the current problem as wel
as getting ahead of the problemthat nay be conmi ng. These
measures will help clean up the air and better protect the
health of |ocal residents.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment today,
and |'d be happy to answer any questi ons.

CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you. Any comments,
questions fromthe Board?

Let's see. Next on the list is M. Dave Hohl.

MR, HOHL: M nane is Dave Hohl. |'m an
approxi mately 36 years resident of Pinedale and presenting
this as a local citizen. | have two presentations to make.

The Anerican Lung Association had submtted comments to the
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DEQ, but due to fog in Mssoula could not make it. So I'm
going to read their presentation and then al so sonme
comrents of ny own.
So I'lIl start with the American Lung Associ ation.

"Dear Admi nistrator Dietrich: As the country's preeninent
organi zation committed to saving lives by inmproving |ung
health and preventing lung di sease, we strongly urge the
Wyom ng Departnent of Environnmental Quality Air Quality
Di vision to adopt changes to Woning Air Quality Standards
and Regul ati ons, Chapter 8, Nonattainnent Area of
Regul ations. This process represents an inportant
opportunity to protect public health in the Upper G een
Ri ver Basin. Adopting the proposed regul ati ons
establishing requirements for existing oil and gas
production facilities and conpressor stations located in
t he Upper Green River Basin ozone nonattai nnent area, with
the suggested nodifications identified below, will better
protect the health of people living in that area. For
these reasons we believe the proposed rule should be
approved at the Air Quality Advisory Board neeting on
Decenber 10th in Pinedal e.

"Heal th studi es show t hat exposure to high |evels
of ozone pollution (commonly referred to as 'snpng') | eads
to lung problens; causes respiratory harm such as worsened

ast hma and worsened chronic obstructive pul nonary di sease,
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i ncludi ng enphysema and chronic bronchitis; causes
i ncreased susceptibility to infections and ot her
respiratory ailnments; is a |eading cause of hospita
visits, especially anong children; and is linked to
cardi ovascul ar harm (e.g., heart attacks, strokes, heart
di sease, and congestive failure), central nervous system
harm reproductive and devel opnmental harm and even
premat ure deat hs.

"The American Lung Associ ation has | ong advocat ed
measures to protect Anericans from breathi ng dangerous
| evel s of ozone pollution. All available strategies,
i ncludi ng regul ation, should be enpl oyed as necessary to
protect the public health against acute and chronic adverse
health effects. The Anerican Lung Association is
especially concerned about the effects of air pollution on
the health of vul nerabl e popul ati ons, including people with
I ung di seases such as asthma, |ung cancer, and chronic
obstructive pul nonary di sease, the elderly, and children.
Currently nearly 132 nillion people across the U S. live in
counties where nonitors show unhealthy |evels of ozone or
particulate pollution. Unfortunately, one of those
counties is Sublette County, Won ng, in the heart of the
Upper Green River Basin ozone nonattainment area

"The unhealthy ozone levels in Sublette County

have, for the past several years, led to failing grades in
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the Anerican Lung Association's annual 'State of the Air'
reports. At tinmes, ozone levels in Sublette County have
exceeded those in Los Angeles, California. A recent study
by the Woni ng Departnent of Health docunented an increase
inclinic visits for adverse respiratory-related effects on
particul arly snmoggy days in Sublette County. Reducing
ozone pollution is an inportant health issue -- public
health issue and we are glad to see the Wom ng DEQ make a
serious attenpt at better -- to better protect |oca
citizens in its proposed rul es.

"Ozone pollution is created by interaction
between the two different kinds of air pollutants, oxides
of nitrogen and volatile organic conpounds. GO and gas
devel opnent is a significant source of both of these
contami nants. In fact, oil and gas devel opnment is the
| argest em ssion source for these pollutants in the Upper
Green River Basin's Sublette, Lincoln, and Sweetwater
counti es.

