
Tracking No. 0628-01 

 
 
From:   
To:   
Date:  6/28/2011 9:05 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
06/28/2011 09:14 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: mary 
Last Name: logue 
Company/Organization:  
E-mail Address:  

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
In the proposed rule change, and in the background summary, there is a discussion as to 
proposed paragraph (2), currently section 115.117(a)(3) exempting storage tanks with a 
storage capacity less than 25,000 gallons located at motor vehicle fuel dispensing 
facilities from the requirements of the division. 
 
In the definitions section 115.10, there is no definition for "motor vehicle fuel dispensing 
facility".  Can you define as to whether a "motor vehicle fuel dispensing facility" is 
defined as one that is the sole purpose of dispensing fuel (ie a gas station or a fuel 
distributor) or can a facility also be defined as a fuel dispensing facility (eg fuel island) at 
a location that's main function is possibly a trucking company.  Is there also a less than 
quantity of fuel dispensed applicability?  Can you clarify? 
 
 
 



Tracking No. 0706-01 

 
From:   
To:   
Date:  7/6/2011 10:14 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/06/2011 10:24 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization: 

 

 
Phone Number: 
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
Can you respond to the definition of "motor vehicle fuel dispensing facilities"?  I'm not 
sure if the proposed rule addresses facilities which are solely for the use of fueling 
vehicles (as in a gas station) and/or equipment or if it also includes "fueling islands" at a 
facility which is used for VOC storage.   
 



Tracking No. 0708-01 

 
From:   
To:   
Date:   7/8/2011 2:31 PM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/08/2011 02:41 PM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization:  

 

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
I find myself with another question about the proposed changes to the rules.  In Section 
115.111, Exemptions, item (a), last sentence, there is the following statement:  In the 
DFW area, the exemptions in this subsection no longer apply after the date in 115.119(c) 
of this title.  115.119(c) states that the exemption is withdrawn on 12.1.2012.  My 
interpretation, would be that any facilities in the DFW area that are applicable to the 
rule  have until 12/1.2012 to get into compliance. 
 
I thought I understood, until I got to section 115.111(d) which states: the following 
exemptions apply in the DFW area as of the date in 115.119(c) (12/1/2012): I quess I'm 
just confusing myself, but wanted to clarify that this section (115.111(d) allows some 
exemptions after 12/1/2012 for the DFW area?   
 
Can you verify that I am correct in my question in the second paragraph?  
 
 



Tracking No. 0708-02 

 
From:   
To:   
Date:  7/8/2011 2:32 PM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/08/2011 02:42 PM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization:  

 

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
Can you also clarify with 115.111(2), "except as noted in paragraphs (2) and (9);  
paragraph (2) includes an exemption of storage tanks with capacity less than 210,000 
gallons storing crude oil and condensate in DFW area are exempt from requirements of 
this division.   
 
This exemption doesn't state anything about date in 115.119(c), but with the last 
sentence in item (a), they seem in conflict.  Is there an exemption for DFW area for 
crude oil and condensate tanks in the DFW are before and after 12/1/2012? 
 
 





Tracking No. 0711-02 

 
 
From:  
To:  
Date:  7/10/2011 11:48 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/10/2011 11:54 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: prakash 
Last Name: parameswaran 

  
 

 
 

Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
Please ensure that all volatile organic compounds from gas drilling sites are captured by 
the most effective available technologies.  Please mandate vapor recovery systems for 
each and every gas well in the state.  This includes gas wells that have already been 
drilled and those that have not yet been drilled.   
 
Please remember your duty to protect the public from these harmful emissions that are 
being released on an unsuspecting population.  I believe your duty is not to create jobs 
or worry about the economy.  It is to safeguard the public from environmental damage 
and I hope to see TCEQ discharge its duties effectively.  I am very concerned that my 
kids are growing up exposed to these emissions in the air.  One wonders whether there 
is any respect for Life in Texas and for the basic requirements of life which include clean 
air and water. 
 
By not using these technologies, costs are being externalized to the general public by Oil 
& Gas companies. There is significant increase in air pollution that is causing 



degradation in air quality in the DFW metroplex that is now unacceptable based on the 
EPA standards. 
 
I am kindly requesting you to do the right thing here. 



Tracking No. 0711-03 

 
 
From:   
To:   
Date:  7/11/2011 10:50 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/11/2011 10:58 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization:  

 

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
For this proposed rule, are the terms "condensate" and "produced water" 
interchangeable?  There is a definition in Section 100.1 for condensate, but didn't see 
one in either 100.1 or in 115.110.   



North Central Texas Council Of Govemments 

Ms. Jamie Zech 
MC 206 
Air Quality Division 
Chief Engineer's Office 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
PO Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Dear Ms. Zech: 

July 13, 2011 

CI7/Lj-OZ 

On behalf of the North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee (NTCASC), please accept the 
following comments relating to Proposed Dallas-Fort Worth Attainment Demonstration (2010-
022-SIP-NR) and Reasonable Further Progress (201 0-023-SIP-NR) state Implementation Plan 
Revisions for the 1997 Eight-Hour Ozone Standard Nonattainment Area, including 
corresponding supplements. The NTCASC was formed and its members are appointed by the 
North Central Texas Council of Govemments Executive Board. The Committee's purpose is to 
work in partnership with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency in the development of ozone State Implementation Plans 
(SIPs) and to support their implementation once approved. Attachment 1 contains a Committee 
roster. 

Oil and Gas Operations 

Over the last six plus years, gas exploration activities in the Barnett Shale area have escalated, 
with a significant amount of operations now occurring in highly urbanized areas. The Barnett 
Shale's eastern area happens to reside in the western portion of the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) 
non attainment, where the region's highest levels of ozone are being recorded (namely at 
monitors located at Denton Airport, Eagle Mountain Lake, Keller, and Grapevine). These 
rnonitors will be critical in determining future attainment of the ozone standard. Due to these 
facts, the NTCASC formed an Oil and Gas Task Force (roster included as Attachment 2) to 
become educated about industry practices and, as appropriate, to assist the NTCASC in 
recommending potential emission reduction measures for the DFW SI P. On May 25, 2011, the 
Task Force took action recommending oil and gas SIP measures for the NTCASC to consider 
and forward to TCEQ. Attachment 3 contains the NTCASC letter dated May 27, 2011, 
summarizing these measures for incorporation into the SIP. 

As identified in the above referenced letter, the NTCASC maintains its position that TCEQ 
should officially formalize in the DFW SIP what has been identified as best practices of the oil 
and gas industry and which are already being employed by a very large percentage of the 
industry, including: 

616 Six Flags Drive, Centerpoint Two 
p. O. Box 5888, Arlington, Texas 76005~5888 

(817) 640-3300 FAX: 817-640-7806 @recycled paper 
www.nctcog.org 
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Green Completions - Process used to recover gas that would otherwise be vented or 
flared during the completion phase of a natural gas well. 

Vapor Recovery Units - Equipment installed on condensate storage tanks that 
capture rather than vent vapors. 

Plunger Lifts - System using gas pressure buildup in a well to lift a column of 
accumulated fluid out of the well to allow expected gas production. 

Low-Bleed Pneumatic Valves - Devices that regulate gas flow and pressure. 

As follow-up to questions raised by Task Force members, TCEQ provided estimated 2012 oil 
and gas emissions by category in the DFW area (Attachment 4). It should be noted that three of 
the top five oil and gas categories that are recommended as.formalized SIP control measures 
contribute 94.1 tons per day (tpd) out of a total 114.1 tpd volatile organic compounds (VOC). 

Review of the SIP proposals and supplements identified that the Commission is proposing to 
implement the Houston area condensate and crude oil storage tank rule (30 TAC Chapter 115, 
SubchapterB, Division 1) in the DFW nonattainment area, requiring 95 percent control of VOC 
flash emissions applicable to those tanks emitting over 25 tons per year (tpy) of VOCs. The 
NTCASC welcomes this rule but recommends the Permit By Rule (PBR) threshold be reduced 
from 25 tpy to 15 tpy. This recommendation is supported by information provided by TCEQ staff 
(Attachment 5, Table 3) that 8.8 tpdmore VOC emission reductions can be obtained at a PBR 
of 15 tpy while not being cost prohibitive to the industry as most of these vapors would be 
collected and brought to market for sale. 

The request to formalize the above best practices as rules and strengthen the condensate and 
crude oil storage tank rule in the SIP is made to better ensure that federal RFP requirements 
regarding VOCs can be achieved and that the reclassification and future reconsideration SIPs 
tan demonstrate attainment. This will also provide a contingency in the 2012 RFP if existing 
calculatiol'1s change and an uncoverable shortfall surfaces. In addition, such initiatives would 
g.uarantee an equal playing field for all oil and gas companies operating in the DFW area. As a 
secondary benefit beyond ozone reductions, such initiatives would aid in reduction of emissions 
(i.e. benzene, formaldehyde) that are being reported at the local level and are known to cause 
unwarranted and unnecessary health impacts. 

LastlY,the NTCASC continues to advocate that the Commission and its staff.review eXisting 
regulations to be sure that they are adequate to achieve their intended purpose and to meet 
today's standards. 

Use of Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) -Based On-Road Emission Inventories 

The NTCASC supports the decision to utilize MOVES~based on-road emission inventories in 
both the attainment demonstration and reasonable further progress SI P reviSion, as outlined in 
the proposed documentation and again in recent supplemental information. As summarized in a 
Regional Transportation Council letter to TCEQ on February 1 0, 2011 (Attachment 6), the 
benefits Significantly outweigh associated risks to the region's ability to reach the federal ozone 
standard. In addition, use of the MOVES model is supported because it replaces the outdated 
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MOBILE6 model with current available vehicle technology assumptions, behavioral trends, etc., 
and shows that photochemical modeling for this SIP revision performs at an improved tolerance 
within EPA's guidelines, allows for better decision making, and represents an improved 
assessment of emission trends to the public. 

Comment Period Extension 

The NTCASC acknowledges TCEQ's recent action to extend the public comment period from 
July 25, 2011 to August 8, 2011. Recognizing that preparing a reclassification SIP revision has 
many tight deadlines, the extension is warranted to ensure the public has a minimum 30-day 
review and comment on supplemental information recently released. 

We extend our gratitude to Commission staff that have participated at each meeting of the 
NTCASC, Oil and Gas Task Force, and the Photochemical Modeling Technical Committee. We 
appreciate the opportunity to emphasize these requests and to be a partner in the effort to 
improve air quality in North Texas. 

CK:ch 
Attachments 

Mark Burroughs, Chair 
North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee 
Mayor, City of Denton 

Jungus Jordan, Chair 
North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee­
Oil and Gas Task Force 
Councilmember, City of Fort Worth 

cc: Elizabeth Ames Jones, Chairman, Railroad Commission 
David Porter, Commissioner, Railroad Commission 
Barry T. Smitherman, Commissioner, Railroad Commission 
Michael Gange, Assistant Director, Environmental Services, City of Fort Worth 
North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee 
Mike Eastland, Executive Director, North Central Texas Council of Governments 





ATTACHMENT 1 
NORTH TEXAS CLEAN AIR STEERING COMMITTEE 

ROSTER 

COUNTIES 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
NORTH TEXAS CLEAN AIR STEERING COMMITTEE 

OIL AND GAS TASK FORCE 

Jungus Jordan - Chair 
Council member, City of Fort Worth 

Ramon Alvarez 
Environmental Defense Fund 

Rita Beving 
Sierra Club/Public Citizen 

Roy Brooks 
Tarrant County Commissioner 

Dr. Robert Cluck 
Mayor, City of Arlington 

Howard Gilberg 
Dallas Regional Chamber 

Mabrie Jackson 
North Texas,Commission 

Tim Keleher 
Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce 

Margaret Keliher 
Texas Business for Clean Air 

Linda Koop 
Council member, City of Dallas 

John Matthews 
County Commissioner, Johnson County 

Mark Riley 
County Judge, Parker County 

Keith Self 
County Judge, Collin County 

Jim Schermbeck 
Downwinders At Risk 

Upd,Hed: April 15, 201·~ 



ATTACHMENT 3 

North Central Texas Council Of Governments 

May 27, 2011 

Chairman Bryan W. Shaw, Ph.D., MC 100 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
PO Box 13087 

Commissioner Buddy Garcia, MC 100 

Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Commissioner Carlos Rubinstein, MC 100 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
PO Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
PO Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Dear Chairman Shaw and Commissioners Garcia and Rubinstein: 

This letter is written on behalf of the North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee (NTCASC) and its 
Oil and Gas Task Force. NTCASC was formed and its members are appointed by the Executive 
Board of the North Central Texas Council of Governments. The Committee's purpose is to work in 
partnership with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality and the Environmental Protection 
Agency in the development of ozone State Implementation Plans and to support their 
implementation once approved. 

The Oil and Gas Task Force was created to examine the role that emissions from this industry might 
be contributing to ozone formation in the Dallas-Fort Worth Nonattainment Area. Through 
presentations by local, State, and federal regulators and from the industry, it is recognized that there 
are many existing regulations in force and that the industry, in general, has adopted practices that 
are designed to reduce nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions. 
Examples include: 

State and Federal Regulations 

• Dallas-Fort Worth 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area Minor Sources Rule (30 TAC 
Chapter 117) 

• Permit By Rule for Oil & Gas Handling and Production Facilities (30 TAC 106.352) 
• New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR Part 60) 

• Subpart KKK - Equipment Leaks of VOC from Onshore Natural Gas Processing 
Plants 

• Subpart LLL - Standards of Performance for Onshore Natural Gas Processing: S02 
Emissions 

• Subpart JJJJ - Standards of Performance for Stationary Spark Ignition Internal 
Combustion Engines 

• National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR Part 63) 
• Subpart HH - Natural Gas Production Facilities 
• Subpart HHH - Natural Gas Transmission and Storage Facilities 
• Subpart ZZZZ - Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines 

• On-road Engine Standards (40 CFR 86) 
• Non-road Engine Standards (40 CFR 89) 

616 Six Flags Drive. CenterpointTwo 
P. O. Box 5888, Arlin~Jlon, Texas 76005-5888 

(817) 640-3300 FAX: 81 7-640·7S06 0 recycled paper 
www.nctcog.org 
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Industry Best Practices 

• Green Completions - Process used to recover gas that would otherwise be vented or 
flared during the completion phase of a natural gas well. 

• Vapor Recovery Units - Equipment installed on condensate storage tanks that capture 
rather than vent vapors. 

• Plunger Lifts - System using gas pressure buildup in a well to lift a column of 
accumulated fluid out of the well to allow expected gas production. 

• Low-Bleed Pneumatic Valves - Devices that regulate gas flow and pressure. 

Due to the existing gas exploration activities, plus those expected to continue for many more years 
in highly urbanized areas, we request that the Commission and its staff review existing regulations to 
be sure that they are adequate to achieve their intended purpose and are adequate to meet today's 
standards. We further request the Commission considers making the Houston area condensate and 
crude oil storage tank rule (30 TAC Chapter 115, Subchapter B, Division 1) applicable in our 
nonattainment area, requiring 95 percent control of VOC flash emissions applicable to those over 15 
tons per year (tpy) VOC emissions. Our final request is that the Commission formalizes what has 
been identified as best practices of the oil and gas industry which are already being employed by a 
very large percentage of the industry. 

These requests are made with the intention that federal requirements of Reasonable Further 
Progress regarding VOCs can be achieved and better assure that the reclassification and future 
reconsideration State Implementation Plans can demonstrate attainment. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present these requests and to be a partner In the effort to improve 
air quality in North Texas. 

ME:ch 

cc: North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee 
Railroad Commission 

Mark Burroughs, Chair 
North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee 
Mayor, City of Denton 

Jungus Jordan, Chair 
NorthTexas Clean Air Steering Committee­
Oil and Gas Task Force 
Councilmember, City of Fort Worth 



DFW Area 2012 Estimated Oil and Gas Emissions 

Oil & Gas Category 2012 NOx tpd 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

Note that on-road mobile emissions associated with oil and gas activities would be 
included in on-road emission estimates and not in this table. 





ATTACHMENT 5 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Storage Rule Information for DFW 

Table 1. DFW 9 County Ozone NonattainmentArea Equipment Count, Crude Oil 
and Condensate Production 

County Total Total Total Sites Total Total Percent of 
Oil Condensate with Oil Produced Slop Oil and 
Storage Storage and/or Water Storage Condensate 
Tanks Tanks Condensate Storage Tanl{s Production 

Tanks Tanks 

Collin 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dallas 0 5 5 24 0 0 

Denton 29 710 63 2 2879 10 48 

Ellis 0 1 1 91 6 0 

Johnson 17 209 158 3889 22 6 

Kaufman 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parker 19 598 491 1119 40 40 

Rockwall 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tarrant 3 132 83 2926 10 6 

Totals 68 1655 1370 10928 88 100 
, 

Note: Eq\llpment data are from phase 1 of the 1 CEQ Baruett Shale speeJalmventory 111 2010, 
and produetion data are from the Texas Railroad Commission in 2008. 

Table 2. Sites Potentially Affected if Houston Area VOC Storage Tank Rules Were 
Applied in the DFW Area at Different Emission Thresholds 

Number of Sites with Condensate Tanks Floating Roof 

I-county Total Sites Sites Sites Sites Sites 
Tanks 

Sites l affected affected affected affected affected (>25,000 gal) 

at 25 tpy at 20 tpy at 15 tpy at 10 tpy at5 tpy 
Collin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dallas 5 2 3 3 4 5 26 (3 sites) 

Denton 632 271 391 422 542 572 0 

Ellis 1 
° 1 1 1 1 0 

Johnson 158 68 98 105 135 '43 0 

Kaufman 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parker 491 211 304 327 421 444 7 (1 site) 

Rockwall 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- -

Tarrant 83 3 6 51 55 71 75 72 (11 sites) 

Total 1370 588 848 913 1174 1240 105 (15 sites) 
. 

1. rotal SItes Include sltes With crude 011 and/or condensate tanks . 

Page 1 of 2 



Note: Potentially affected sites with condensate tanks estimated using emissions from HARCS1C study. 
The number of potentially affected floating roof tan:zs and sites from TCEQ Emissions Inventory, 2009 
data. 

Tablc 3. DFW 9-County Ozonc Nonattainmcnt Arca Condensate and Crude Oil 
Storage Tanks 

115.112(d) Rulc Applicability 25 20 15 10 5 
Tank battery VOC emissions 

(tons pCI' year (Ipy)) . 

VOC reduction in 2012 (tons per day) 14-4 16.2 23.2 29·3 29.6 

% sites with crude oil or condensate tanks 40.6 53·1 59-4 75·0 81.3 
affected 

% sites with condensate tanks affected 42.9 61.9 66·7 85·7 90·5 

% condensate production 65·9 70.0 85·8 99-4 99.7 

Note: EmIssIOn estImates based on a 2006 study (HARC51C) of 32 sItes WIth tanks m the 
Barnett Shale, east and sontheast Texas. Results v,~ll vary with composition of natural gas and 
crude oil produced in different areas. Reductions are beyond an assumed 25% VOC reduction 
from voluntarily installed control devices. Assumes no YOC reductions associated with 
produced water tanks. The 2012 emission reduction is based on a 95% assumed control 
efficienc.y. 

Technological Feasibility of Control Devices 

Flares have no lower bound of technological feasibility. However, makeup fuel may be required 
at low or intermittent flows. 

Vapor recovery units (VRUs) have a technological feasibility lower bound of approximately one 
thousand cubic feet of vent gas flow per day (Mof/d) from a crude oil or condensate tank battery. 
If a natural gas pipeline with operating pressure less than 50 pounds per square inch gauge is 
not readily available, higher priced multi-stage compression options are required. Based on 
study data, including measured and speciated vent gas volumes, an oil tank battery emitting 10 

tons ofVOC per year (tpy), or a condensate tank battelY emitting 15 tpy will be at the vapor 
recovery unit technology lower limit of approximately 1 Mcf/d of vent gas. 

Emission Implications of Control Device Choice 

Flares will emit nitrogen oxides (NOx). Vapor recovery units will emit zero or minimal NOx. 
Proportionally more NOx will be emitted per ton of VOC reduced as the applicability 
requirement for VOC emission control is lowered. 

Page 2 of2 



ATTACHMENT 6 

Regional Transportation Council IDCE 
~ -."" . ~L.:J 

The Transportation Policy Body for the North Central Texas Council of Governments 
(Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Dallas-Fort Worth Region) 

Mr. Mark R. Vickery, P.G. 
Executive Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 13087, MC 100 
Austin, Texas 78711 

February 10, 2011 

RE: Request to Provide MOVES2010-Based Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets 

Dear Mr. Vickery: 

On 'January 12, 2010, the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) sent a letter 
to your agency summarizing future transportation conformity impacts utilizing the Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA) new Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES2010), and 
requested incorporating results from this new model into the Dallas-Fort Worth reclassification 
State Implementation Plan (SIP), currently under development. By doing so, motor vehicle 
emission budgets (MVEBs) would be established that would allow for future conformity 
determinations. As this SIP continues to reflect planning assumptions that will lead to significant 
transportation ramifications, the Regional Transportation Council (RTC) is expressing its request 
for the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) to provide MOVES201 O-based 
MVEBs as soon as possible. 

Sensitivity tests conducted by EPA and other agencies comparing differences from the existing 
MOBILE6.2 model to MOVES201 0 result in significant increases in nitrogen oxide (NOx) 
emissions. Because of this significant increase in NOx, it will be impossible to handle the 
situation where the MOVES2010 model will be required for use in future transportation 
conformities against MVEBs previously established using MOBILE6.2. 

As you know, upon the March 2, 2010, release of MOVES2010, the EPA established a two-year 
grace period requiring its use in new regional emissions analyses for transportation conformity 
determinations. Establishing MOVES2010 MVEBs will allow future consistency with 
transportation conformity emission inventories and avoid transportation planning consequences 
such as: 

• Region's inability to modify the long-range multi-modal transportation plan for existing 
projects. Due to unforeseen design concept and scope changes, staff processes 
hundreds of project modifications each year totaling millions of dollars. These 
modifications usually contain dozens of projects that are put on hold and require the plan 
to go through a conformity determination in order to proceed. If MOVES201 0 MVEBs are 
not established In the reclassification SIP, estimates indicate these updates may not be 
achievable and projects may be kept on hold quite possibly until 2015 when the SIP and 
corresponding MVEBs will be required In response to new ozone National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). . 

P. O. Box 5888 • Arlington, Texas 76005-5888· (817) 695-9240 • FAX (817) 640-3028 * 
http://www.nctcog.org/trans 
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• Region's inability to modify the long-range multi-modal transportation plan for new project 
funding. The RTC has a history of success in capitalizing on funding opportunities that 
advance projects. If MOVES201 0 MVEBs are not established in the reclassification SIP, 
the RTC would be unable to put those funds to practical use and ultimately delay critical 
infrastructure projects, or worse, lose out on those funding opportunities. Examples 
include the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009, a variety of 
Comprehensive Development Agreements (CDA), other innovative financing opportunities, 
and results of local bond elections. Currently, Congress is underway to reauthorize the 
nation's surface transportation bill which authorizes federal surface transportation 
programs for highways, highway safety, and transit. In total, this can impact approximately 
$5 billion in financing for the Dallas-Fort Worth area over the next four years. 

• Region's inability to implement the long-range multi-modal transportation plan due to 
escalating costs incurred for delayed projects. A four percent per year inflation cost added 
to a delayed project means less funding for other projects, causing more delays and 
continuance of a compounding financial crisis throughout the entire plan. 

• Region's inability to Implement the long-range multi-modal transportation plan due to a 
possible conformity freeze. By not utilizing MOVES2010, an argument can be made that 
the reclassification SIP is not incorporating recent planning assumptions as required in 
Section 172(c)(3) of the Clean Air Act. Also, current choice of model is significantly 
underestimating on-road mobile emission estimates, which could be leading to an 
insufficient package of control strategies needed for the region to reach attainment. At a 
minimum, $46.2 billion worth of projects in the region's multi modal transportation plan are 
at risk. 

• Region's inability to implement the long-range multi-modal transportation plan due to 
challenging ozone NAAQS. It is necessary to establish MOVES2010 MVEB as soon as 
possible because new stringent ozone standards may make it extremely difficult to 
develop future SIPs. At a minimum, $46.2 billion worth of projects in the region's multi 
modal transportation plan are at risk. 

For all the reasons identified above and the consequences facing future transportation 
conformity determinations, the following are prioritized options to incorporate MOVES2010 into 
the reclassification SIP currently under development: 

1. Include a MOVES2010 link-based on-road emissions inventory in the reclassification 
SIP; 

2. TCEQ to perfomn MOVES2010 sensitivity runs and adjust the on-road emissions 
inventory in the reclassification SIP; or 

3. TCEQ to commit to a revised reclassification SIP incorporating MOVES2010 as soon as 
possible. 
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Realizing there may be numerous constraints to overcome in order to establish MOVES2010 
MVEBs in the SIP, the RTC is requesting communication with our transportation conformity 
experts to discuss such constraints and offer assistance where needed. Your attention to this 
issue is appreciated and we look forward to your response. If you have any questions, please 
contact Michael Morris at (817) 695-9241 or Chris Klaus at (817) 695-9286. 

MV:bw 

Sincerely, 

120-~/J~ 
Ron Natinsky 
Chair, Regional Transportation Council 
Councilmember, City of Dallas 

cc: The Honorable Mark Burroughs, Chair, North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee; Mayor, 
City of Denton; 

Michael Morris, P.E., Director ofTransportation, NCTCOG 
Chris Klaus, Senior Program Manager, NCTCOG 
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OGBA Public Input Meeting 
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Mandate Vapor Recovery in Flower Mound 

Alol< Bhasl<ar 



VOC Emissions from Storage Tanks Batteries 

• u.s. EPA estimates that these batteries also emit 7,000 
tons per year of HAPs, and more than 22,000 tons per 
year of VOCs. Each of these pollutants can have 
significant environmental and health effects. 

• The HAPs emitted by the oil and gas industries include 
benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, and xylene (known 
collectively as BTEX compounds), plus n-hexane. These 
pollutants have a range of carcinogenic and toxic effects 
on humans. VOCs contribute significantly to ozone 
formation and thus, to both human health and 
environmental degradation 



emergency radius around Bunn Gas Well 



emission radius 
radius around Hilliard Gas well 1 H 



TCEQ - Permit by Rule 

* (1) Permit by Rule (PBR)-owners or operators of an oil or 
condensate tank or tank battery may qualify for PBR 106.352, 
contained in 30 TAC Chapter 106, Subchapter O. Other 
related equipment at oil and gas sites covered by this PBR 
may include heaters, dehydration units, tank vents including 
flash, process fugitives, and loading operations. Operators 
often also claim PBR 106.512 for engines and turbines used 
for oil and gas compression,and PBR 106.492 for flares, 
which control process and emission event releases. Emissions 
from all related equipment under PBR must be less than 25 
tons per year (tpy) of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
particulate matter (PM1 0), and sulfur dioxide (S02); and less 
than 250 tpy each of nitrogen oxide (NOx) and carbon 
monoxide (CO). 



Does FM 
check each 

site with 
actual year 

round testing 
for aggregate 
emiSSions of 
25 Tons/ Yr? 

Title 30 Texas Administrative Code § l06.35:! 
Permit By Rule (PBR) Checklist. 
Oil and Gas Production Facilities 

The f.oll-ov.'ing <Cb.e.:kli.-ri;; desip:.ed to help you -confirm tharYOU!:!lEe"t Tit1~ 30 Te~:asA.dmlnistrative Cc-d~ § 106352 (30 TAC § 1 ()6.35.2) 
RQ.uiremeo.t~ If you do not llle",t all the requ.uanmt 'YOU :Da,.. a1ter the 'Orojecr de~i1m or ope!aUQll :in such :3 wa"' tb:Jt all 'fue requirement:; ~. - - ........ ~- -) . 
ofthePBRare me,t oryou may cbtain a c.-o-mtluctionpen::Wt. The PBRfollnS. bble~, ch«klists md guid:mee doc:wnent~ a:re 3'li'al1able from 
the Texas CGmmi:s::;ioll on £n1--ir..ouDlental QU3liry (TCEQ), Air Permit:;. Di,isioll Web site ;ot 
;;rnw.t~.mtejx .. u;/rui\"IpEmit:s-'m~t3..html 

CHECK TIlE' MOST APPROPRB.IT ~""S\\'ER 

Check the type of faciktii5 CQ,;Ered by this re.gjstration(checli: aU that 3l"e appli.caMe): 
EJ oil or ga:; produc:tLGn facility E1e.arboo. di.o:ride :*perauOll bc:ili1y EZIoil (IT ps ~ facility 

The facilities at the site include (check ill that apply); 
Glol!e or more. taDl..--s D ::.e:parators C:J d<!:hycir.2.IiCoD. U1lits !D free "'ate!' i:nockouts 

ElYES E1NO 

BgwLb;aneh IEJ heater treater.;. [J na:twal ~ litl.ui1h :recovery units 
EJ,ga~ ~eemcing md ¢the,r g;:u '::GD.ntiOm:ng :f3cili~ o Sl.tlfur ree:overy llllit 

Will-gao; m·*teni.ng. -.mlfru: ret:over)-. or 'Other g;;:.. c:o:cditiomng {ar..ilitie.$ only cGnditiol! gas that [2]YEs[3NO 
cont:ains lezs than'two (1) long .-o1lS pe,r day of sulfur compouIUls as sulfur! 

1 Do allcompres!iors 3~df'lare:; fullymmthe mquU:elllent:o of3(1 !AC § 106.512 .md3<TTAC § 106.492, [ijjJ YES DNO 
respecti"'"le.ly? Art:aclJ. d3ta 5hou<iug how the e:xemptiOIl5 ere m~t. Checklists are ;;;''l.-ai,jzhJe_ 

1 Are. total ~""Sians from all f:3cilities. including fugitives and loadinz emis5ions, ]esz than 15 tp)" SO~ BIns (5)NO 
voe, o-r 150 tpy of eo IX NO~? 

lbve you atta-ched calrn! .. tions ;md otMr <bta., snch as a gas amlr..is, -ilion1ng that 1he ~$icn51imits DYES E]NO 
of the generallule _are mer? . . 

3 If fb.e f;cility h:mdIf!!; ~cur gas, ~ it lo>C:Jted at l~t 1{4 mile tt(lm :my recre.atioul3l"E!3., residece.. or 
other :;.tl:uctu1'e Dot occupied or used :>ote!y by the Q1i\'lleI' or operator 'Of th~ facility or th-e oorn;er of the 

BYES EjNO 

pr.Qpl!rty upGn which the f3cility is locate.d:' Ait3ch a ~c:aled l!rr::3p_ 

4 Are toral.uai;;sians of sulfur C'ompOUll~, '!<."tcludi!1g sulfur ,o:cide~ l-es:$ than 4.0 poun.Os per hour? DYES iZlNO 
Attach O::31o.Ua.tiQIlS. 

Does the height ofeacll vent emitting ~ eom~und. m.~t or~ceed the m.U:Um.Ulll1."ent he:ightstated 
in 30 TAe § 106.3527 llit mck height h 'I,""~ ,:,':''''',':'':,;'''>:'''''''''';,,:',', .:/ ,,··,:,,",·1 

i2]YES DNO 

~ 

A Town has 
the right to 

enforce checks 
on self 

authorization for 
public health & 

safety. 

Costs should be 
borne by the 

Gas companies 
or added as part 

of yearly 
renewal/ 

application fee. 



andate VRU on new 
Ordinances? 

8 Drillers claim exemption under the Permit By Rule. Collectively, 
the sheer number of individual drilling sites claiming this 
exemption is in violation of the Texas Railroad Commission's 
statutory roles 1, 3 & 4 that prevent pollution and waste of our 
resources, as well as provide public safety. 

• VRU eliminate 90% of emissions 
• Per TCEQ, at this time, VRU's are an option and encouraged on 

PBR sites to reduce emissions or used as needed to ensure a 
site's emissions are protective of public health and welfare. 
VRU's are also being considered as one of several Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) control oQtions for tanks with a 
potential Of10 tons per year or more ofVOC emissions under 
the standard permit. 

8 TCEQ is revising the rules governing vapor recovery units, 
potential adoption tentatively scheduled for May 2011. 



ew aCI 
compliance (What should FM ordinances enforce) 
@ Install independent 24 Hr recording monitors on each facility to prove that total 

emissions from all facilities, including fugitives and loading emissions, less than 25 
TonslYr S02,VOC, or 250 tpy of CO or NOx? 

~ Free vac blood baseline testing for concerned citizens for self-regulators to know the 
public has proof if they are not doing their job. 

e FM Oil & Gas Inspector should get copies of ca!culations from Gas companies 
submitted for PBR compliance and compare with 24 Hr yearly monitoring results. 

<I) Mandate yearly PBR Compliance certification from FM Town. 
<I) If the facility handles sour gas, is it located at least 1/4 mile from any recreational 

area, residence? (Confirm compliance as per PBR) 

Wikipedia Sour Gas definition: Sour gas is natural gas or any other gas containing 
significant amounts of hydrogen sulfide (H2S). Natural gas is usually considered sour 
if there are more than 5.7 milligrams of H2S per cubic meter of natural gas, which is 
equivalent to approximately 4 ppm by volume. On the other hand, natural gas that 
does not contain significant amounts of hydrogen sulfide is called "sweet gas.") 

III If the Sour gas contains H2S, RRC will permit an operator to "Flare" a well to burn off 
"Sour Gas". Permission should be sought before flaring and Town should measure 
emissions before Flaring. 

e Measure all emissions for compliance on well heads for H2S and near 
loading/unloading point of Tanks for VOC's. 



Cannot Comply I Fail PBR Compliance 

~ Violations - Heavy Penalties and enforce Install Vapor 
Recovery Units 

o Existing or New VRU - Pays for itself - See EPA's study 

~ Its economical for the gas companies to install VRU instead of 
paying for the 24 Hr monitoring or heavy penalties or resident 
blood tests. 

• Profitability of 0 & G companies are high even in depressed 
natural gas prices for capital expenditure on VRU's. 



Comment 0714-13 AD Storage Tank: 
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19    MR. KLAUS:  On behalf of the Texas Clean -- 

20   North Texas Clean Air Steering Committee, please accept  

21   the following comments relating to the Attainment  

22   Demonstration and Reasonable Further Progress State  

23   Implementation Plan Revisions for the 1997 Eight-Hour  

24   Ozone Standard Non-Attainment Area, including  

25   corresponding supplements. The Steering Committee was 

19 

P 19 

1   formed and its members are appointed by the North 

2   Central Texas Council Governments Executive Board.  The 

3   Committee's purpose is to work in partnership with the 

4   TCEQ and the Environmental Protection Agency in the 

5   development of ozone SIPS and to support their 

6   implementation once approved.  I've included a committee 

7   roster as Attachment 1. 

 

8   Oil and gas operations.  Over the last 

9   six-plus years, gas exploration activities in the 

10   Barnett Shale have escalated, with a significant amount 

11   of operations now occurring in highly urbanized areas. 

12   The Barnett Shale's eastern area happens to reside in 

13   the western portion of the Dallas-Fort Worth 

14   non-attainment area, where the region's highest levels 

15   of ozone are being recorded (namely at monitors at 

16   Denton Airport, Eagle Mountain Lake, Keller and 

17   Grapevine).  These monitors will be critical in 

18   determining future attainment of the ozone standard. 