"The Departnment's proposal to reduce harnfu
em ssions fromlocal oil and gas facilities and to restore
healthy, clean air to the residents of Sublette,
Sweet wat er, and Lincoln counties is strong in severa
aspects. We support the DEQ s proposed requirenents at
well sites to replace both continuous and intermttent

hi gh- bl eed pneumatic controllers with | ow or no-bl eed ones
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or zero bleed. W support the proposed requirenents for 98
percent control of flash enm ssions from storage tanks,
separation vessels, and glycol dehydrators, as well as the
elimnation or 98 percent reduction of pneumatic punp

enm ssions. W also strongly support the proposed quarterly
i nstrunent - based | eak i nspections at well sites and
conpressor stations included in the nost recent draft

rul es.

"However, the Departnment could realize even nore
pol luti on reductions (and thus greater public health
benefits) by further utilizing proven, highly cost-
effective technol ogi es and practices that in many instances
save operators nmoney. To ensure the AQD fulfills its
mandate to elim nate pollution and enhance the air quality
in the basin, as well as protect the public health, we
recommend the followi ng further inprovenments:

"Extending all air pollution reduction
requi renments the state has proposed for well sites to
conpressor stations. By addressing pneunmatic controllers,
punps, and dehydration units at the conpressor stations,
the Departnment could realize even nore cost-effective
pol I uti on reducti ons.

"Second, extending the requirenents for
quarterly, instrunent-based | ead inspections to nore

sources of emi ssions. |f the proposal were adopted as
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currently drafted, many of the wells in the Upper G een
Ri ver Basin would fall below the four-ton-per-year

enm ssions threshold the state has proposed for quarterly
i nspections. The state's rules would therefore only apply
strong, regular leak inspections to a small percentage of
the sources in the basin. A lower, nore inclusive
threshold will capture nmore sources and reduce nore

pol lution, since regular |eak inspections, together with
tinmely and effective repairs, are one of the best ways to
reduce harnful ozone pollution in our air.

"Reduci ng em ssions of air pollutants from
natural gas and oil operations is crucial to mnimzing
health inmpacts to Womng citizens. W urge you to adopt
the proposal with the inprovenents noted above.

"Thank you for your efforts on this critica
public health issue. Sincerely, Ronni Flannery, Anerican
Lung Associ ation of the Muwuntain Pacific."”

And |I've witten nmy own personal conmments.
find I can do a nore credible job than just ad-1ibbing.

I would Iike to thank the Air Quality Advisory
Council for your efforts in the rul emaki ng process to
reduce ozone- produci ng em ssions and other air pollutants
that acconpany themresulting fromgas production in the
Upper Green River Valley. | also appreciate the

opportunity to participate in this process as a citizen
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The proposed rule to control emnissions from
exi sting sources nakes great progress, and over the past
three nonths, DEQ has nade inprovenents making it even nore
effective. At this point the nost inportant action is to
nove the rule al ong towards approval and inplenentation.

In order to take full advantage of this current
opportunity, there are still a couple of further
i nprovenents that could be included:

1. The rules have been inproved to include |eak
detection and repair on conpressors. This | eaves many
ot her sources of enissions related to conpressor stations
wi t hout the benefit of the inprovenents required of and at
well sites. These include engines, pneunatic punps and
controllers, dehydration units and other devices. | would
like to see the rule require controls on emissions for the
conpressor station as a whole rather than only a specific
el ement of the facility.

Nunmber 2. The four ton per year threshold for
LDAR -- |l eak detection and repair -- flashing em ssions,
dehy units, et cetera, |eaves 90 percent of the facilities
and 87 to 95 percent of the enissions fromthose facilities
unregul ated, as their em ssions are below four tons per
year. While the em ssions fromany given facility is
smal |, the large nunber of these facilities results in a

| arge cumul ative volume of emissions in the basin. The
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four ton per year threshold acconplishes only a margi na
reduction. | would like to see this threshold at a | eve
that reduces em ssions and | eaks fromthese facilities by
75 to 90 percent. Though not being considered here, this
comrent applies to new and nodified sources as well, where
the four tons per year standard is equally ineffective.

These inprovenents contribute to the goal of
establishing a level playing field where rules for existing
facilities and new and nodi fied sources as well are the
same.