19   Due to these facts, the Steering Committee formed an Oil 

20   and Gas Task Force, I've also attached the roster, to 

21   become educated about industry practices and, as 



22   appropriate, to assist the Steering Committee in 

23   recommending potential emission reduction measures for 

24   the Dallas-Fort Worth SIP.  On May 25th of this year, 

25   the Task Force took action recommending oil and gas SIP 
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1   measures for the Steering Committee to consider and 

2   forward to TCEQ.  Attachment 3 contains that letter 

3   dated May 27th by the Steering Committee summarizing 

4   these measures for incorporation into the SIP. 

5   As identified in the above-referenced 

6   letter, the Steering Committee maintains its position 

7   that TCEQ should officially formalize in the DFW SIP 

8   what has been identified as best practices of the oil 

9   and gas industry and which are already being employed by 

10   a large percentage of the industry, including:  Green 

11   Completions, Vapor Recovery Units, Plunger Lifts, 

12   Low-Bleed Pneumatic Valves. 

13   As a follow-up to questions raised by the 

14   Task Force members, TCEQ provided an estimated 2012 oil 

15   and gas emissions by category in the DFW area attached 

16   as Attachment 4.  It should be noted that three of the 

17   top five oil and gas categories that are recommended as 

18   formalized SIP control measures contribute 94.1 tons per 

19   day out of a total of 114.1 tons per day of oil volatile 

20   organic compounds. 
  



 

21   Review of the SIP proposals and supplements  

22   identified that the Commission is proposing to implement  

23   the Houston area condensating tank and crude oil storage  

24   tank rule in the Dallas-Fort Worth non-attainment area,  

25   requiring 95 percent control of VOC flash emissions 
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 1   applicable to those tanks emitting over 25 tons per year  

 2   of VOCs.  The Steering Committee welcomes this rule but  

 3   recommends that the Permit By Rule threshold be reduced  

 4   from 25 tons per year to 15 tons per year.  This  

 5   recommendation is supported by information provided by  

 6   TCEQ staff, included as Attachment 5, Table 3, that 8.8  

 7   tons per day more VOC emission reductions can be  

 8   obtained at a PBR of 15 tons per year while not being  

 9   cost prohibitive to the industry as most of these vapors  

10   would be collected and brought back to market for sale.  

 

11    The request to formalize the above best  

12   practices rules and strengthen the condensate and crude  

13   oil tank rule in the SIP is made to better insure that  

14   federal reasonable further progress requirements  

15   regarding VOCs can be achieved and that the  

16   reclassification and future consideration SIPs can  

17   demonstrate attainment.  This would also provide a  

18   contingency in the 2012 reasonable further progress if  

19   the existing calculations change and an uncoverable  

20   shortfall surfaces.  In addition, such -- such  

21   initiatives would guarantee an equal playing field for  

22   all oil and gas companies operating in the DFW area.  As  

23   a secondary benefit beyond ozone reductions, such  

24   initiatives would aid in reduction of emissions, such as  



25   benzene and formaldehyde, that are being reported at the 
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 1   local level and are known to cause unwarranted and  

 2   unnecessary health impacts.   

 3               Lastly, the Steering Committee continues to 

 4   advocate that the Commission and its staff review 

 5   existing regulations to insure that they are adequate to 

 6   achieve their intended purpose and to meet today's 

 7   standards. 



Comment 0714-21PH (Rule) 

            7                 VIRGINIA SIMONSON:  Good evening.  My  

            8  name is Virginia Simonson, S-I-M-O-N-S-O-N.  I'm  

            9  speaking in regard to rule project number  

           10  2010-025-115-EN on VOC Storage Rule Revisions.         

           11                 Regarding vapor recovery systems on  

           12  petroleum storage tanks is the least you can do to  

           13  address the DFW nonattainment status.  This small step  

           14  doesn't improve our chances much for meeting Federal  

           15  Clean Air Standards in the future, but it is better than  

           16  doing nothing.   

           17                 I'm actually here tonight to ask you to  

           18  go further and implement the recommendations of the  

           19  North Central Texas Council of Governments.   

           20  Specifically, I request that you make the Houston area   

           21  Condensate and Storage Tank Rule applicable in our area  

           22  and mandate -- and mandate 95 percent control of VOC  

           23  flash emissions to sources with over 15 tons per year  

           24  VOC emissions.   

           25                 Further, I ask that you mandate the use  
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            1  of green completions, vapor recovery units, plunger  

            2  lifts and low-lead pneumatic valves in our nonattainment  

            3  areas.   

 



           20                 ALOK BHASKAR:  Good evening.  Alok  
 
           21  Bhaskar.  Bhaskar, B-h-a-s-k-a-r.   
 
           22                 THE REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Say that  
 
           23  again.   
 
           24                 BRIDGET BOHAC:  You're talking too fast.   
 
           25                 ALOF BHASKAR:  B as in boy, H-A-S-K-A-R.   
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            1                 All right.  I'm speaking to rule number  
 
            2  2010-25-105 on VOC's storage rule revisions.  EPA  
 
            3  estimates that tank batteries emits 22,000 tons per year  
 
            4  of emissions.  And a significant amount of these  
 
            5  emissions is coming from the 15,000 gas wells in Barnett  
 
            6  Shale here in Texas.   
 
            7                 I believe that TCEQ is encourgaging these  
 
            8  emissions by not enforcing and verifying emissions  
 
            9  compliance.  TCEQ had made these compliance rules so  
 
           10  easy for companies, but for the common man and the town,  
 
           11  it's so difficult to understand.   
 
           12                 I was trying to do research on how the  
 
           13  emissions are being controlled by TCEQ, and found that,  
 
           14  okay, for the gas station you have vapor recovery, but,  
 
           15  you know, for -- for gas wells, there's nothing.  And so  
 
           16  I looked into the TCEQ Web site and was trying to find  
 
           17  what exactly TCEQ is doing.  The entire Web site is so  
 
           18  hard to understand, you know.  It's -- it's like, oh,  
 
           19  what are the emissions, how do we control it, how -- how  
 



           20  do gas companies apply for emissions on those gas wells?   
 
           21  Do they have to take a yearly approval or -- or  
 
           22  compliance?  It is so difficult to understand for the  
 
           23  common man and for the town staff.   
 
           24                 I spoke to my town staff.  So I spoke to  
 
           25  my town staff, the oil and gas inspector, and asked  
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            1  them, you know, how are we controlling the emissions.   
 
            2  And he said, no, we don't know about it.  He said, TCEQ  
 
            3  is doing that.  He said, so you guys are not controlling  
 
            4  the emissions and you are not letting the town control  
 
            5  the emissions.  Everything is all done by TCEQ.   
 
            6                 So here's what I found, how TCEQ is  
 
            7  helping companies to make this compliance, you know,  
 
            8  more effective.   
 
            9                 I believe the companies, the gas  
 
           10  companies, through a PBR, Permit By Rule 106.352, they  
 
           11  can claim exemption.  All they have to do is sign on a  
 
           12  single piece of paper compliance, couple of check boxes,  
 
           13  there are 3 or 4 check boxes that says that the total  
 
           14  emissions of all facilities is less than 35,000 per year  
 
           15  of SO2, VOC, and 250 tons per year of CO2, NO2.  And  
 
           16  they just attach some theoretical calculations.  It's  
 
           17  just a piece of paper, I believe; they just submit it to  
 
           18  you guys and that's it.   
 
           19                 So collectively, I believe the sheer  
 



           20  number of contributing sites of all the gas well around  
 
           21  claiming this exemption is in violation of TCEQ  
 
           22  statutory rules 1, 3 and 4 that prevent pollution and  
 
           23  waste of our resources as well as provide public safety.   
 
           24                 The entire emissions of all these gas  
 
           25  well Web sites, I don't think you know TCEQ is  
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            1  effectively considering them.  It's just a theoretical  
 
            2  calculation.  That's it.  I -- I do not believe that  
 
            3  TCEQ is, you know, checking emissions, actual emissions  
 
            4  from those sites.  Are you guys really checking it?    
 
            5                 There was a new item I remember, like for  
 
            6  some violation in Fort Worth, a gas flare was found  
 
            7  emitting about 350 tons per year compared to 25 tons  
 
            8  that it was there.   
 
            9                 So imagine if, you know, if TCEQ is  
 
           10  actually really testing, all the gas companies are  
 
           11  really, you know, testing the emissions, it is going to  
 
           12  come up more than 25 tons per year, and this is what is  
 
           13  contributing to our ozone over here, and we need to  
 
           14  control that.   
 
           15                 So -- so -- so the solution is -- is very  
 
           16  simple as a lot of people have suggested here, is to  
 
           17  make vapor recovery mandatory for all the existing gas  
 
           18  wells.  And -- and -- and it's a -- it's a no-brainer, I  
 
           19  guess.  Everyone knows that vapor recovery can -- can --  
 



           20  and can control 90 percent of the emissions.  There are  
 
           21  companies who can -- who have vapor recovery solutions  
 
           22  that can even, work with (unintelligible) liquid  
 
           23  handling things.  So there are companies that do that as  
 
           24  well, so it's not that there are no solutions.  There  
 
           25  are solutions available in the market and that are very  
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            1  cost effective.  The (unintelligible) is very less.  So  
 
            2  I don't know why they're not doing it.   
 
            3                 So in addition to vapor recovery, I have  
 
            4  a couple of other suggestions to make.  I guess, TCEQ --  
 
            5                 BRIDGET BOHAC:  One minute.   
 
            6                 ALOF BHASKAR:  Yeah.   
 
            7                 TCEQ should also verify from on-site  
 
            8  monitoring on all these gas wells how much emissions is  
 
            9  being actually generated versus the submissions they  
 
           10  have theoretically submitted to TCEQ (unintelligible).   
 
           11  All the copies of the PBR submissions and the testing  
 
           12  and everything that is done by the company should be  
 
           13  publicly available and should be shared with the town.   
 
           14  The town don't have anything at all.  Nobody knows  
 
           15  anything.  So basically there is a big gap in what  
 
           16  exactly is being submitted and what is being emitted.   
 
           17  And all the emissions all go in the air.  You got to  
 
           18  control it.   
 
           19                 Thank you.   
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From:   
To:   
Date:  7/15/2011 9:59 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/15/2011 10:05 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization:  

 

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

  
In your exemption criteria for the DFW area, 115.111(d)(8)Exemptions, storage tanks or 
tank batteries storing condensate with a throughput exceeding 1,500 barrels per year 
are exempt from the control requirements in 115.112(f)(4)if the owner demonstrates that 
uncontrolled emissions from individual storage tank or from tanks in a tank battery, are 
less than 25 tons per year.  At most salt water disposal wells (SWDs), produced water 
and condensate are intermixed when received and difficult to define a quantity of 
condensate received.  The majority of water received is produced water.  
At SWDs, the thruput of produced water is enormous. Does the fact that the condensate 
and produced water are intermingled when received allow an exemption, or does the 
facility have to verify a true vapor pressure less than 1.5 pisa or perform emission testing 
to determine that the agreggate emissions for a tank battery are less than 25 tons to be 
exempted.  These would be the only two exemptions that would apply to our facility as 
none of our tanks have primary, secondary secondary seals or floating roofs. 



Tracking No. 0718-02 

 
 
From:   
To:   
Date:  7/18/2011 7:35 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/18/2011 07:41 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization:  

 

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
Section 115.119 (c)(4), Compliance Schedules requires that owner/operators of each 
storage tank with a storage capacity  less than 210,000 gallons storing crude oil and 
condensate "prior to custody transfer" shall comply with these requirements no later 
than 12/1/2012.  Does this also apply to owner/operators who store crude oil and/or 
condensate "after custody transfer"?  That is, how does this effect injection well 
locations with tank batteries which receive commingled condensate and produced water 
and the owner/operator has no way of determining the amount of commingled 
condensate with the produced water? 
 
Section 115.111(a)(2), you allow an exemption thru 12/1/12 for crude oil or condensate 
"prior to custody" transfer for the DFW area.  In Section 115.111(d)(8), you allow an 
exemption for the DFW for installing controls only on condensate storage, but you don't 
include the term "prior to custody transfer".  Is section 115.111(d)(8)intended to bring 
injection well tank battery locations under the jurisdiction of this rule since "crude oil" 



and "prior to custody transfer" have been removed?  Can you please clarify your intent 
as it relates to injection well locations in the DFW area? 



Tracking No. 0718-03 
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To:   
Date:  7/18/2011 7:19 AM 
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Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
In section 115.111 (d) (8), it is discussed that in order to be exempt from controls on VOC 
storage, the owner/operator must demonstrate agreggated emissions from a tank 
battery or tank is less than 25 tons per year on a "rolling 12-month basis".  In this 
instance of "rolling 12-month basis", is it interpreted to mean that the owner/operator of 
a tank or tank battery will be mandated to perform analysis on a monthly basis in order 
to get an aggregate 12 month rolling total  
VOC emission? 



Tracking No. 0721-01 

 
 
From:   
To:   
Date:  7/21/2011 10:22 AM 
Subject:  2010-016-115-EN 
 
07/21/2011 10:29 AM 
 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
 
First Name: Mary 
Last Name: Logue 
Company/Organization:  

 

 
Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
 

Rule: 2010-016-115-EN Corrected Rule Reference 2010-025-115-EN 

 

Comments: 

 
In the definitions section 115.110(b)(11), definition for storage tank, is a frac tank 
considered a container in respect to this definition? 



          Comment 0722-01 
 
           15               CYRUS REED:  Hello.  Good afternoon.  My 
           16   name is Cyrus Reed.  I'm Conservation Director with the 
           17   Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club.  I'll be making 
           18   some very general comments and issues we'd like to be 
           19   addressed today as oral comments, and we'll be 
           20   submitting formal comments and trying to incorporate 
           21   both comments from our local regional group in Dallas as 
           22   well, and kind of submit them as one. 
           23               So this is just really a preview and some -- 
           24   some high level comments, and then you'll -- you'll get 
           25   the details later as we read the documents even more 
                             
                                      
 
                                                                        4 
            1   carefully. 
            2               So I -- I do want to recognize -- I know 
            3   that -- that -- that hundreds of hours of work have been 
            4   put into staff time in preparing both the proposed rules 
            5   and these revisions to the SIP.  We recognize that. 
            6               We have a general comment that we are 
            7   concerned that the proposed revisions to the SIP will 
            8   not allow us to come into compliance with the SIP. 
            9   And -- and evidence of that is just simply the readings 
           10   this year have been higher than -- than were 
           11   anticipated.  And I know that your document still states 
           12   that you believe you can meet, you know, the 3-year 
           13   average that's required by -- by next year.  But we have 
           14   serious concerns that we can't. 
           15               And at that point, you may want to consider 
           16   whether there are additional measures that we need to do 
           17   now to -- to meet compliance, or perhaps look at the 
           18   very real possibility that we need to declare Dallas 
           19   more of a severe ozone area, and give us additional time 
           20   so that we can really make wholesale changes and reduce 
           21   emissions in both NOx and VOC's. 
           22               Let me now mention some particular concerns 
           23   I have.  And I'll admit off the bat that I have not read 
           24   everything, you know, word for word.  So to the extent 
           25   that I say things that are covered, I'll make sure that 
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            1   our written comments we read it more carefully. 
            2      But one concern I had -- another hat I have is I do a 
            3   lot of legislative work.  And as you know, part of your 
            4   weight of evidence is dependent upon funding provided 
            5   through legislative appropriations for the TERP and 
            6   LIRAP programs.  And TERP, as you know, has been -- 
            7   there were some cuts that were made indeed in this year 
            8   to meet some of those 5 and 10 percent reduction 
            9   requirements by the legislature to meet, you know, 
           10   the -- the -- the budget. 
           11               But more importantly, the overall funding 



           12   levels were reduced from $114 million a year to $57 
           13   million a year.  That's statewide, but a good chunk of 
           14   that money would go to Dallas.  And then there were some 
           15   other changes in the TERP program such as required 
           16   spending on clean fleets, required spending on the 
           17   ambient monitoring in the Barnett Shale area, and 
           18   required spending on natural gas infrastructure in 
           19   vehicles. 
           20               Some of those programs may lead to 
           21   reductions.  But our sense is they're not as cost 
           22   effective as the basic diesel reduction plan.  And so 
           23   we're -- we want to make sure that your weight of 
           24   evidence section that depends on some of those 
           25   reductions takes into account these changes. 
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            1               And there are similar issues with -- with 
            2   LIRAP funding, obviously where LIRAP was reduced from 50 
            3   million a year to 5 million year, and how will this 
            4   impact compliance with the I/M program?  Where would you 
            5   identify vehicles that are out of compliance if those 
            6   funding sources aren't available for the Dallas area? 
            7               So we want to make sure -- and if you've 
            8   already done that, I apologize.  I didn't see it, but I 
            9   didn't read it that carefully.  But we want to make sure 
           10   that those issues are addressed in your weight of 
           11   evidence section.  And frankly, we may want to consider 
           12   either changes right now where we can give some of these 
           13   grants to things like idling reduction technology which 
           14   may get you more bang for the buck in an immediate 
           15   sense, or other measures that we can do now in the 2012 
           16   period to reduce VOC's and NOx. 
           17               And we certainly, through other means, will 
           18   be asking folks and political leadership to look at 
           19   emergency allocation of some additional TERP grants if 
           20   -- if we -- if it's true and we feel it's true that 
           21   you're going to need additional money out of those 
           22   accounts to -- to comply with clean air rules.  So those 
           23   are some things we can look at. 
           24               And, of course, long-term we're going to 
           25   have to look at the whole TERP program and how we make 
                             
                                      
 
                                                                        7 
            1   sure we get the best bang for the buck in reducing 
            2   emissions.  So that'd be my one -- one comment is sort 
            3   of the TERP and LIRAP issue. 
            4               Another would be what I'll call the outside 
            5   emissions.  So you guys do a great job of -- of looking 
            6   at and allocating all the emissions within Dallas/Fort 
            7   Worth.  We've always felt like you're undercounting the 
            8   background emissions, things like power plants in 
            9   northeast Texas and their impact on Dallas.  And we'll 
           10   have some very specific comments about that. 