Conventi onal opinion views regul ations as harnful
to industry. | feel differently. Strong rules and | ow
eni ssions benefits everyone. Rules resulting in |ow
em ssions place both industry and the DEQ in a position to
acconmodate the increases in production in existing fields,
activity moving closer to Pinedale, periodic w nter weather
conduci ve to ozone production, potentially three new nega
fields coming on line within the nonattai nment area and a
probabl e reducti on reduced ozone standard. In this nmanner,
the DEQ and industry will maintain good air quality in the
Pi nedal e area in a proactive manner. This better protects
the security of industry and the health of |ocal residents
inthe long term allowi ng industrial activity to continue
and i ncrease.

Agai n, and nost inportantly, this rule needs to
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nove forward. | would like to see that occur with the
addi tional inprovenents |I've nmentioned. Thank you.
CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you, M. Hohl

Any comrents, questions?

Thank you.

Let's see. Next on this list -- | can't read
your witing, but this |ooks |ike John Roscoe, Ji m Roscoe?

MR. ROSCOE: Thank you, M. Chairman. |'m

Jim Roscoe. |'ma property owner in Boulder. 1'd just
like to encourage the Board to accept this rule. | think
it's a step in the right direction. | believe we have
farther to go.

| agree with both governors that | served under
in the |egislature saying that we want to devel op our
natural resources in a responsible way and on our own
terms, and | believe that if we can do this, the decisions
we can make in Womng is far preferable than the decisions
bei ng nmade in Washington. And if we can get ourselves out
of this nonattainnent ness that we created, it would al so
set a great example for the industry to nmove forward and be
accept ed.

Let's see. How do I want to say this? | think
-- | was a strong proponent of natural gas. Worldw de and
nationally, it's a fantastic fuel and that we need to

i mprove on the devel opnent of the resource. Thank you very
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nmuch.
CHAl RVAN BROWN: Thank you, M. Roscoe.
Any conmment s?
Thank you.
Let's see. Next on the list is M. John
Ander son.

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you for the
opportunity to talk to you, provide my perspective. This
is probably going to be fairly short.

My background on this is as a citizen of
Pi nedal e, and |I served on the Air Force Advisory Task
Force, and that's the primary role | want to speak from
here. We worked very hard at that and bringing those
proposals forward, and this is one step anong nmany that we
recomended, and | would really like to see you nove this
forward. | think there are many other areas that need to
be addressed also, but this isn't the proper forumfor
that. But | would support you passing this along to the
next step in the process. Thank you.

CHAl RVAN BROWN:  Thank you.

Next on the list is Chad Schlichteneier.

MR. SCHLI CHTEMEI ER:  Chad Schli chtenei er,
Rocki es air manager with Anadarko Petrol eum Corporation

CHAI RVAN BROWN:  Excuse ne, Chad.

MR. SCHLI CHTEMEI ER: And if |'m pausing
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here, it's not because | fell asleep, it's because |I'm
havi ng troubl es reading my handwiting here. So bear with
me.

I first want to say Anadarko supports and woul d
like to commend the Division on all the work that they've
done to date. You know, we do a lot of work in Utah and
deal with Region 8 on a frequent basis and Woni ng's
programis always held to be the gold standard when it
comes to taking proactive approaches to addressing areas of
concern. And so | think it's -- while this rule -- and we
support, you know, the Board going forward with this rule,
we still think there's sone areas where we can meke this a
nore effective rule.

So that would be the caveat. Mve forward with
the rule with no further delays, but have the Division work
with all parties to nake sure we can get this to be an
effective rule when it gets to the end result here.

Just a couple things that 1'd like to go over.

On the innovative part, the previous conmenter
tal ked about, you know, all the small sources is cumnulative
to really make a difference here, and that's why one of the
things we're pushing for in this rule is to have the
ability to think outside the box.

Your conditional conmbustors, when you start

getting down to small sources, you have to have makeup gas
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in order to have them operate properly.

So if you have to start weighing in the amount of
gas that's being burned just to nmake the combustor operate
properly is not going to nmake sense as we nove down in
these small er sources.

So renoving the requirenment, yeah, you could do
i nnovative approaches, but it has to neet 98 percent, kind
of takes away sonme of the flexibility and why we want to
have i nnovative technol ogi es.

We think that there's -- by thinking outside the
box, there may be sone technol ogi es out there which nmay not
nmeet 98 percent, but you can run them for a |onger period
of time and not taking them off at four tons. So having
that flexibility may, in the long run, actually lead to
| ess enmssions. And it also helps, nmoving forward, when we
start looking to the Division's Phase 2 and things |ike
that on innovative control technologies to be able to
address these smaller sources in an econom c nmanner.

Anot her thing on bl owdowns. You know, we've had
a | ot of discussions on whether those tanks, you know,
shoul d be addressed in this rul emaking here. You know, |
think it's sonmething that, you know, | think is sensible,
has been used a |lot here on comng up with a rule that
makes sense and control requirenents.

You know, the rule focuses on flash en ssions.

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
1. 800. 444. 2826


apotts
Line

apotts
Line

apotts
Typewritten Text
V-P-3-2

apotts
Line


10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In Re: Chapter 8, Nonattainment Area Regul ations

*Non DEQ Parties contact 307-635-4424 to purchase copy*

80
If you use a tank for blowdowns and stuff |ike that, once
the liquid is sitting in there, it's already been
stabilized, there's no flashing occurring. So the only
em ssions you're getting there is working and breathing
enm ssions. So you go out there, there could be a small
ampunt. As the rule is witten today, any anmount of |iquid

in the bottom of the tank, you need to take a truck out
there.

Typically, where you | oad out is above the bottom
of the tanks. So you go out there, no matter how much you
unload it, there's still going to be a residual anount of
condensate or crude in the bottom of those tanks. So
realistically, short of taking off the top and going to
some type of suction in there, you' re never going to get
all that material renmoved fromthe tank.

So | guess when it conmes to, | hear -- | read in
the response to comments that this rule is going to be no
nmore stringent than what's currently being required. That
condition, my understanding, is not in every permt going
forward. There were sone selected pernmts that condition
was negotiated with.

So | think that should be considered in going
forward in saying this is a one size fits all that we
shoul d have for all blowdown tanks or enmergency tanks the

requi rement to have to | oad those out.
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Pneumatic controllers. This is a -- seens |ike
there's been a | ot of noise nmade about this, but this is
i mportant. And | know working in Colorado a lot, there's a
| ot of discussion there on intermittent controllers, how
shoul d they be addressed through em ssions controls.

And one thing that -- you know, if you | ook at an
intermttent controller, an intermttent controller just
vents when the controller is actuated, such as you have on
a separator that's doing a |level control. When that liquid
gets up to a certain level, it actuates to allow liquid to
flow out of it. There's venting em ssions during that
certain period of time. When the |evel goes down and the
controller shuts off, there's no em ssions during that
peri od.

In general, intermittent controllers have |ess
em ssions than | ow bl eed, six standard cubic feet per hour.
That's why we think it's inperative that this rule is clear
that the source we're after here is the high-bleed,
continuous controllers, and that's why we've basically
asked for the word "continuous” and al so asked for the
| anguage to be |l ess than the six standard cubic feet per
hour that's defined under OOQOQ.

So | think if we talk about |ow bleed, no bl eed,
those are all marketing terms, zero bleed. What we're

after is making sure the controller you have in is |less
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than the standard -- six standard cubic feet per hour
that's currently required. That does not then [imt
i ndustry fromcontinuing to use the intermttent
controllers, which is good for the environnent.

On the nonitoring part, there's a requirenent in
there that tal k about, you know, we need to continually
record on the pilot light to ensure the control device
mai ntai ns 98 percent control efficiency.

The pilot light has no bearing on a 98 percent
control efficiency. The pilot light is being nonitored to
ensure the gas comng fromthe source is being combusted,
and that's basically the intent of why you' re nonitoring
the pilot light is to ensure your conbustor is working.

It doesn't tell you whether it's 90 percent, 98
percent or a hundred percent. It just tells you that when
the gas is going to the conmbustor, the combustor is
wor ki ng.

So we' ve asked for |anguage to be changed there
so there's not saying that nmonitoring the pilot |ight
correlates to 98 percent control efficiency, because there
is no correlation. Basically we're after to ensure the
em ssions fromthe source are bei ng conbust ed.