           11               And then, this is a longstanding 
           12   disagreement between Sierra Club and many others, and 
           13   the agency, in the way that we don't feel like you do 
           14   the photochemical modeling necessary to look at new 
           15   proposed plants and their impacts on nonattainment 
           16   areas.  And we would like to see that addressed, the 
           17   fact that there are some new plants that are likely to 
           18   come online or might come online, and what impact that 
           19   might have on the Dallas/Fort Worth area. 
           20               Of course, we do have some new EPA 
           21   regulations that are in the news a lot that could also 
           22   impact Dallas/Fort Worth and -- and potentially for the 
           23   better.  So we would like -- we'll have some comments on 
           24   that, and we'd like that addressed as well. 
           25               You guys, just a few days ago, had a change 
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            1   in the idling rule, which, in our view, potentially 
            2   increases emissions in the Dallas/Fort Worth area 
            3   because of those changes.  Again, I haven't read the 
            4   documents.  I know it just happened.  But we may want to 
            5   consider the impact of that on -- on your reductions. 
            6               Then there's -- there's the big -- the big 
            7   issue of natural gas fracking.  Your evidence -- your 
            8   RFP shows VOC's actually increasing over this period. 
            9   The way you're getting around that is using a method 
           10   which we would disagree with, which is saying well, we 
           11   can increase VOC emissions because we're getting more 
           12   NOx reductions than we need to get. 
           13               And I've read the EPA guidance on this.  I'm 
           14   not sure that's in the spirit of their guidance that you 
           15   could allow actual increases in VOC's.  And a lot of 
           16   those increases in VOC's are coming from fracking.  And 
           17   some of that fracking is short-term and may go away, but 
           18   some of it is going to continue into these years. 
           19               And so we want to make sure, first of all, 
           20   that the -- the great inventory work you're doing in the 
           21   Barnett Shale -- and I know you've referenced it in the 
           22   rule on storage tanks -- but is actually referenced in 
           23   the SIP, and that we're getting the information from 
           24   that inventory reflected accurately in the SIP. 
           25               There have been some even more recent 
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            1   analysis like the Fort Worth Natural Gas Air Quality 
            2   Study final report.  And people might agree or disagree 
            3   with what's in the report, but it does have a lot of 
            4   good data, and it does suggest that emissions are going 
            5   to go up in 2012 and 2013, and probably decrease after 
            6   that.  So we'd like to make sure that you're using all 
            7   the data you have. 
            8               The storage tank rule, while it's a good 
            9   first step, we wonder if you've looked at what would the 



           10   impact be of decreasing the requirement so it's not just 
           11   25 tons per year but looking at 10 or 5, and what the 
           12   impact of that would be and considering whether 
           13   additional controls are going to be needed. 
           14               Because, at least according to this Fort 
           15   Worth study -- and again, they only looked at certain 
           16   places in the -- in the Fort Worth area, they only found 
           17   a couple of storage tanks that were over 25 tons per 
           18   year.  The vast majority of them were at much lower 
           19   levels.  So if we're not getting those kind of 
           20   reductions from other storage tanks, the rule may not 
           21   have the impact we want it to have. 
           22               So there -- there are other things, 
           23   obviously, you can do.  The -- the vapor recovery 
           24   equipment for all emission sources, not just the 25 tons 
           25   per year, but 5 tons per year.  Consider additional -- 
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            1   you know, you have new emission requirements under your 
            2   new PBR that was implemented in February.  We may -- 
            3   we're going to suggest you go back and look at existing 
            4   facilities and what can be done to reduce emissions 
            5   there. 
            6               What might make it easier to really analyze 
            7   this is if we could make all the numbers you have and 
            8   anticipated reduction, if we could have those 
            9   spreadsheets available where people can really analyze 
           10   them, it would be easier to -- to -- to see if the 
           11   crunching of the numbers works, or what additional 
           12   scenarios you might look at. 
           13               The other issue, sort of a weight of 
           14   evidence issue I wanted to bring up is the weight that 
           15   you might give energy efficiency and new building codes 
           16   as they're implemented which could actually reduce 
           17   emissions, there's been a longstanding problem in how do 
           18   you actually account for emission reductions from energy 
           19   efficiency. 
           20               My understanding is the EPA just came out 
           21   with some new guidance.  I'll look into it a little bit, 
           22   and we'll probably have some comments on it.  But we may 
           23   want to give -- there may be the potential that we could 
           24   pick up some reductions because of building codes and 
           25   other energy efficiency programs in the Dallas/Fort 
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            1   Worth area.  And -- and we'd like that reflected. 
            2               I'll just end by saying that this -- this 
            3   Fort Worth Natural Gas Air Quality Study, and a lot of 
            4   my Sierra Club friends up in the Fort Worth area don't 
            5   like this study cause they think it undercounts 
            6   pollution.  But it does have some recommendations, 
            7   things like vapor recovery units on storage tanks, 
            8   three-way catalysts and/or catalytic oxidizer and 



            9   compressor stations, electric compressor engines, low 
           10   bleed or no bleed pneumatic valve control areas. 
           11               I know some of these will be handled by the 
           12   new PBR and the new storage tank rules, but we have a 
           13   lot of existing facilities which continue to pollute in 
           14   that area.  And we're going to be making comments that 
           15   the SIP should address some of those issues.  So those 
           16   -- those are my main comments. 
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This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
  
First Name: Veronica 
Last Name: Nasser 
Company/Organization: REM Technology, Inc. 

 
 

 
 

Fax Number:  
  

Rule: 2010-025-115-EN         

  

Comments: 

  
Texas Register Team - MC 205 
General Law Division 
Office of Legal Services 
TCEQ 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
 
Subject:  Chapter 115, Control of Air Pollution from Volatile Organic Compounds 
Chapter 115 Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Storage Rule Revisions 
Project No.:  2010-025-115-EN 
 
The docket makes reference to control devices capable of attaining 95% VOC control and 
make reference to Vapor Recovery Units and Flares as being capable of meeting the 
proposed regulation. 



 
I, Veronica Nasser, on behalf of REM Technology Inc., wish to inform the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality on an alternate method of combusting VOCs 
with very high efficiency, at an economical cost. The technique involves introducing the 
normally vented VOCs, (without re-compression), into the air intake of a carbureted 
reciprocating internal combustion engine, RICE, using natural gas fuel.  This process of 
SlipStreaming the VOCs into the engine air intake would combust the VOCs as engine 
fuel. The combustion efficiency of these engines is known to be in excess of 99.5% for 
the combustion process.  In addition these engines are equipped with non-selective 
catalytic converters, NSCRs, or oxidation catalysts that are very effective in removing 
any remaining VOCs in the engine exhaust.  This SlipStreaming method does not alter 
the engine exhaust for NOx, CO, VOCs, etc. 
 
This method for consuming VOCs from storage tanks, natural gas compressor packing 
glands and other sources has been demonstrated for Texas oil and gas customers as a 
technically sound and cost effective method of eliminating VOCs. 
 
The control system for directing these VOCs to the engine intake ensures the operation 
is safe and provides an alternate routing of the VOCs in case of engine outages or a VOC 
flow rate that is in excess of the limits imposed by the need for high engine reliability. 
 
The system installed cost, depending on engine configuration, runs from $16,000 to 
$25,000 and is cost effective for owners of natural gas engines because the VOCs added 
to the intake air displaces some of the normal natural gas fuel needed to operate the 
engines and therefore reduces engine fuel costs for the owners and operators. 
 
The associated electronic control system for the VOCs contains an electronic data-log to 
provide the necessary storage records to demonstrate compliance with the proposed 
regulation. 
 
REM Technology presented this SlipStreaming method to the TCEQ on July 6th, 2011 in 
Austin Texas and would be pleased to present any additional information or evidence 
that the technology meets and exceeds the requirements of the proposed rule regarding 
VOC reduction. 
 
For further information please see the contact details below. 
 
Veronica Nasser 
REM Technology Inc. 

 

www.remtechnology.com 
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          July 25, 2011 
 

Texas Register Team - MC 205 
General Law Division 
Office of Legal Services 
TCEQ 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Subject:  Chapter 115, Control of Air Pollution from Volatile Organic Compounds 
Chapter 115 Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Storage Rule Revisions 
Project No.:  20110-025-115-EN 
 
The docket makes reference to control devices capable of attaining 95% VOC control 
and make reference to Vapor Recovery Units and Flares as being capable of meeting 
the proposed regulation. 
 

I, Veronica Nasser, on behalf of REM Technology Inc., wish to inform the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality on an alternate method of combusting VOCs 
with very high efficiency, at an economical cost. The technique involves introducing the 
normally vented VOCs, (without re-compression), into the air intake of a carbureted 
reciprocating internal combustion engine, RICE, using natural gas fuel.  This process of 
SlipStreaming the VOCs into the engine air intake would combust the VOCs as engine 
fuel. The combustion efficiency of these engines is known to be in excess of 99.5% for 
the combustion process.  In addition these engines are equipped with non-selective 
catalytic converters, NSCRs, or oxidation catalysts that are very effective in removing 
any remaining VOCs in the engine exhaust.  This SlipStreaming method does not alter 
the engine exhaust for NOx, CO, VOCs, etc. 
 
This method for consuming VOCs from storage tanks, natural gas compressor packing 
glands and other sources has been demonstrated for Texas oil and gas customers as a 
technically sound and cost effective method of eliminating VOCs. 
 
The control system for directing these VOCs to the engine intake ensures the operation 
is safe and provides an alternate routing of the VOCs in case of engine outages or a 
VOC flow rate that is in excess of the limits imposed by the need for high engine 
reliability. 
 
The system installed cost, depending on engine configuration, runs from $16,000 to 
$25,000 and is cost effective for owners of natural gas engines because the VOCs 
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added to the intake air displaces some of the normal natural gas fuel needed to operate 
the engines and therefore reduces engine fuel costs for the owners and operators. 
 
The associated electronic control system for the VOCs contains an electronic data-log 
to provide the necessary storage records to demonstrate compliance with the proposed 
regulation. 
 
REM Technology presented this SlipStreaming method to the TCEQ on July 6th, 2011 in 
Austin Texas and would be pleased to present any additional information or evidence 
that the technology meets and exceeds the requirements of the proposed rule regarding 
VOC reduction. 
 
For further information please see the contact details below. 
 
Veronica Nasser 
REM Technology Inc. 

www.remtechnology.com 
 
 

http://www.remtechnology.com/


Tracking No. 0727-01 

07/27/2011 04:55 PM 

 
This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced rulemaking. 

  

First Name: Michael 
Last Name: Strickland 

Company/Organization: Emission Reduction Systems 
E-mail Address   

Street Address: P.O. Box 12068 

City: Odessa 
State: TX 

Zip Code: 79768 
Phone Number:  

Fax Number:  
  

Rule: 2010-025-115-EN         

  

Comments: 
  
Please consider adding Test Method 21 as an approved method for testing tank battery 
compliance. 
 
Currently it is accepted in Permit By Rule for LDAR programs. If and when the operator 
participated in LDAR it should be written into the new revised rules for VOC Storage. 

 
Thank You 

 
Mike Strickland  

 



.July 29, 201 

Jamie Zech 
MC206 
Air QU3.1ity ivi, Ion 
ChiefEngincl"s Office 

MARY HORN 
Denton County Judge 

Texa~ Comt issin on Environmental Quality 
PO Box 130 7, I 
Austin. TX 8711-3087 

RE:' Pro ectNo. 21l10-022-SIP-NR and ProjeetNo. 2010·023-Srp-NR 
• I· 

Enclosed is t e r solution approved by the Commissioners Courl: of Denton County today requesting the 
TCEQ's assi tan, e in reviewing existing regulations, making changes in our nona~.ainment area to bring it up 
!o the stand a ds ' the lruston area, and formallzing best practices of the oil and gas industry. 

This letter Is rri en on'.behalf of the North Texas Cleall Air Steering Committee (NTCASC) and its Oil and 
Gas Task po~cc.' TCASe was fanned and its members are appointed by the Executive Board of the North 
Central Tel1A C mcil ?fqovet11tnents. 111e Committee's purpose is to work in partnership with the Texas 
Commission n nvironmcntal Quality and the Ellvironmel1tal Proteotion Agency in the development of ozone 
Slate lmplem. n! jon Plans and to support their implementation O)1oe approved, 

The oil atld ,flS ask ~~orce was created to examine the role that emissions from this industry might be 
cotltributing to 0 ne formation in the Dallas·Fort Worth Nonattainment Area. Through presentations by local, 
Slate, and fef' ral regulators and from the industly, it is recognized that there are many existing regulations in 
force and tha the industry" in general, has adopled practices that are designed to reduce nitrogen oxides (NOx) 
and volatile J ga tC C01~pOlmd (VOe) emissions. Examples include. 

Sm,te and Fe ,eral. e ul~tions 
• Dall~S-p .r1: Wqrth 8·Hour Ozone NODaltainmen! Area Minor Sources Rule (30 TAC Chapter 117) 
• Pel'l it B. Rule fol' Oil & Gas Handllng and Production Paeililies (30 TAe 106.352) 
• New SOl ce Pel'fol'mance Standal'ds (40 CFR Pa.rt 60) 

II St.!. patt KKK -.Equipment Leaks ofVOC f\'om Onshore Natul'al Gas Prooessing Plants 
I I Sl pa,' LLlJ - Standards of Performance for Onshore Natural Gas Processing: 802 Emissions 
I'Su pa': .1.1.1.1- Standards of Performance for Stationary Spark Jgnition Internal Combustiotl Engines 

• Na,tiMI~tnission Standards for Hazardous Air Polluta,l1ts (40 CPR Pari: 63) 
I I Stl pa' HH !.. Natural Gas Production Facilities 
I I Stl pa t HHH - Natural Gas Transmission and Storage Facilities 
I I Su pit : ZZZZ - Reciprocating Internal Combustion 8ngines 

• On- ad "ngine Standards (40 CFR 86) 
" I • Non· OR. Engine Standards (40 eFR 89) 

• aU ;.l:Iousc-on-tbe-Sqllare • .110 West Hickory. Denton, Texas 7620.1 
, 40) 349-2820 • Fax (940) 349-2821 " www.dentoncounty.com 



! 
Industry B,~ "Pr. ct.ices' 

"1. ! 

• Gre "jl C'111pJetion- Process used to recover gas that would otherwise be vented or flared during the 
COlll' let on phltse of a natuml gas well. 

• Vap,. r , cove~ Units - Equipment installed on oondensate storage tanks that capture rather than vent 
yap· rs. 

• Plu ger ,ifts -: Sy:;tem using gas pressure bllildup in a well to lift a column of accumulated fluid out. 
oftl e w lito allow expected gas production. 

• Lo -Bl . cI Pneumatic Valves - Devices that regulate gas flow and pressure. 

Due 10 the e, 'isti gas,exploration activities, plus those expected to continue for many more years in highly 
urbanized ar ,as,',. e request· that the Commission and its staff review existing I'egulations to be sure that lhey 
are adequate .0 a' hieve their intetlded purpose. We further request the Commission considers making the 
Houston areca dcnsatc and ol'Ude oil storage tank rule (30 TAC Chapter 115, Subchapter S, Division 1) 
applicable in our, .onar.t:ainment area, reqUiring 95 percent cOlltl'01 ofVOC flash emissions applicable to those 
over 15 tons er, "ear (tpy) VOC emissions. Qurfinai request Is that the Commission formalizes what has been 
identified as e81: lI'actices ()fthe oil and gas industry which are already.being employed by a yelY large 
percentage 0 the industry. 

These reque. sal' made with the intention that federal requirements ofReasonablo Further Progress regarding 
VOCs ca.n b acl' eyed klld better assure that the reclassification and fUMe reconsideration State 
Impiementatl n lans can demonstrate attainment. 

I 

Sincerely, 

Mal'Y Horn 
Denton County Judge 

i 
cc: NO'11 .xas Clean Air Steering Committee 

-----_._--

( 

( 

( 



,? 

The '. rd r: . 

Denton County 
Commissioners Court 

__ -!uJ121U[;.!!.lOu1..!..1 __ 

Dat\\ __ D~~1 
Court Order Number 

3 ·A 

t..nP~.~. 'l!l .. :f.r.<;S.Ql1J!j.OIJ ... I!L.I.cl'lIjI.J;.QIDm[s~iQn .. 011. J~!Jyi!:oJlql,!!..t\t.~LQ\laJ.i.tLO:C.EQl..r~gl!td.i.n..&J~.9ljh 
!;.!'.ttllt!l . J:.e· ~s J:!~.fl.!Lt}.ir . .s.t~~...ng.COll1mi.tt\l.~ anJ!.QiLi!!1.<l.Q."$_.!~~l(f.!:1rg~.l!.!1.(tID)~..I\J!P!QPJi~le~~,eJi..o.n,. 
{;.Qun. ,IlL ~ I , , 

PQ",u.ocJu.ggg 
! Mary Horn 

Yes 
Abstain 

No 
Absent 

Yes 
Abstain 

No 
Absent 

f-l 

~-

Ye$~ 
Abstain 

No 
Absent 

CO..!)lml"",loner PcU\!.o..2 
Ron Marchant 

p.9m!J1ission~C!:,j:t No 4 
Andy Eads 

Motion Carried 1;5 ... 0 ~ 0 

Yes 
Abstain 

No 
Absent 

Yes 

Abstain 
No 

Absent 

ther Action: Pulled from Consent ~ No Action __ Postponed __ 
! 