LDAR. It's inmportant that we understand what
LDAR covers. You know, during the presentation, if | heard

it correctly, that LDAR was said to be all-inclusive of
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your control equi prment plus your components.

LDAR covers conponents such as val ves, flanges,
connecters and things |like that. You go out with your FLIR
canera, your Method 21, or whatever, and you determ ne
whet her those -- you see a leak, and if there's a |eak,
then you fix it.

On a tank such as a tee hatch and NARO val ve
t hose are not conponents. They do not fall under the LDAR
program That's why there's two separate prograns set up
in a rule that says you have one that addresses sites that
are controlled, that you go there and nake sure your
control equipnment and the equi pnent getting there is al
bei ng nonitored, and then there's the LDAR programthat
basi cal |y addresses conponent counts.

That's why there needs to be two separate paths
here, one for the control equipnment, the tanks and stuff
covered under their quarterly inspection, and then there
needs to be the LDAR program So | think that needs to be
re-looked at to make sure we clearly understand what the
LDAR program enconpasses

And also, I'd |like to talk about Mss Hulnme's
comment that she had earlier on the quarterly inspections.
That was -- when | heard the presentation today, | guess
that's the first it's been, | guess, presented in such a

manner that the AVO basically is in conjunction with sone
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type of either FLIR or Method 21.

I think if you go back and read the response to
coments that the quarterly inspections is referenced to
what we follow to what's in the G| & Gas Guidance

| think if we |ook at what's in the Gl & Gas
Cui dance, as M ss Hul me pointed out, it's basically three
of the four quarters should be AVO with one of the quarters
bei ng then either through a third canera or Method 21.

| guess getting back to the no nore stringent
t han what's being done in current permts, | think we need
to take a |l ook at that and make sure requiring some type of
Met hod 21 or flare requirenent every quarter is consistent
with what we're doing in current permts.

Once again, | guess | just want to thank the
Di vision and the Board for taking the tine. And I do think
the Division has a | ot of great things in this rule, and
it's a proactive rule going forward. And | think it's
inportant to take the tinme here. As it was conveyed at the
begi nning of their presentation, this rule is probably
going to set precedence for other areas, given the
potential |owering of the ozone standard. Depends on where
it goes, we're probably going to have other areas of the
state that are going to be brought in.

So | think it's inportant that we take the tinme

now to get in the weeds and really get this thing worked
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out to where we need to be so at the end that this can be
t he standard that we | ook at going forward in other areas
as it fits. Thank you very nuch.
CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you.
Any questions for M. Schlichteneier? Spelled
just like it sounds.
MR. SCHLI CHTEMEI ER:  Yeah.
CHAI RMAN BROAN:  Any questions or comments?
Thank you.
Let's see. Next on the list is Mark Kot.
MR. KOT: M nane is Mark Kot. |'mthe
Sweet wat er County public |Iands planner, and I'm here on
behal f of the Sweetwater County Board of County
Commi ssioners. |1'd like to thank the Board for the
opportunity to speak today and certainly appreciate the
hard work that the DEQ has put into this inmportant rule.
Sweet wat er County is a portion -- has a portion
of the ozone attainment area in its county, and 43 percent
of the county's tax base derives fromoil and gas, so this
is a very inportant rule for the econony of Sweetwater
County.
Wth that in mnd, the county encourages the Air
Qual ity Advisory Board to make a recommendation that is
bal anced. We believe that the rule should inprove air

quality in public health while at the sanme time recognizing
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the ability of the oil and gas industry to inplenent and to

absorb the costs of this rule.
The county believes that if this balance is not

mai nt ai ned and is upset and beconmes too stringent and

inflexible, the oil and gas industry may experience sone

econom ¢ setbacks. |If this happens, it would negatively

i mpact the tax and enpl oynment base of Sweetwater County and

ot her counties in southwest Won ng who are hone to many
oil and gas industries and enpl oyees who work on a daily
basis in the Upper Green River Basin.