YO PER OF THE COMMISSIONERS COURT: ATTEST: 

De(l/on Counly 

~ 

.Y 

p.240r~39\p , 



Resolution 
Texas Clean Air Steering Cornmitte~ (NTCASC) and its Oil and Gas Task Force was 

I1iernbers appointed by the Executive Board of tile North Central Texas Council ofGovemments; 

~~~!:~I:i:s~~to work in partnership with the Tox!ll5 CQmmission on Environmental 
h~:i~:~:~:r:~.~11 Agency in the development of ozone Stale implementation Plans and to 
ir once approved; nod 

and Gas Task Force was created to examine tbe role that emissiQlls from tbls industry might be 
formation in the DallaS-Fort Worth Nonaltainment Area; and 

YVIJEJII.E."s!rlhl·~!!h proscnmtions by local, State, and federal regulators and from the indusoy, it is reeogni2ed tn.t 
fn~'~C:~i::~~ ~~~:~:: regulations in force and that the industry, in general, has adopted practices thai are dosigned to 
I" (NOx) and volatile organic compound (Yoe) emissions; and 

iWllre:RE.A~'s~ni •• XistiOg and future ga., exploration .c!ivili.~ are in highly urbanized areas. 

NOW, ~~t;:~fn~~~ BE IT RESOLVED, that the Denton County Commissioners Court does hereby approve 
Judge Hom the 811Rched letter and request that 

;1) the 

2) 
I 

3) tile 
lJeing 

and its sUlffreview existing regulations to be sure thellhey afe adequate to achi.v. their intended 

considers making the Houllton area condensato and crude oil slorage tank rule (30 TAC Ch.p!.r 
B, Division I) applicablo in QUr nonattainment area, requiring 95 percent"ontrol ofVOC f1a.~h 

to those QVtlr 15 tons per year (tpy) VOC emissions; and 
fonnalivos what has beel! Identified as best practices of Iho oil and gas lndusny which are already 
by a very large ofehe illdusny. 

'lt~~~~~;;Y~~;~~~~~2~OII~~lr~upon motion ~'te(\~ ": of the being present and voting "aye". 

( 

I 
I , 



Clean Up Dallas-Fort Worths Air!_0805-01.txt
 From:  Barbara Tudhope 
 To: <jamie.zech@tceq.texas.gov>
 Date:  8/5/2011 7:04 AM
 Subject:  Clean Up Dallas-Fort Worth's Air!

Aug 5, 2011

Ms.  Jamie Zech
P.O. Box 13087 - MC 206, Air Quality Division
Austin, TX 78711-3087

Dear Ms.  Zech,

Under Project No. 2010-022-SIP-NR, the TCEQ is considering minor
revisions to the State Implementation Plan to help Dallas meet the 1997
standard for one-hour ozone levels, while under Project No.
2010-023-SIP-NR, TCEQ makes claims that Reasonable Further Progress
(RFP) will occur to bring Dallas-Fort Worth into compliance with the
old ozone standard.

However, the proposed SIP revisions and RFP are misguided and
short-sighted, will not bring Dallas into compliance with the old ozone
standard, and will not make sufficient progress toward bringing Dallas
into compliance with the new standard currently being considered by
EPA.

Instead, TCEQ should take additional steps to cut NOX and VOC emissions
now, and also consider declaring Dallas a severe non-attainment area so
that citizens and leaders can get to work on a much more ambitious
plan.

Please consider additional measures to clean the air in Dallas. The
TCEQ should also admit Dallas has a problem, recommend that it be named
a severe non-attainment area, and get to work on cleaning up emissions
from cars, trucks, oil and gas facilities, cement plants, and coal
power plants.

The Dallas area has already hit levels of 90 parts per billion of ozone
for the fourth-highest reading this year at Keller, meaning the area is
out of compliance.

The proposed SIP revisions only add two additional measures proposed
through other rules to require some VOC reductions, while assuming that
reductions in nitrogen oxides will offset emission increases in
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volatile organic compounds. Indeed, according to the RFP, emissions of
volatile organic compounds would actually increase from 472 tons per
day to 520 tons per day of VOCs by 2012. Not only is TCEQ assuming that
it is allowed to "swap" increases in VOCs for NOX reductions,
but it is ignoring other weight-of-evidence factors, such as the
reduction in funding for LIRAP and TERP, which will impact expected
reductions from cars and trucks.

Among the steps TCEQ should consider are additional measures to reduce
emissions from oil and gas facilities. While TCEQ is considering
adoption of rules for large storage tanks that emit more than 25 TPY
per year, most storage tanks are much smaller and VOC capture
technology should be required on all storage tanks that emit more than
5 or 10 TPY.

In addition to storage tanks, TCEQ should examine the recent proposal
by the EPA to require a suite of highly cost-effective regulations that
would reduce harmful air pollution from the oil and natural gas
industry. Among the common-sense measures proposed by EPA that TCEQ
could adopt now as part of the SIP revisions are:

* Require Green Completions of new hydraulically fractured natural gas
wells and re-completions of existing natural gas wells that are
fractured or refractured.

* Require Centrifugal compressors be equipped with dry seal systems.

* Require that owners/operators of reciprocating compressors would have
to replace rod packing systems every 26,000 hours of operation.

* Require VOC emission limits for pneumatic controllers.

* Require that Condensate and crude oil storage tanks with a throughput
of at least one barrel per day of condensate or 20 barrels per day of
crude oil (equivalent to about six tons of VOC emissions per year) must
reduce VOC emissions by 95 percent.

* Require that natural gas processing plants strengthen the leak
detection and repair requirements that apply to these plants to reduce
VOC emissions.

In addition to requirements on oil and gas plants, TCEQ must accurately
assess the impact of budget cuts on the TERP and LIRAP, which provide
grants to clean up emissions from trucks, construction equipment, and
passenger cars in its weight of evidence section. One possible use of
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TERP money would be to use TERP funding for idle reduction technology.

In addition, TCEQ does not adequately take into account the impact of
emissions from power plants outside of the Dallas-Fort Worth
Non-Attainment Area, and fails to consider the potential impact of
emissions from newly permitted power plants outside the Dallas area.
With EPA recently adopting a new cross-state rule that could require
major emission cuts at coal plants, TCEQ should, either as part of the
SIP or as a separate rule-making, implement the EPA rule and require
cuts at major power plants such as Big Brown, Monticello, and Martin
Lake, all of which impact the Dallas-Fort Worth Area.

Moreover, the Dallas SIP should address emissions from cement kilns.
For example, they could require a pilot-test of Selective Catalytic
Reduction (SCR) technology on one or more of the Midlothian cement
plants. SCR has been proven to remove over 90% of the smog-forming
pollution from kilns.

Finally, we believe that TCEQ should use the new guidance from EPA on
use of energy efficiency in the State Implementation Plan and look at
what existing and additional energy efficiency measures have occurred
or may occur to get credit.

Sincerely,
Barbara Tudhope

Sincerely,

Barbara Tudhope
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This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
  
First Name: Cyrus 
Last Name: Reed 
Company/Organization: Lone Star Chapter, Sierra Club 
E-mail Address:   
Street Address: 1202 San Antonio 
City: Austin 
State: TX 
Zip Code: 78751 
Phone Number: 512-740-4086 
Fax Number:  
  
Rule: 2010-025-115-EN         
  

Comments: 
  
Dear TCEQ,  
 
While the Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club supports the need for additional controls 
on VOC at storage tanks that can release harmful VOCs into the atmosphere, leading to 
ozone formation as well as potential health impacts locally, we believe the proposal is 
not rigorous enough. Specifically, the proposed rule contains a number of exemptions, 
the most important of which is the exemption on any storage tanks with less than 25 
TPY of VOCs. Instead, we suggest TCEQ study the existing proposal by the EPA, which 
would require  that Condensate and crude oil storage tanks with a throughput of at least 
1 barrel per day of condensate or 20 barrels per day of crude oil (equivalent to about 6 
tons of VOC emissions per year) must reduce VOC emissions by 95 percent. We suggest 
TCEQ carefully coordinate with the upcoming EPA rule and consider adopting a more 
rigorous suite of emissions controls on storage tanks, as well as other devices associated 
with the oil and gas industry. At the very least, TCEQ should expand the present 
rulemaking to cover storage tanks with more than 5 TPY. A recent study of Fort Worth 
air quality found that required controls on storage tanks emitting more than 25 TPY 
covered only a handful of storage tanks and that far greater emissions reductions would 
result from requiring such controls on smaller tanks.  
 
Thank you,  
 
 
Cyrus Reed  
Conservation Director 
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Barnelt Shale Energy Education Council 
777 Taylor St., Suite 9(JO 
Fott Worth, 1X 76101 

Via Facsimile (512) ;?J9.4B08 
and U.S. Mail First (:las& 
Charlotte Hom 
MC205 
Office of Legal Servic:es 
Texas Commission on Environn1ental Quality 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711·-3087 

FAX NO. 817 B77 4035 P, 02 

}~ugust 8:1 2011 

Re: Chap~' 11.5 Volatile Organic Compounds Storage Rule Revisions, Rule 
Projeltt No. 2010 .. 015 ... 115-EN 

Dear Ms. Horn: 

The Barnett Shale Energy Education Council ("BSEECn
) appreciates the opportunity to 

submit contments on TCEQ· s proposed revisions to the Chapter 115 Volatile Organio 
Compounds (VQC) ~;totage rules. BSEEC is a non-profit educational organization with melnber 
companies that accOtlOt for approximately 85% of Barnet1 Shale natura.l gas production in the 
nine-county non-atn~itlment area. BSE'EC l11embers include Chesapeake Et1ergy, Dale 
ReSOLlTCeS, Devon l~nergy, EOG Resources, Bncana Natural Gas, XTO Energy, Newark 
EnergylBeacon E&P t Pioneer Resources, Quicksilver Resources, Titan C1'erating~ Western 
Production and Vantflge Resources. 

Our expanded COlnments are attached and sumlnarized below. 

The proposed ru]cll1akiIlg results fro111 EPA's January 2011 decision to reclassify the nine­
countyl Dallas .. Port Worth (DFW) area as a "'sedous" nonattainment area under the eight .. hour 
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), That l'eclassitlcaticln triggers the need 
for TCEQ to submit a state itnplementatlon plan (SIP) revision to BP A by January 2012 that 
incorporates all reas·onably available control measllres, including alll'easonahly available control 
technology (RAeT), for sources of relevant pollutants. The current rulemaldr..g addresses RAeT 
for oil and condensate storage tanks and proposes controls that} in TCEQ's vi~w~ would result in 
voe reductions that would be used to denlonsttate reasonable further ptogress toward the 
attainment of the 1997 eight-hout" ozone NAAQS in the DFW area. BSEEC members operate 
condensate storage tanks in the DFW area (although only a limited num':>er in the dry gas 

I Those counties E.\re COllin, Dal1as~ Demon, Ellis, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker', RookwaH, and Tarrant. 
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production areas - TCEQ should have an exact count from the Barnett Shale Special Inventory) 
and thus would be dire~ctly affected by the proposals here under consideration. 

It is apparent that the basis for the current proposal is TCEQ's belief that sl.:.bstantial amounts 
of voe emissions ate emitted frOllJ condensate storage tanks in the DFW rJAA. TCEQ has 
cited oertain stl1dies a.nd findings as SUppOlt for its aSSUlllption as to the level of VOC emissions 
form ~ondensate storl~.g~~ tanks, both in the context of this rulemaking and in other contexts. As 
explained in the attached comlnents, TCEQ's basis for this assumption rests solely on the 
"HARe H51 C" voe flash emissions factor of 33 Ib/bbl. This factor is based OJ) faulty data and 
is being, applied by TCEQ for all condensate production regardless of the separator letdown 
pressure at the site Of whether the flash emissions are bein.g controlled. This in turn has led to all 
unrealistic and subst~tntial increase in TCEQ~s statewide voe elnissions inventory from the oil 
and gas sector. TCE(~ now has nluch more accurate data n'onl the Barr,ett Shale Special 
Inv81itory which should demonstrate that, ill reality, voe emissions from condensate storage 
tanks in the Barnett Shale production area are much less tha.n previous ~'t()p~down~' desktop 
studies have suggestj~d. The recent City of Ft. Worth ERG Study provides additional evidence' 
that prior studies, su·;:,h as the present TCEQ inventory and~ in paliicular, the Januru:y 26; 2009 
Annendariz report i.hEmissions from Natural Gas Production in the Barnett Shale Area. and 
Opportunities for Cost Effective Improvements'\ have overestimated VOC emissions from 
condensate storage t::illks by mu1tiple factors. Unfortunately. ern:issions est!,mates (:ron1 these 
desktop studies have: been taken as gospel by some groups, which has led to' public calls for 
additional voe controls at small oil and gas production facilities where only small amounts of 
. V OC are presentl y b(~lng elui ned. 

In short7 BSE~BC urges TCEQ to ensure that there is a sound basis for any new controls 
that are imposed, and to ensure that any new controls are truly needed. Please ';et me know if you 
have any questions on the attached comments. 

Ed Ireland, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 

Attachments: (1) BSEEC Comments on Proposed Rulemaking Rule Project N'o. 2010-025-115.­
EN; (2) Environ "]~eview and Analysis of H.ARC Condensate Productioll voe Emissions 
Factor" with (3) "Attac:hment A: HARe l-ISIC Report She Data'" 
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IISEEC Comments on Proposed Rulemaking 
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I. The November 2010 ERG study for estimating emissions from oil and gas pl'oduction 
equipment is the basis for TCEQ proposing additional controls on oil and gas condensate 
storage tanks. Thh~ Ert.udy overstates statewide emissions ofVOC from oil and gas production 
sources. Emissiof.ls ofVOC are grossly overstated for those oil and gas operations located in 
counties within the DFW NAA where natural ga.s with little or no voe content is mostly 
produced. 

A. Table 3-11 of the proposed rulemaking lists VOC emissions for the ~!006 base year as 
72.1 tpd with 40.6 tpd as VOC emissions from condensate tanks. Pt'~iected 2012 total 
voe emissions are 113 tpy in 2012. The 40.6 tpd 2006 estin1ate ofVOC emissions from 
oondensate storage tanks is demonstra.tively wrong. . 

On page 4 .. 28. of the 201.0 ERG report, it states that "Emissions from oil and condensate 
storage tanks were calculated using the methodology and elnission fUctor developed in 
the 2009 TErRe· study "'VOC Emissions From Oil and Condensate Storage Tanks'" 
(TERC. 200~1). These emission factors were multiplied by county .. specific oil and gas 
production d~tta obtained from the TRC. rhe calcul~tjons 3ssunie that yonting elnissions 
are uncontroUed by flares or vapor tecpverv units. ~t (Emphasis added). Table 4 .. 15 on 
page 4 .. 291ists the vec enlission factor as 33 Ib/bbl. This emissions faotor has come to 
be knCtwn as the "HARe H5le emissions factor" and has been used in multiple places by 
TCEQ despit.e the faot that it is based on a faulty study. Please see J\l.ppendix A, which 
was part of earlier comments made to TCBQ regarding the proposed voe Flash 
Emissions Guidance document. Appendix A is a general technical cri1ique of the HARe 
study. AIso~ lllease see the attached May 16, 2011 Environ memorandum "Review and 
Analysis of IiARC HSIC Condens&te Production voe Emisston Factor." This 
memotanduU"~ is a review of the HARe study results based on statist leal analysis of the 
data. 

It is worth noting here that the January 26, 2009 report "Emissions from Natural Gas 
Production .in. the Barnett Shale Area and Opportunities for Cost Effective 
Improvements'\ prepared by Dr. Al Armendariz for RaUlon Alvarez with the 
Enviromnental Defense Fund, also relied on the flARe study for estimating voe flash 
emissions ftom, oil and gas aotivities in a 21-county Barnett Shale area. To calculate VOC 
emissions froIn condensate production during the summer months, Dr I Armendariz relied 
on a V OC elrni.ssions factor of 48 lbfbbl of condensate throughput that was deyjved from 
the north Texas well site data in the 2009 HARe study. Use o.fthis erroneous emissiorts 
faotor resultl!:d in a projected 2009 estimate of vee emissions froln condensate storage 
of 146 tpd for '[he peak summer months. This was an increase of 116 '~d or almost 400% 
~ver the projected 2009 annual VOC emissions of 30 tpd calculated a£. an annual average. 
This result rnade no sense from a technical standpoint as the higher :,torage tempera.ture 
of condensute during sunnller months significantly affects only the working and 
breathing e1l1issions from condensa.te storage tanks, which are typically insignificant 
compared tQ voe flash emissions from condensate (the amount ofVOC flash emissions 
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is mostly depend.ent on the API gravity of the condens~te and the ~eparator pressure that 
the condensa~: is being let down from). Nonetheless~ the oil and gas industry was falsely 
accused of prq,iected VOC emissions of 146 tpd (53,290 tpy) of voe emi.s~ions, just 
from condensa.te storage. Other errors in the Almendariz repol't led to ---,a total projected 
2009 voe enl~§sions estimate of 255 tpd (93~OOO tpy), which most everyone now 
under~tands is .. an absurd number. 

Unfortunately, this faulty emissions factor has noW also been used by the EPA in 
proposed NSPS rulemaking to s'uggest that 1 BOPD of condens~te- production, regardless 
of the separator pressure that the condensate is let down to atmosphj~dc storage frotl1~ 
emits over 5 TPY of voe and should require controls. 

B. The 21.5 tpd estimate 'of voe emissions from pneumatic devices is demonstratively 
wrong. 

The 2010 ERG report (page 4 .. 43 to 45) relies on the methodology used in the 2008 
CENRAP st\:ldy (Bar-I1an~ et al., 2008) to e~timate VOC emission:~ from. pneumatic 
devices. The CENRAP study asswues all sites had pneulnatics with high bleed rates and 
b~ed those tates on Natural GaS STAR data (13.6 - 31 scflhr). The Barnett Shale 
production facilities are relatively new and low bleed pneumatics are the norm, In 
addition, many companies are uSing best management practice -(BJVIP) and replacing 
existing high. bleed pneumatics with low bleed or no bleed devices. Also, the 2008 
CENRAP st1.lldy assumed a V OC content of 10 wt°/Q to 15 wt~1 for onshore gas 