Keeping this potential inmpact in mnd, again,

Sweet wat er County strongly encourages the Air Quality Board

to keep balance in nmind and to strive to have a rule that

protects air quality and public health while at the sane

time maintaining the viability of the oil and gas industry

whi ch provides the tax and enpl oyment base and the high
quality of life that is enjoyed by many individuals and
fam lies in southwest Wom ng. Thank you for your tine.
CHAl RMVAN BROWN:  Thank you, Mark.
Any questions, comrents?
Thank you.
Next on the list, Christy Wodward.

MS. WOODWARD: Hi. My nanme is Christy

Woodward, and |I'm a senior environnental engineer for QEP

Ener gy.
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We al so wanted to thank the Division for all the
work that they've done on this rule and definitely support
the rulemaking. |'mhere on behalf of QU, which is a QEP
and U tra organi zation that works together on the Anticline
for devel opnent.

We just had two outstanding concerns with the
existing rule, and | have provided comments as such. And
the first major concern that we have is with the hundred
simlar facility conponent counts. This is under Chapter
8, Section 6(c), energency -- or excuse nme, |'m ahead of
myself. 6(g)(ii), pad and single-well facility or source
conponent counts shall be determ ned by actual field count,
or a representative count fromthe same geographical area,
taken fromno |l ess than 100 facilities.

We al so believe along with PAW and sone of the
organi zations represented here that that is an excessive
nunmber. We do have simlar facilities on each pad, and we
ki nd of put those together in a cookie-cutter fashion. And
we al so believe that five sinmilar facilities is a nore
appropriate nunber.

The second concern that we have is related to the
bl owdown tanks. We do have small anpunts of |iquids that
occasionally go to those.

As sone of you may be aware, we have a |iquids

gat hering systemon the Anticline and have very small

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
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anounts of liquids that go to those tanks, and so we feel
that having to enpty those tanks every seven days woul d
actually potentially increase em ssions on the Anticline
due to excessive truck traffic and would request that if
the Division wants to set a linmt on those that they set a
limt of a hundred gallons for the tanks or exenpt
facilities that have liquid-gathering facilities.

So again, | do appreciate the Division's efforts
to work with us and just wanted to reiterate those two
poi nts.

We have provided statistics in our conments as
well as studies as to the em ssions that cone fromthose
tanks that will hopefully support our points. Thank you

CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you.
Any questions, conments?
Next on the list, Cortnie Morrell
MS. MORRELL: Hello. M nanme is Cortnie
Morrell. I'mwith WIllians Field Services. | just, along
with everyone else, want to thank the Division for the hard
work they've put in. | appreciate the man-hours and the
wor k and especially appreciate the additional stakehol der
nmeetings that were held earlier this year in efforts to
understand and clarify comments. | think that's always how
we work together best and that's how we get to our best

products.
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So we have prepared a brief coment letter, and
I'"mgoing to speak to those two comments. | mght deviate
fromthe text a little bit as witten, however

W lianms, obviously, contributed and supports the
coments that were submtted and read today by John
Robitaille with Petrol eum Associ ati on of Won ng, and we
have two additional itens that we just want to highlight,
and those are specific to how the rule affects dehydration
units.

Particularly when it comes to the applicability
anal ysis and the calculations used in that, WIlianms does
operate dehydration units in the Upper Geen River Basin
that are currently permitted with linited operating hours,
and they've been permtted that way for several years.
It's not clear in the rule if the use of those limted
operating hours would be allowed in determ ning the
applicability with a four ton per year threshold, and
WIllians asserts that it needs to be accounted for since
they're operating under a federally enforceable permt
condi ti on.

And as stated also in Chapter 8 later on, this
rul e does not supersede any other permts, so | anguage or
anything fromthe Division that could clarify that that is
accept abl e woul d be appreci at ed.

The other comment, also in relation to

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
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dehydration units and the applicability determ nation, is
inrelation to the use of condensers. Previous versions of
the Ol & Gas Permtting Gui dance have had scenarios such

t hat an operator could choose to install a flashing
condenser in lieu of a conmbustion device, or conversely,
the rule allows for removal of conbustion devices as | ong
as a condenser remains installed on the unit.