production. This high V oe content is not representative of gas proc;uction in the core 
area of the B.2I.rnett Shaleit especially in the dry gas production areas of the counties in the 
DFWNAA. 

To their creeL it, TCEQ seems to have recognized that the VOC emis~~ions inventory for 
pneumatic devices is much too high. tor counties in the DFW N}~A and is seeking 
additional infotmation froln operators via a supplemental Barnett Shal(~ Special Inventory 
request. 

c. While not directly relati.ve to the proposed ozone SIP revision, we note that e~imated 
statewide inventory of n-hexane, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene (BTEX) 
emi.ssions' aro also overestima.ted since they are based on the erronec,us 'vae emissions 
estimates and a possi'ble error on the s'peciated HAP content of vapor emitted during 
.loading of condensate. 

1. In the 2010.ERG report, Table 4 .. 15 on page 4 ... 29 lists the HAP emission factors for 
condenstlte storage. These are based on the VOC en1issions fact'lr of 33 Ib/bbl and 
storage tank vapor sampling data from. the 2009 TBRC (HARe) ~tudy. The vapor 
analysis of vapors from storage tanks appear to be reasonable othe r than the one noted 
exception (see Appendix A). However, the faulty VOC EF of 33 lb/bbl should not be 
used for HAP emissions inventory. 
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2. The methodology used in the 2010 ERG report for estimating HAP emissions from 
oil and cond(,nsate loading is desoribed on pages 4-30 to 4-35. The study uses the Ap .. 
42 Chapter :5.2 methodology whioh is widely accepted by industry and agencies. 
However, a ,Possible error was -made in detem"lining; the speciate~. HAP content of 
vapor emittted during truok loading. -rho study uses an analySis of vapor from storage 
tanks frOl'Xl the 2009 TERC (HARe) study to speoiate the voe enlissions estimated 
from use of the AP-42 loading loss equation. This supposedly gives the mass 
HAP/VOe l'ado factors shown in Table 4 .. 17 011 page 4-34 of the :~OlO ERG report: 
0.28 for benzene, 0.48 for tolllene~ 0.027 for ethylbenzene, and 0.21 for xylenes. 
These ratk.s appear to be in error as they should most likely be percentages; i.e., mass 
HAPNOC ratios fot vapors emitted during the loading of condensate would typically 
be no m()re than 0.04 for n .. hexane (which should be listed us a HAP in the 
inventory), 0.002 for benzene, 01003 for toluene, 0.0002 for ethylhenzene and 0.002 
for xylenfls. It is not known if the actual emissions inventory was based on the ratios 
as shown ill Table 4-17 or on correct values. 

D. TCEQ has acourate V OC emissions data from the Barnett Shale Special Inventory which 
should demonstrate how much the November 2010 ERG study overestimates VOC 
emissions froln counties in the DFW NAA. 

Data collected from Seven of the largest independent producers in the Barnett Shale 
(Chesapeake Ellergylt Devon Energy, BOG Resources~ Encana Natural Gas$ Quicksl1ver 
Resources, }ffO Energy and Pioneer Resources) indicates that emiss lons of V OC from 
oil and gas produotion equipment within the 9 .. county DFW NAA average 0.7 tpy per 
well. (Note that many well pad sites contain multiple wells; therefore, VOC emissions 
from a singll; well pad site could be multiples of 0.7 tpy). Extrapolating this average 
value to all1(),700 wells in the DFW NAA gives a total voe inventory of approximately 
7,500 tpy or 21 tpd. This is less than one-third of the 2006 base year inventory. 

The recently rc:leased ERG study of emissions from oil and gas aothi1ies in the City of 
Ft WOlth verifies these low voe emissions nUltlbers. In that study, tc·tal VOC emissions 
were estimated to be 929 tpy from 388 sites with a total of 1. f 140 wells. That is an average 
of 2.4 tpy p<!r site and 0.8 ~py per well. The average VOC emissiollS fron'). a well pad 
with no com.l)ressor engine located on site was estimated to be 0.07 tpy. Average VOC 
emissions frl:Jnl a well pad with a compressor engine(s) (usually a sr.nall 175 to 215 Hp 
rich-burn engine) were estinlated to be 2 tpy. 

E. Part of the rc~a..~on that the present voe inventory for oil and gas production equipment in 
the DFW N.c6Jl is overestimated is that the substantial use of best management practices 
(BMPs) by Inost operators is not considered. Operators in the Barnett Shale typically 
practice BJ\,fPs, such as loW' or no bleed pneumatic$, vapol' recovery units where 
technologically and economically feasible) flares;, etc to control vOle emissions. These 
may not be ·c:onsidered in some 'top down emissions inventory estimates, but can achieve 
substantial 'V OC emissions reductions of 90% to 990/0. These types of controls aro 
required to ke,ep large sites below the 25 tpy threshold if an operat()r chooses to pennit 
the site und()r the TCEQ Pemlit by Rule t which is typically the case tbr well pad sites. In 
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addition, a 3-¥lay NSCR catalyst i~ typically used on rich-bun) enginfls operated in the 
DFW NAA tel control emissions of N Ox and an oxidation catalyst is I)ften u:3cd on the 
large lean. .... 1:iuIll engines to control emissions of formaldehyde (to stay bellow major source 
thresholds for HAP emissiou$). These engine catalytic controls a.lso reduce voe 
em.issions by ~;O% to 90% depending on the specific applioation. 

II. l"CEQ should update the V OC emissions inventory for oil and gas production equipment in 
the 9-county DFVl"NAA before even considering additional mandatory controls on opel'ators. 

Based on the emis~dons estimates given above~ there is little VOC red1.1.ction that can be 
obtained from mandatory controls on voe emissions from condensate sto'~age tanks located 
in the 9-county DFW NAA. This is because the vast majority ofproductioll in this area is dry 
natural gas with little to no voe content. Therefore, there is little conden,ate storage in the 
area. In fact, the vafit Ulaj ority of storage tanks present on well pads in this area. are produced 
water storage tanks, which emit very little to no voe. 

Note that the Te},a~~ Railroad Comnlission may show some condensate prt>duction from gas 
wells in the area· that does not really exist. This is because the TRC allocates condensate 
recovered by salt V\rater irdection operators back to the wells where the produced water was 
generated. Since salt water injection operators have no way to detennill.e which of the many 
wells that they 8ervice produced the "skim~' condensate, it is often allocated to all wells 
contracted for wnter disposal by a salt water disposal operator. For dty gas wells with little 
or no V DC, this: produced water does not contain any significant amount of condensate. 
There can be sor.r.Le "skim')' condensate in the water produced at a wet gas well such as those 
in Wise, western Denton and. Parker COl.U1ties. 

III. In any ozone Sll) rl.l.lemaking, TCEQ should include a section on the re8J~tivity of the voe 
species typically etnitted by the various sectors. The public should be informed that not all 
V OCs are equal when ozone fonnatioll is the central theme. A December 2004 paper by 
TCEQ highlight:1 the reactivity of different V OC speoie$: I 

1 

Looking at the VOC part o/The [ozone] equati(JnJ not all VOCs are cr,~ated equu/- some 
voes make ozone much more effectively than others. We can defir.:e teactivity as the 
potential oj'" given compound to make ozone. 

This paper oite~; the Maximum 1ncremental Reactivity (MIR) scale which measures the 
maximuln amaunt of 02;000 that can formed by adding a particular VOC :.nto NOx-laden air. 
The vast majority of VOC emissions from oil and gas production equipment are propane 
butanes and. pelltane~ which have lower reactivity. In the MIR scale, it is notable that 
propane is at tru~ bottom and that some VOC species are more lhan 20 times m.ore effective 
than propane at forming ozone. In contrast, voe emissions from ou·-t"oad vehicles contain 
multiple compou.nds with a high reactivity index. 

i£mlssiof3$ Modeling oj SPIWIjJC Highly RlttIJ.lllve Vo/mile OrgtJflk CompDunds (H ~ tiDe) In lhe Ho U1lIDn- GaNest() Yl-Brll:ol'ia ~CJrte 
N!JllaltailltJ1!n/ Aria. R. 7'11.ommi 61 aI, (rCBQ). Decumber 2004. 
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IVt The EPA just rel(~ased proposed NSPS revisions for the oil and gas production sector. The 
proposed rules contain standards for VOC emissions from oil and condensate storage tanks. 
Although the proposed standards are subject to change after public COlnments are received t 

TCEQ should consider the proposed new standards and evaluate if a ne\¥ NSPS standard 
would make adoption of new SIP requirements on condensa.te storage tanks in the DFW 
NAA area a moot point. 
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May 16,2011 

Mr. Grover CampbE~1I 
Manager Regulatory Affairs Air Regulations 
Chesapeake Energ~1 Corporation 
Oklahoma City. OK 7:3154-0496 

FAX NO. 817 877 4035 

Re: R.eview and ".nalysis of HARe H51 C Corittensate Production voe Emission Factor 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

As requested by CI,e~;apeaKe Energy Corporation eChesapeak:e"), ENVIRON h~,s performed a 
technical review of th~3 Ootober 31 r 2006. report prepared by URS Corporation ("IJRS") entitled 
iiVOC Emissions Frorn Oil and Condensate storage Tankslt (hereafter referred to as tha J/HARC 
H51 C Report").1 Folhlwing is a summary of ENVIRON's review specificallY relatfld to the 
derivation of the 33.3 Ib VQCJbbt emission factor. 

As presented within tine HARe H51C Report. average vac emission factors were tisrived from 
emission tests conducted on 21 tank batteries.2 Figure 1 shows the relationship between the 
estimated VOG emission factor and production rate for these 22 sites.s As shown. 9 test sites 
had condensate production of less than 5 bbl/day. 4 

Derived tank battery ... specific voe emission factors ranged from O.71b/oPI to 21ti.11b/bbl. 
Figure 1 presents 'thel relationship oetween condensate productIon and estimate4j voe emission 
factor for the 21 ccmdensate storage tank batteries used by URS In the d~f'lvatlol of the VOc 
emissions as a furlctlon of condensate production emissionfactot. 

Far this data set, Hie mean voe emission factor was 33.31b/bbl with a standard deviation of 
53.3Ib/bbl.!i As ~In be seen from Figure 1. there are two sites with much higher voe emission 
factors compared ,to 'the other sites. These two sites are denoted with red diamonds. The 
emission factors and condensate production rates for these two Sites are: 

• 216.1 IbJbbl at a production rate of 1 bbl/day, and 

• 145.1 Ib/bbl at a productIon rate of 2 bbllday. 

------------.~-----
1 htto:/lfiles.h§re.edlJ/Proteet~/AirQuality/Proiects/HQ51C/HQ51CFinalR§:port.pdf 

a Results from testirlg oonducteQ at a 22"d sitel Tank Battery 26 with a derlved emission factor of 1,21 S 
1I:J/bbl. was discarded from the analysis with the reason given that the vent gas flow rate measurement 
was taken durlng non .. representative conditions, Per the HARe H-51 C Report, Tor Tan ( Batt&ry 26, 91 
percent of the maa~iUrI~d vent gas was released during the first 8 hours of the 24-hour sampling period. 
ThE: report attrlbute,d tt,is condition to fracking at an adjacent well. 

3 Detailer.l HARe 1i·:51 C data is presented in Attaohment A of this review. 

-4 aased on our revi.ew 01 the reportJ it is our understanding that produotion rates were not measured 
during testing. Rather'. URS requested and obta~ned production estimates from operau11'$ at a later date. 

~ The standard tlavithtion. which Is the variation around the mean, is approximately 1.6 tlmss the mean for 
this data set, inclioating high variabiUty in the data. When the standard deviation exceeds the mean, it can 
imply that the data set is either too small to accurately determine the true mean value and/or there may 
not be a strong relaltionship between the two variables oonsiderecL Caution stlOuld be nxercised when 
using a mean valUE~ d4!trived from this data set. 

P. 09 



AUG-08-2011 MON 02:27 PM FORT WORTH OHAMBER FAX NO, 817 877 4035 ,. . 

Mr. Grover Campbe!lI 
Chesapeake Energy 

300 -

.....[ Condensate Production, 5 bbVdav J 
~ 250 -
~ 
.0 , ~~. ______ ...----r-I Emi~$ion Factor, 215.1 jb vOC/bbl I 
=- 200 . 10. 

~ 
Emission Factor6 145.11b VOC/bbl 

CD 
LL. 150 . 
c 
,9 
~ 

100 ' ] 
~ • > • .. ... , • •• • • I m 

o :20 40 60 SO 100 120 140 

Condensate Production (bbl/day) 

May 16, 2011 

160 

Figure 1. VIDe Emission Factor as a Function of Condensate Productioo, 
Excluding Tank Battery 28 

(Derived from HARe H51C Report) 

To put these value~s into context: 

• Condensab~ production of 1 bbl/day is equal to approximately 22.4 teaspoons per mInute 
of condens,ate production. In other words, a fast drip. 

• A production rate of 5 bblJday is equal to about 18.7 fluid ounces per mirlute. At that 
rats) on aver~~ge, it woutd take about 39 seconds to fill a 12 ounce soft d"ink can. 

• A typical oJndensate storage tank is 12 feet In diameter with a cross-sectional area of 
approXimately 113 ft~. Adding 5 barrels to a tank of this size will raise th,a liquid level in 
the tank approximately 3 inches, 

• AssumIng a [~andensate specific gravity of 0.70, a barrel of condensate weighs 
approximately 2451bs. An emission rate of 215.11b/bbl means that, on ,a mass basis, 
nearly as much VQe is being emitted as Is baing collected and recov9red. Note that 
vOC airea,dy excludes emissions of methane and ethane. 

Based on ENVlRONI's e)(perienoes in managing tank testing programs as well ~IS observations 
provided by natural !~as liquids producers) making accurate measurements of clJndensate 
production at very IClw production levels is problematic. 

Presented as rigurt;1 2 is a jjbox ... and-whisker" plot of the 21 data pOints usad in deriVing the 33.3 
Iblbbl voe emission factor. The pox .. end-whisker plot Is a useful way of depicting observations 
graphically and also to identify outHers. The lower and upper limits of the central gray box 
represent the 25n, and 75th percentiles, also known as the low~r and upper qual'tlles of the data, 
The thin white band within the gray box is the me<:iian of the data. The red diamond is the mean 
of the data. The,'whiskers' (short horizontal end cap lines) represents the lower and ths upper 
extreme quartilas. lhe red circles represent daia pOints that are at least 3 timen the differenoe 
between the LJPpc~r land lower quartlles (also called the intra-quartile range) above (or below) the 
median. Statistic.~lIy. these red oirctes are I'outside outliers," ulnside outliers are data paints that 

p, 10 
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are more than 1.5 tim'~s but less than 3.0 times the Inter-quartile range above (or below) the 
median. 
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Fligure 2. Box...and-Whisker Plot for All Data Points Used in 
Deriving 33~31b/bb1 Emission Factor 

(Derived from HARe H51C Report) 

The two red circlef~ lrl Figure 2 representing 215.1 Ib VQClbbl and 145.1 'b VOC/bbl emission 
factors for Tank BI!tteries 25 and 17. respectively. are outside outliers and. mos1 likely, should 
be excluded from ·the analysis. 

If the .outside outUI~r6ldantified in Figure 2 are excluded from the data set, the a"erage voe 
emission factDr is '11.9 Ib/bbl with a standard deviatIon of 19,5 Ib Ibbl. By excluding these two 
outliers, the stand.el.rd deviation becomes smaller relatiVe to the mean: 1.1 timeEi the mean 
versus 1.6 times tk1e mean when these two data points are not excluded. Therefore. the data 
shows better agreement when these two data points are excluded. 

As noted, it is diffic:ult to obtain aocurate measurements of condensate production at low levels. 
If 6 bbl/day is used c:IS the threshold for making reasonably aocurate measureml;mts of 
condensate prodllction I then eight of the sites used in deriving the 33,3 Ib/bbl emission factor 
should be exc'udE~d 'from the analysis. Figura 3 presents the relationship between voe 
emission factor and condensate production for the 13 sItes with measured prodl~ction rates 
greater than or eClusl1 to 5 bbllday. 

The mean voe emi.asion faotor for this data set is 13.81b VOC/bbl with a standard deviation of 
18.31b VOC/bbl (1.21 times the mean). While showing tess variability than the data set 
presented in Figure 1 J the data shown in Figure 3 does demonstrate variability due to the three 
pOints shown as red diamonds. 

P. 11 
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Figure 3. voe Emission r=actor as a Function of Condensate Production, 
Tank Batteries with Production ~ 5 bbllday 

(Derived from HARe H51 C Report) 

Figure 4 isa box-2Ind-whisker plot for derived voe emission factors for 13 tank l:>attery sites 
wIth condensate production greater than or equal to 5 bbllday. As explained earlier in this 
summary, the box .. and-whisker plot is a useful way of Identifying outliers. The rel:.t circle In 
Figure 4 is an outside outlier. This represents the Qerived voe emission factor f(}r Tanl< Battery 
32. The red stars in Figure 4 are inside outliers, The two stars represent the derived voe 
emission factors for Tank Batteries 20 and 29. 
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FigUl'lJ ,4. Box .. and-Whisker Plot for Derived voe Emission Factors, 
. Tank Batteries with Production 2: 5 bbl/day 

(Derived from HARe H51C Reporl) 
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If the one site identified as an outside outlier in Figure 4 Is excluded from the data set. the 
average voe emission factor is 9.6 Ib/bbl with a standard deviation of 11.0 Ib Ibbl. By excluding 
thIs one data pOint, thla standard deviation becomes smaller relative to the mean: 1.1 times the 
mean versus 1.3 tirrles the mean when this data point Is not excluded. The refo rG, the data 
shows better agreement when this data point is excluded. 

If, in addition to the one outside outlier, the two inside outliers are excluded from ':he analysis, 
the average .VOC emission factor is 5.1Ib/bbJ with a standard deviation of 3.51b Jbbl. By 
excluding these three paints, the standard deViation becomes smaller relative to the mean: 0.7 
times the mean versus 1.1 times the mean when just the outsicfe outlier is exoluded. 

Note that. in this stath~tical analysis, the lowest derived emission factors - Tank E~atterles 4 and 
5 at 0.78 and 0.67 Ib VOe/bbl, respectively. are not outUers. Thus, it is wou1d n:Jt be 
appropriate to excludif: them from the analysis. 

A standard deviaticm lower than the mean indicates that the data are closely grouped around 
the mean. Assuming a "normal" distributIon. 68% of the tank battery sites would have a voe 
emission factor within one standard devIation of the mean and 95% of the tank battery sites 
would have a VOC emission factor within two standard c.i8viations of the mean. Only the last 
data set considered exhibits a "normal" dlstribution.b 

Table 1 presents a statistical analysis of various dalasets presented In this review. 