In terns of existing sources, | think not
all owi ng an existing dehy using a condenser to take into
account it's a condenser would be a m stake.

| also believe that because -- provisions in the
rule that allow for the renoval of control equipnment refer
back to the calculation nmethod used in the applicability,
agai n, which, based on the Division's comments, does not
allow the specific condenser. That would make it a little
nmore stringent than what applies to new sources.

In the current Ol & Gas Pernitting Guidance, on
page 9, there's a definition of what potential is, and in
the rule when it tal ks about making your determ nation to
remove a control device, it refers to this calculation of
potential em ssions, and in that definition, it
specifically says that it allows the use of worst case
operating paraneters of the flash tank condenser when
determ ni ng control renoval.

I think that really the point for this is that

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
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when we're dealing with the existing equipnent, it is a

di fferent ani mal than a brand-new piece of equipnment, and

we do need to be mi ndful of existing conditions, especially

when they exist in current pernmts, and take those into

account when we're deternining applicability. Thank you.
CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you.

Any questions, conments?

Thank you, Cortnie.

Let's see. Next on the list is Mary Lynn Worl

MS. WORL: Thank you. M nane is Mary Lynn
Worl. |I'ma citizen here in Sublette County, and |I'm al so
the vice chair of Citizens United for Responsible Energy
Devel oprent .

So thank you for this opportunity to address the
advi sory board on behal f of CURED, and sonme of these
comments may be my own personal commrents.

My comments are going to be centered around
health, the reason that we really need to nove forward with
t hese regul ati ons.

Last night at the open house, | was at the CURED
booth, and three people in the course of conversation
indicated to me that they had a chronic cough, chronic sore
throat, and that would be sinply stupid of me to stand here
and say to you, well, that's because of the chem cals in

our air, our air pollution. But this is a real conmon
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thread that we hear here in Sublette County talking to each
ot her and individuals comng to our group CURED, talKking
about many of the signs and synptons that Dave read in the
letter from Ronni Flannery fromthe American Lung
Associ ati on.

But when we stop and think about epidem ol ogy
st udi es, possible epidem ology studies, or health risk
studi es that would be done here in Sublette County,
statistics sinply are not on our side because of our | ow
popul ation. |If we had, you know, rather than 10,000 and
sone people, if we had 50, 60, a hundred thousand peopl e,

t hen we coul d probably generate sone statistical power,
sone statistical significance with what's happening with
our health here in Sublette County.

However, science certainly is on our side. The
science is very strong regarding the health inmpacts, not
only of ozone in terns of acute inpacts and chronic
i npacts, but also with the NOX and VOX, the toxicity of
t hese chenical s.

And when we stop and think back to all of us here
that live here in Sublette County and work here, recreate
here, we're not immune to the toxicity of the chemicals in
our air. Right now, we just do not have the scientific
data to prove that we are being inpacted. But in my heart

and ny -- | have a background in physiology -- | amcertain
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that we have many people, not only babies devel opi ng
asthma, COPD with some of our ol der people and ot her
i mpacts that we probably will never know that are

occurring.
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So on behal f of CURED, | encourage the Board to

pass on the regulations. There's a |ot of time that has

been spent, there's a lot of time that has been avail abl e

for comment and for changes, but | think any further delays

is just more delays with the inpacts that we're feeling
with our health.

| al so encourage DEQ to go back and review al

t he recommendati ons that were made by the ozone advisory

of

board, not only those that got a hundred percent thunbs up,

but sone of those that didn't get a hundred percent thunbs

up, and by doing so help to nove our air along to a nore

heal t hy situation.

And last of all, |I would encourage all citizens

wi thin Sublette County and surroundi ng areas to becone

i nvol ved, to becone informed and speak your mnd. So thank

you.
CHAl RMVAN BROWN:  Thank you, ma'am
MS. WORL: Thank you.
CHAI RMVAN BROWN:  Any conmment ?
Let's see. We have two commenters left, and |

think we can get through those fairly quickly. The next

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
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comment er, Susan Kraner.
M5. KAIL: | think she left.
CHAl RMVAN BROWN: Okay. Then we'll go to
Carnel Kail.
MS. KAIL: | will be fast. M name is
Carnel Kail, and | want to echo nost of what has been said.

| don't have a whole |lot to add.

| do feel that nore can be done on |ots of
fronts, probably not within this rule, perhaps relating to
the four tpy threshold on all kinds of things, and perhaps
starting with the presunptive BACT since there's been a | ot
of reference to the consistency with permts for new
sources nonet hel ess, although nore can be done and should
be done.