Ie 1. VOC E.nission Factors -, Statistical Analysis 

Dataset NUlrntler of Tank 
No. Bat1:ary Sites 

For comparative purposes, the Colorado Department of public Health and Environment 
(UeOPHE") reoommEmds voe emission factors that range from 3.0 Ib VOC/bbl to 13.71b 
voe/bbl. for condensate storage tanks. depending on the location of the facility 7·iJ. 

6 This data set con$ists of 10 tank batteries: 2.31 4,6,6, 16.181 23,28 and 30. 

7 http://www.G;d phe .~te.co.ys[ap/sbap/SeAPoilgastankgyldanoe, pgf 

a CDPHE reeommendj~ that these emissions faotors should only be used if the total uncontrolled voe 
emissIons due to ccmdensate tanks at the site are less than 80 tons per year. CDPHE fi9commends site ... 
specific sampling and analysis to estimate emissions for sites having unoontroUed voe emissions greater 
than 80 tons per year. 

P. 13 
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It should be noted tliat of the 21 tank batteries used in deriving the 33.3 Ib VOGJbbl emission 
factor. 10 of the sites were operating at a separator discharge pressure of approximately 200 
pounds per square inoh ("psi"), one was operating at a dlscharga pressure of approximately 121 
pel. and the remalnh,g 10 sites were all operating at pressures of lass than 50 psi. Instead of 
deriVing a single emission factor. in ENV1RON·s opinion, It may have been mare l,ppropriate to 
derive two emission f~,ctors: one for jjhigh pressure" separation and one for "Iow ~Iressure" 
separation, 

Using the 3b datasl:lt I~condensate production iii: 5 bblldaYk excluding the one outs de and two 
inside outliers), derivEld emission factors for "high pressure" separators (operatlnu at 
rapprOXlmately 200 psi or greater) and Illow pressure" separators (operating at lass than 60 psi) 
are as follows. ' l 

• "Hfg h Pressure" Separators: 

-- Data pOints = 8 
- Meah voe Emlssion Factor = 16.61bJbbl 
- Standal'd l:leviation ~ 12-2lb/bbl 

• ~Low Pressurf~" Separators: 

- Data pc.lnts ~ 7 
- Mean VOG Emission Faotor == 4.0 Ib/bb' 
- standard DevIation = 2.5lb/bbl 

While thase data subsets most like'y have an insufficient number of test data points to 
accurately derive ~~rnission factors (especially for the high pressure separatpr subset). it is 
interesting to note th~t=lt these subsets show better data correlation than do any of the larger 
datasets. For the low pressure separator data subsett the standard deviation is 0.6 times the 
mean. As prevloU$'~1 noted! for the 3b dataset as a whole, the standard deviation is 0.7 times 
the mean. 

Pleasa iet us knoVIIlf you have any questions. 

Best Regards, 

Steven H. Ramsey. P.E., BCEE 
Principal Consultcmt 

Shagun Bhat. PhD 
Senior Associate 

P. 14 
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Attachment /4.: 
HARe H S1 C Report Site Data 



Attachment A 
(Derived from HARe H-51 C Report) 

Tank. Bar~, Sites 

Separator 
Tank Discharge API 

Battery County Area Pressure (psi) Gravity 
2 MontjJomeLY Houston-Galveston-Braz.oria 41 42 
3 Montgomsry Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 38 41· 
4 Mont~omery Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 34 40 
5 Montqomery Houston-Galv~ston-Brazoria 46 43 
6 Montgome!}, Houston-Galvesron-Brazoria 33 39 
13 Denton Dallas-Fort Worth -200 61 
14 Denton Dallas-Fort Worth -2-00 59 
15 Denton DaUas-Fort Worth -200 61 
16 Denton Dallas-Fort Worth -200 61 
17 Denton Dallas-fort Worth -2{)O 58 
18 Denton DaUas-Fort Worth --200 5a 
19 Denton Dallas-Fort Worth -200 58 
20 Denton DaUas-F ort Worth -200 59 
23 Parker Dallas-Fort Worth 39 48 
24 Parker ' Dallas-Fort Worth 36 41 
25 ' Denton Dai~as-Fort Worth -2{)O 5B 
27 Denton Dallas-Fort Worth -200 59 
".~ D.,...,.....""..11":1 !-!~!'!5.ton-G~lye~t(}!1-Rra:7orla 38 46 LIU L,;-la,.,'UIIIIoA 

29 Brazoria Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 41 42 
30 Brazoria Ho'IJs!on-Gaweston-Brazoria 36 42 
32 GalvBston Houston-Gatveston-Brazoria 121 48 

._-.. -- ~ ...... - --~-;; -- - -~~ - - --- ______ ------!o..... ____ =-
- --- ------ -'------- --.- --~ - --. --.. _---- ---

Condensate 
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3.65 
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2.96 
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29.51 
11.99 
60.58 
145.11 
7.34 
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Appendix A 

Evaluation of "Voe E~missians from On and Condensate Storage Tanks ... Final Repore 
(2006 HARe Report) 

The 2006 HARe Report has been cited by TCEQ in the context of under reporting of 
voe emissions fro-Ill storage tanks by the oU and gas industry. The report used an 
average voe emis,sil:)ns factor of 33 Ib/bbl of condensate to caloulatE~ an estimate of 
tota' voe emissions "from storage tanks for the East Texas Region~ FOI~ Denton County 
only the results frolrn the report give a voe emissions factor of 48 Ib/l:>b1. We beHave 
that the methodo'O~lY used in the report to arrive at these two emission 11actors is flawed. 
We are also concernjed that these inaccurate numbers may be used in voe emissions 
inventory estimate~~ 1:or future nonattainment areas. Therefore1 we offer the following 
analysis to demonstrate why the results from the 2,006 HARe Report fOl' VOC emissions 
from condensate storage are unreliable and should be revised or discarded. We would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this analysis with TC EQ; especially since a second 
voe emissions repol1 is already in the works for releaSe in 2009. 

A. It is obvious fraITI looking at the reported measurements for tank battery #25 that 
gross errors In measurements occurred. Both the reported vent gas MW of 89 and 
the vee fraction of 0.99 are impossible values for gas flashed from condensate at a 
natural gas production site. The oalculated VOC flash emissions factor of 215 Iblbbl 
would require ti1alt 82% of the condensate flashed when reduced in pressure from 
200 psig. This is simply not possible at this separator pressure. At a minimum, the 
TCEQ should neject this data point and recalculate the average vce flash emissions 
factor from the remaining 20 tank batteries. Recalculation would give a factor of 24.2 
Ib/bbl. a reduction of 27% from the one reported. 

B. For tank battery ~¥171 the calculated voe flash emissions factor of 145 Ib/bbl would 
require that 55(~~ of the condensate flashed when reduced In pressllre from 200 pSig. 
This is simply not possible at this separator pressure. Since the othl~r measured data 
for the vented gals (MW of 36.6 and voe fraction of 0.B5) are reaHonabie numbers, 
the error is most likely due to the low condensate production rate o'f 2 BOPD used in 
the calculations. The TCEQ should reject this data point and recalculate the average 
voe flash ernissions factor from the remaining 19 tank batteri,BS. RecalculatIon 
would give a factor of 17.8 Iblbbl l a reduction of 53% from the one reported. 

C. The report lists data for 10 condensate tank batteries (in Montgornery, Parker, and 
Brazoria Counties) with a range of separator pressures from 33 to 46 psig and with a 
range of APi grlavity from 39D to 48 Q

• rhe test results for tank battery #29 (33.7 
Ib/bbl). tank battery #4 (0.78 Iblbbl), and tank battery #5 (0.67 IbJbbl) appear to be 
statistical "outUers. t, Since there are no obvious data e'rrors and tht~ condensate flow 
rates are high, a statistical analysis of the data would have to be conducted to 
determine if any of thesa three test results are ~loutliersJl that she·u1d be discarded. 
We have no specific recommendation on that point. 
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D. In general, the rlasearchers did not follow their own Experimental Design, which was 
somewhat deficient to begin with. 

On page 2 of Selction B1 (Experimental Design), it is stated that "voe emission 
rates will be me:asured by sampling the tank vent gas for compositional analysis and 
measuring the 'IIent gas flow rate. Measurements of separator gas vented to the 
atmosphere will aliso be made, The concentration of each C1-C6 gas component in 
the sample, p'ue benzene, toluene. ethyl benzene, xylene (BTEX> and other C6+ 
voe Wm be n,ultiplied by the flow rate (averaged over 24-hoIJrs) to produce 
measurements lof mass emission rates for each of the reported gas constituents and 
other C6+ VOC in units of pounds per hour. The mass emission nates will then be 
divided by the number of barrels produced during the 24 ... hour flow measurement 
period to prodUloe emission factors (n units of pounds per barrel. Critical 
measurements -for this approach lnclude the following: 

• Vent gas composition; 
• Vent gas flow rate; and 
• all or condensate production rate'; 

Further down I~n the same page, when discussing selection of well sites to be 
tested. one of the~ stated criteria is that "The oil or condensate production rate is at 
least 2 barre1s per qay.1t 

Lastly, Section las (Quality Control) states liThe greatest source of uncertainty in the 
calculated emission factors is likely to be the estimation of 0 II or condensate 
produced over the sampling period. The accuracy of the emission factors derived 
from these tests wiU be limited to how accurately the production volumes can be 
determined dUI"irlg the sampling episode. While' such productinn information is 
readily available on a monthly or annual basis from the Texas Railroad Commission, 
aocurate pro~y_ction data over a 24-hour periQd is 9§nerally not aViailable (emphasis 
added), and 'lVm have to be estimated from reading the tank level gauges (if 
present), manually gauging the tank level, or from production melters at the site if 
available. The specific methods and instruments used to estimatel daily throughput 
wUl be recorded in the field sampling log; however, the sensitivitieEI of these devices 
to oil or condensate throughput over 24-hours is unknown." 

1. We agree that the critical measurements for this study w'ere the vent gas 
composition, vent gas flow rate, and oil or condensate production rate. 

2. We do not agree that obtaining data from a well site that is only producing 2 
barrels of condensate per day is appropriate when the goall is to oalc41ate a 
voe emltssions number in Ib/bb' based on a 24-hr tE.st period. Using 
emission~, data based on this low amount of production lends itself to large 
sampling errors that can result in large variability In reported numbers (which 
is exac1:ly what occurred). In addition, on page 1 of Section 82 (Sampling and 
Measurernent Methods)1 it is stated that liThe I.quid produotion rates will be 
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determined during the test period either by reading the le\lel gage on the 
tanks (if present at the site). or by manually gauging the tan~~s. The manual 
tank r.eadin!~s will be adjusted to account for any unloading ()f the tanks into 
tank trucks during the test/-

The smalle~:;t capacity storage tank found in the report was 3()O barrels. Even 
jf one aSl~umes a tank height of 20 feet (most likely the hei(~ht would be 12 
feet), the sltorage capacity of the tank would be around 15 bbl per foot. To 
gauge a 24-hr production rate of 2 barrels would m(~an taking two 
measuren1ents to obtain a difference of about 1 'V2 lnches. For a tank height 
of 12 feE~t. measurement of a difference of 1 inch would be necessary. In 
addition, all of the sites had at least two tanks. Therefore), to measure 2 
barrels o'f production would take two measurements to obtain a difference of 
112 to 3/4 of an inch. It is easy to see that this technlque would lead to large 
errors in condensate production rate, and in fact, it appears that the 
research,erls abandoned this concept at some point (see Item 5). 

3. We beIiE}VE~ that the researchers used proper techniques f()r obtaining vent 
gas compc.sitions and have no reason to question that dab~, other than the 
obvious errors for tank battery #25 previously mentioned. 

4. We believe that the researchers used proper techniques for measuring vent 
gas flow natal using a Fox Model 10A Flow Meter, although some of those 
measurslments may be questIonable due to the low rates attempted to be 
measured from test sites with low condensate production. 

5. Our grs!latest concern is with the methodology used t(~ come up with 
condens,ate production rates for the 24-hr test periodst. Evidently J the 
researchers rightly determfned that an accurate maasuremelnt of condensate 
productkm during the test periods from tank gauging was nc)t possible based 
on the concerns expressed in Item 2. It appears that in place of measured 
condensiate production, the researchers substituted 2005 dally average 
condensate prodUctIon numbers for each tested site obtained from the RRC 
database (footnote c'f' for Table 3-3 on page 3.,4 '4DaHy aVElrage condensate 
production for 2005 from www.rrc.state.b:.us/interactivecraja.html .. ).Using 
daily aVlarage condensate production numbers from a historical database. for 
which c)nfy monthly and yearly totals are reported, to ,:::alculate a voe 
emissions factor from actual 24 .. hr test data for a specific tank battery can 
introduce large errors in the calculation of the flash voe ernissions factor as 
evidenced by the results from tank battery #17. 

E. We believe this flawed methodology renders the results of the rEtport meaningless 
and urge TCEI~ not to rely on them for any inventory analysis or aE. the basis against 
use of the VBE. method for estimating flash vae emissions. If an average flash voe 
emissIons factor must be used by TCEQ until a more rigorous study can be made, 
then that factCtr l~houtd be 17.8 lb/bbl as discussed in Item B abo\/e. Another option 
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would be to exclude any tank battery that used a BOPD of 2 or less. This would give 
an average voe flash emissions factor af 14.9 Ib/bb" Either of thesE~ factors is more 
in line with the results from the CDPHE study (page 1-2 of the 2006 HARC Report), 
which gave a ral'lge of 10.0 to 13.1 I bIbb I for different condensate prciduclng regions. 

In addition, TCE(~ must keep in mind that this factor represents "uncontrollod 
storage tank ernisSions because no account was made of vent controls that exist at 
an unknown number of tank batteries In East Texas". (Page eS-2 of 2006 HARe 
Report). 

F. We urge TCEQ tC) check the results of the 2006 HARe Report for f:!ondensate tank 
batteries again~st data provided from industry for actual sites that used process 
simulator progrcuns, E&P Tanks, or the GOR method wIth a flash 'Jas analysis and 
condensate anE~lysis. TCEQ should have access to site specific data with a wide 
variety of separator pressures and APr gravities. We believe such 21 comparison will 
show that the reported average VOC flash emissions factor of 56.6 (Ib/bbl) for 
Denton County are out of line with values calculated from actual site data using 
methodologies that are known to be fairly accurate, When added til the two battery 
sites for Parker County t the report gives an erroneous average VOG flash emissions 
factor of 48.0 lb/bbl for counties in the DFW nonattainment area. Unfortunately, this 
factor has alrec~d'( been used in another draft report dealing with \iOC emissions in 
the DFW nonattainment area (see Emissions from Natural Gas Production in the 
Barnett Shale ,l,rea and Opportunities for Cost Effective Improvements, Peer ... Review 
Draft SeptembEtr 30,2008. by Dr. AI Armendariz, Ph.D.) 

G. We gather fron' the language at the top of page 8 that TCEQ has oommissioned or 
will commission another study on voe flash emissions from oil and condensate 
storage tanks that is scheduled for completion in 2009. We request that TCEQ allow 
industry and/ol' Sl third party consultant to review the proposed tE~ting procedures 
and proposed procedure for obtaining accurate condensate produ(rtion rates for the 
sites to be tested. Otherwise, it is likely that the same errors prod uced by the 2006 
HARC Report VIlli be repeated, 

The most critical issue is the method used to measure actual condj:;!nsate production 
during a test period. We belleve that to calculate an accurate voe flash emissions 
factor in Ib/bbl requires total condensate production of at least 10 barrels during the 
test period. Therefore, any test site should be one with either a hlgh condensate 
production ratE~ (~ 10 SOPO) or the test period must be extended' to 48-hr or longer 
to obtain data from at least 10 barrels of production. The condonsate production 
should either be measured directly with the use of a liquid meter or from a minimum 
tank gauging rrleasurement of 4 inches. This is needed to give a reasonably 
accurate condlensate production number. 

TCEQ may want to consider whether a 'testing program that proposes to provide 
actual voe erni1ssions from multiple test sites (i.e .• tries to measure the condensate 
rate or uses a historical condensate production rate) is really ne(~ssary and worth 
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the expense. An ()ption would be to test a large number of productions sites by (1) 
collecting appllciable site data such as separator temperature and pressure, storage 
tank temperature) condensate API gravity, etc, (2) obtain a sample (or multiple 
samples over a !$et time period) of the low pressure oil (condensate) prior to flashing 
for a GOR anal'Y'Sis with an ex.tended gas analysis of the flash gaB. This data can 
then be used to obtain a voe flash factor in Iblbbl for each tested site. The most 
critical item would be proper collection of the condensate sample. Historical 
production numbers can then, be used to generate a vae flash ernissions rate for 
the site if that infc~rmation is needed. This method does away with the potential for 
large errors dUEt to measurement of low condensate production rates or the use of 
historical information for calculating a VOC flash emissions factor. It should also be 
much less costly than a project that requires actual measurement of flash gas and 
condensate flo\l" r:ates. 
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This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
  
First Name: Don 
Last Name: Lewis 
Company/Organization: Duggins Wren Mann & Romero, LLP 
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This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
  
First Name: Mari 
Last Name: Ruckel 
Company/Organization: Texas Oil and Gas Association 
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This email is a confirmation of the comment that was submitted for the referenced 
rulemaking. 
  
First Name: Wendi 
Last Name: Hammond 
Company/Organization:  

  

 

Phone Number:  
Fax Number:  
  
Rule: 2010-023-SIP-NR         
  
Comments: 
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January 5, 2011 

 
VIA eComments 
Attn: Jamie Zech 
Air Quality Division, MC 206 
TCEQ Chief Engineer’s Office 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
 