Rul emaki ng to control enissions from existing
sources was recomrended by the governors of the Green River
Basin Citizens Advisory Board sonething over two years ago.
This has taken a |l ot |onger since the two years fromthat
broad- based group than | ever expected to get to this
stage. I'mglad we're here. Let's get her done

CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you.

Any comments?

We do have one | ast speaker, M. Bruce Pendery.
MR. PENDERY: Thank you. Thank you for

this opportunity to provide comments to you on the proposed

Womni ng Reporting Service, Inc.
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nonattai nnent area Upper Green River Basin existing source
rul e regul ati ons

My name is Bruce Pendery. |'mthe chief |ega
counsel for the Wom ng Qutdoor Council

WOC appreci ates the proposed rules and urges the
Air Quality Advisory Board to register its approval of the
proposal so that these needed and inportant air pollution
controls can nove on to the Environmental Quality Council
for formal adoption. The health and wel fare of people
living in the Upper Green River Basin demands that these
regul ati ons be endorsed at this tine.

We note that the current proposal has been
i mproved since the initial proposal was rel eased | ast June
We are especially appreciative of the addition of a new
provi sion that | eak detection and repair requirenments will
be extended to conmpressor stations. For these reasons, we
again urge the Air Quality Advisory Board to endorse these
rul es.

Wile as the cormments we subnitted on the
proposal make clear, we would still |like to see additiona
i mprovermrents in the rules, we believe that these additional
i nprovenents can be nade by the Environmental Quality
Council when it holds its hearing and need not be nade here
at this time. Attenpting to make these changes here now

will only lead to additional delay in the adoption of these
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rules and the people of the Upper Green River Basin deserve
the protection of these -- that these rules will offer to
them now, not at some uncertain time in the future. There
has been too nmuch delay already. So please nove this
regul atory proposal on to the Environnental Quality
Counci | .

When the proposal gets to the Environnental
Quality Council, we will have anple time to ask for, and
hopefully get, the additional inprovenments we seek. As our
comments indicate, this would include making the new | eak
detection and repair requirenents applicable to conpressors
al so to include other em ssions from conpressor stations,
not just leaks. We will also seek to have the threshold

for the LDAR reduced from four tons per year of em ssions

to say two tons per year. But again, the Environnmenta
Quality Council is the appropriate place for us to seek
t hese changes, not this hearing. Ohers will have the sane

opportunities before the Environnental Quality Council

These proposed existing sources rules represent
an inmportant step forward. Over two years ago, the Upper
Green River Basin Air Quality Citizens Advisory Task Force
on which | served, put together ten recommendati ons for how
ozone levels in the Pinedale area could be reduced and
nearly two years ago, the Departnment of Environnmental

Qual ity agreed to pursue those reconmendati ons.
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The first two recomendati ons, which were the
nost i nportant of the ten recommendations, and they were
recomendati ons to reduce em ssions from existing oil and
gas stationary sources in the ozone nonattai nment area,
particularly in areas where the DEQ PBACT requirenents were
not applicabl e.

These proposed existing source rules represent
ful fillment of that promise to the citizens of the Upper
Green River Basin and for that reason, the Air Quality
Advi sory Board should give its endorsenment to themat this
time. Thank you.

CHAI RMAN BROWN:  Thank you.

Any questions, conments?

This is a great tine to take another break. W
can break for an hour for lunch, or have a quick break, but
it's kind of been a long norning already. Wy don't we at
| east take a one-hour break and reconvene here at one
o' cl ock.

(Meeting proceedi ngs recessed
11:59 a.m to 1:07 p.m)

CHAl RMVAN BROWN: Let's go ahead and
reconvene for the afternoon session. So we've gone through
all the public coment and presentation by the DEQ  Now
it's time for questions fromthe Board or clarifications

fromthe DEQ or do you have any comments fromthe
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