RE: Project No. 2010-022-SIP-NR (Dallas-Fort Worth Attainment Demonstration SIP revision) and 
Project No. 2010-023-SIP-NR (Dallas-Fort Worth Reasonable Further Progress SIP revision) 

 
 

Dear Mr. Zech: 
 
On behalf of COPPs for Clean Air, KIDS for Clean Air, my family and myself, I am submitting for TCEQ’s 
consideration the enclosed comments regarding the above named and numbered matters.   
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  If you have any questions, feel free to contact me. 
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Comments on  

 

Project No. 2010-022-SIP-NR 

 Dallas-Fort Worth Attainment Demonstration SIP revision 

 
and 

 

Project No. 2010-023-SIP-NR 

Dallas-Fort Worth Reasonable Further Progress SIP revision 
 

Submitted by: 

COPPs for Clean Air 

KIDS for Clean Air 

Jason, Wendi and Jonas Hammond 

 

Commenters strongly support efforts to improve air quality in Texas; however, TCEQ’s 

proposed state implementation plan (SIP) revisions do not go far enough for the Dallas-Fort 

Worth (DFW) area to actually reach attainment. As noted below, the proposed SIP revision fails 

to meet minimum requirements of the federal Clean Air Act and EPA rules.   

 

Existing Factual Data Proves the Attainment Demonstration SIP Revision and the 

Reasonable Further Progress SIP Revision Are Meaningless  

 

By failing to propose significant cuts in smog forming emissions that will result in the DFW area 

actually reaching attainment of the ozone standard, TCEQ once again wastes precious taxpayer 

money by proposing SIP revisions that are nothing more than a paper exercise in futility. 

 

TCEQ knowingly paints a misleading and blatantly false rosy picture of the ozone problem that 

has plagued the DFW area for decades.  For example, the TCEQ attempts to establish a 

promising Air Quality trend in the DFW area by failing to report accurate data for the Keller 

(C17) monitor.  Specifically, the Attainment Demonstration report states that “Keller (C17) 

would need to record a fourth-highest eight-hour ozone concentration of 80 ppb or higher in 

2010 to violate the NAAQS.”
1
  However, TCEQ already had the actual 2010 monitoring data for 

Keller (C17), which is 85 ppb and resulted in a 2010 design value of 86 ppb.  TCEQ had been 

aware for almost a year that the monitor violated the NAAQS in 2010 – TCEQ staff even 

informed the Photochemical Modeling Technical Committee of this fact on August 31, 2010.  

Yet disturbingly, TCEQ oddly failed to acknowledge this damaging fact in its written attainment 

demonstration and reasonable further progress proposals submitted for the current public 

comment period. 

 

Moreover, 2011 monitoring data paints an even more damaging scenario.  As of the writing of 

this public comment, Keller (C17) monitor has a fourth-highest eight-hour ozone concentration 

of 90 ppb.  This means the monitor would need in 2012 a fourth-highest eight-hour ozone 

                                                
1 Revisions to the State of Texas Air Quality Implementation Plan for the Control of Ozone Air Pollution; Dallas-Fort Worth Eight-
Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area Proposal; Dallas-Fort Worth Attainment Demonstration SIP Revision for the 1997 Eight-Hour 
Ozone Standard Nonattainment Area; Project Number 2010-022-SIO-NR; June 8, 2011, p. 5-12. 



 3 

concentration of no more than 77 ppb for the DFW area to reach attainment – a practicable 

improbability considering the monitor has never registered a fourth-highest concentration lower 

than 84 ppb.  Therefore, TCEQ is already on notice that the DFW area will fail to meet the June 

5, 2013 attainment deadline -- barring an extraordinarily freaky cool, wet and windy summer that 

has never occurred before. 

 

Data Must Be Reevaluated to Determine Why TCEQ Is Always Wrong 
 

TCEQ has never timely met an attainment deadline, and the public wants to know why.  TCEQ’s 

past failures and a current review of publicly available data raises numerous concerns about 

TCEQ’s review and analysis conducted for these SIP revisions; and therefore, TCEQ should 

reevaluate the ozone data to ensure that the review is proper and complies with all state and 

federal legal requirements.  Examples of these concerns include, but are not limited to, the 

following: 

 

• The public is unable to ascertain whether the correct air monitoring data has been used in 

the attainment demonstration.  If air monitoring data has been excluded, the public is 

unable to ascertain why and if such an exclusion is legally compliant.  For example, data 

presented to the Photochemical Modeling Technical Committee (PMTC) on August 31, 

2010 contains information contradicted by TCEQ’s website for Eight-Hour Ozone High 

Value Days for 2006 as of December 31.  The chart summary of the Extended June 2006 

episode inaccurately reflects the number of ozone monitors exceeding the 84 ppb 

standard.
2
  Specifically, June 12

th
 air data shows 5 monitors exceeding, but the summary 

only depicts 4; June 14
th

 air data shows 6 monitors exceeding, but the summary only 

depicts 5; June 18
th

 air data shows 8 monitors exceeding, but the summary only depicts 5; 

June 27
th
 air data shows 3 monitors exceeding, but the summary only shows 2; and June 

30
th

 air data shows 6 monitors exceeding, but the summary only shows 5. 

 

• Data utilized in the modeling episode is not readily available for public review during the 

comment period.  For example, air quality modeling files provided on TCEQ’s website is 

not in a format readily accessible to the public.  See, 

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/airmod/data/dfw8h2.  Unlike prior SIP 

demonstrations and Reasonable Further Progress demonstrations, the public is unable to 

review the details such as the emission inventory input (e.g., point source emissions 

within Texas but outside the DFW nonattainment area) and other data.  Rather TCEQ 

provides the public with only summarized information and expects the public to trust 

TCEQ’s summary – an undeserved trust considering TCEQ’s past failings. 

 

• The public is unable to determine whether TCEQ accounted for all ozone precursor 

emissions associated with the Barnett Shale Oil & Gas emissions.  For example, prior 

TCEQ modeling episode presentations discuss considerations such as Railroad 

Commission production data, condensate tank VOCs, compressor NOx, and the like.  

                                                
2 See Attachment A: SIP Timeline and Modeling Episode, Doug Boyer powerpoint presentation August 31, 2010, p. 13. Available 
at 
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/implementation/air/am/committees/pmt_dfw/20100831/20100831_PMTC_SIP_Timeline.
pdf 
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However, other emission sources are not discussed and may not have been considered in 

the Base Case, Baseline Case or Future Case.  For example, studies suggest that each gas 

well completion (i.e., initial drilling phase plus the first fracturing job) requires 

approximately 1150 truck trips.  Hydraulic fracture water for each well requires 

approximately 400 – 600 tankard truck trips.  Hydraulic fracture sand requires 

approximately 20-25 truck trips.  Flowback water removal requires approximately 200 – 

300 truckloads.  Also, if any evaporation sprayers or flowback pits exists, emissions from 

these sources need to be considered as well.   

 

• The proposed SIP revisions only add two additional measures proposed through other 

rules to require some VOC reductions, while assuming that reductions in nitrogen oxides 

will offset emission increases in volatile organic compounds. Indeed, according to the 

RFP, emissions of volatile organic compounds would actually increase from 472 tons per 

day to 520 tons per day of VOCs by 2012. Not only is TCEQ assuming that it is allowed 

to "swap" increases in VOCs for NOX reductions, but it is ignoring other weight-of-

evidence factors, such as the reduction in funding for LIRAP and TERP, which will 

impact expected reductions from cars and trucks. 

 

• TCEQ does not adequately take into account the impact of emissions from power plants 

outside of the Dallas-Fort Worth Non-Attainment Area, and fails to consider the potential 

impact of emissions from newly permitted power plants outside the Dallas area. 

 

Suggestions for Improving the Proposed SIP Revisions 

TCEQ should take a series of additional steps for cleaning up the air.  Furthermore, TCEQ must 

address the concerns identified above, and the public must be afforded another opportunity to 

review all of the information relied upon for the SIP revisions and to provide public comment.  

An example of potential additional steps include further reducing emissions from oil and gas 

facilities. While TCEQ is considering adoption of rules for large storage tanks that emit more 

than 25 TPY per year, most storage tanks are much smaller and VOC capture technology should 

be required on all storage tanks that emit more than 5 or 10 TPY.   

In addition to storage tanks, TCEQ should examine the recent proposal by the EPA to require a 

suite of highly cost-effective regulations that would reduce harmful air pollution from the oil and 

natural gas industry. Among the common-sense measures proposed by EPA that TCEQ could 

adopt now as part of the SIP revisions are:  

 

• Require Green Completions of new hydraulically fractured natural gas wells and re-

completions of existing natural gas wells that are fractured or refractured. 

 

• Require Centrifugal compressors be equipped with dry seal systems. 

 

• Require that owners/operators of reciprocating compressors would have to replace rod 

packing systems every 26,000 hours of operation. 
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• Require VOC emission limits for pneumatic controllers. 

 

• Require that Condensate and crude oil storage tanks with a throughput of at least one 

barrel per day of condensate or 20 barrels per day of crude oil (equivalent to about six 

tons of VOC emissions per year) must reduce VOC emissions by 95 percent. 

 

• Require that natural gas processing plants strengthen the leak detection and repair 

requirements that apply to these plants to reduce VOC emissions. 

 

In addition to requirements on oil and gas plants, TCEQ must accurately assess the impact of 

budget cuts on the TERP and LIRAP, which provide grants to clean up emissions from trucks, 

construction equipment, and passenger cars in its weight of evidence section. One possible use of 

TERP money would be to use TERP funding for idle reduction technology. 

 

Furthermore, TCEQ must take into account the impact of emissions from power plants outside of 

the Dallas-Fort Worth Non-Attainment Area and located within Texas.  Since EPA recently 

adopted a new cross-state rule that could require major emission cuts at coal plants, TCEQ 

should, either as part of the SIP or as a separate rule-making, implement the EPA rule and 

require cuts at major power plants such as Big Brown, Monticello, and Martin Lake, all of which 

impact the Dallas-Fort Worth Area. 

 

Also, the Dallas SIP should address emissions from cement kilns. For example, they could 

require a pilot-test of Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology on one or more of the 

Midlothian cement plants. SCR has been proven to remove over 90% of the smog-forming 

pollution from kilns. 

 

TCEQ should use the new guidance from EPA on use of energy efficiency in the State 

Implementation Plan and look at what existing and additional energy efficiency measures have 

occurred or may occur to get credit.
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Attachment A: SIP Timeline and Modeling Episode, Doug Boyer’s powerpoint presentation 

August 31, 2010, p. 13.  

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/implementation/air/am/committees/pmt_dfw/20100831/

20100831_PMTC_SIP_Timeline.pdf 
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 Subject: Chapter 115 Comment - EPA 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 6 
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 

"', .. ",,"/ 
Ms. Charlotte Hom 
Texas Register Team 
Office of Legal Services, MC 205 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
PO Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Dear Ms. Horn: 

DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 AUG 082011 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on revisions proposed to the Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality State Implementation Plan (SIP). These revisions are: 

a) Chapter 11 5 VOC Storage Tank Rule Amendments 
Rule Project No. 2010-025-115-EN 

b) Chapter 11 5 CTG RACT Rule Amendments 
Rule Project No. 2010-016-115-EN 

c) DFW SIP Attainment Demonstration Revision (including photochemical 
modeling, weight of evidence, RACT, RACM, an MVEB, and a contingency 
plan) Rule Project No. 2010-022-SIP-NR 

d) DFW SIP Reasonable Further Progress Revision 
Rule Project No. 2010-023-S1P-NR 

e) HGB RACT Analysis Update SIP Revision 
Rule Project No. 20 I ()"""'{)28-SIP-NR 

f) DFW Attainment Demonstration and Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) 
SIP Revision Supplements 

These SIP revisions are important for Texas' plan to address ozone air quality problems 
in the state. We appreciate the efforts of the State in developing these SIP revisions. 

OUf detailed comments on the proposed rules are included as an enclosure to this letter. 
Please contact me or my staff if you have any questions. For questions about our comments on 
the DFW SIP proposals, please contact Ms. Carrie Paige at 214-665-6521. Please direct 
questions about comments on the VOC storage tank rules, CTG RACT rules, or the DFW or 
HGB RACT analysis to Ms. Ellen Belk at 214-665-2164. 

Enclosure 

Cc: Lola Brown, MC 206 
Michael Parrish, Me 205 
Jamie Zeck, MC 206 

Sincerely yours, 

.Ily .0d~ 
Guy Donaldson, Chief 
Air Planning Section (6PD-L) 

Intemet Address (URl) • httpJtwv.w.epa.Qov/earthtr6! 
Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks Of'l Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 



Detailed Comments 

Control of VOC Emissions from Storage and Transfer Operations for the Eight-Hour Ozone 
Standard (Rule Project No. 2010-025-115-EN) 

The amendments in this proposed rule would apply to nonanainment and near nonattainment 
areas, and would change VOC control requirements in 30 TAC Chapter 115, Subchapter B, 
Division I, Storage of Volatile Organic Compounds. These revisions would require a more 
stringent level of control for VOC storage in the Dallas - Fort Worth 1997 eight hour ozone 
nonattainment area. In addition, this proposed rulemaking would clarify rule requirements and 
allow for the use of alternative control options for affected owners or operators in the following 
areas: HGB 1997 8-hour ozone nonattainment area, Beaumont-Port Arthur area, and in 
Arkansas, Bexar, Calhoun, El Paso, Gregg, Matagorda, Nueces, San Patricio, Travis, and 
Victoria Counties. Our comments on this rulemaking project are as follows: 

1. EPA Region 6 is supportive of TCEQ's efforts to expand controls for additional VOC 
emissions in the DFW area. Also, EPA appreciates the decision made by TCEQ requiring 
95% control in lI 5.ll2(f)(3XA). 

2. Please confirm that this new rule includes all of the components needed for enforcement 
purposes. As explained in the preamble, " ... the compliance date for new requrrements in 
the DFW area will be December 1, 2012". However, ifcompliance with the new 
requirements would necessitate emptying and degassing the tank, compliance would not 
be required until the next time the tank is emptied or degassed but no later than December 
I, 202 1. In particular, please explain how existing reporting requirements are sufficient 
for inspectors to be able to verify the most recent time that a vessel was emptied or 
degassed and, if necessary, add additional reporting requirements which provide for the 
enforceabi lity of this rule. 

3. With respect to any credit which may be taken for reductions from thi s rule in the 
reasonable further progress plan or attainment plan, please explain how the reductions 
were calculated. In particular, please explain how the credit has been appropriately 
prorated to reflect that many storage tanks may not be controlled until after the deadline 
for RFP or attainment because of the extended period allowed for compliance. 
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Detailed Comments 

Control of VOC Emissions for Eight Control Techniques Guideline (Cr G) Categories. (Rule 
Project No. 2010-016-1I5-EN) 

The amendments in thi s proposed rule would change vac control requirements in 30 TAC 
Chapter 115 Subchapter E, Solvent-Using Processes for eight Control Techniques Guidelines 
(eTG) categories issued in 2006, 2007, and 2008. The CTG categories included in this proposal 
are: Flexible Packaging Printing Materials; Industrial Cleaning Solvents; Large Appliance 
Coatings; Metal Furniture Coatings; Paper, Film, and Foil Coatings; Auto and Light-Duty Truck 
Assembly Coatings; Miscellaneous Industrial Adhesives; and Miscellaneous Metal and Plastic 
Parts Coatings. Our comments on this rulemaking project are as follows: 

1. Compliance Dates 

Please consider whether these rule revisions should be enhanced to require compliance 
where possible by the beginning of the ozone season, March 1, 2013. The rules as 
proposed make a distinction between owners and operators becoming subject to the 
requirements and complying with the requirements, allowing an additional 60 days for 
compliance after becoming subject. 

For example, as indicated in proposed Division 3: Flexible Packaging Printing Materials 
115.439(d), "The owner or operator of a flexible package printing line in the Dallas-Fort 
Worth and Houston-Galveston-Brazoria areas that becomes subject to the requirements of 
this division after March 1, 2013, shall comply with the requirements in this division no 
later than 60 days after becoming subject." 

Given this, please consider modifying the rule to require compl iance with these 
regulations no later than March I , 20 13. 

Also, please use similar modifications in other compliance sections which are similarly 
worded, such as: §II S.4S9(b), and §II S.469(b). 

2. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Requirements. 

Absent the requisite demonstration, EPA will not be able to approve portions of the 
proposed rules. This is because the proposed rules replace emissions limits previously 
adopted as RACT with less stringent emissions limits. A demonstration from the State 
showing that the SIP-approved limits are no longer RACT, will he required for EPA's 
approval. 

EPA' s interpretation of the applicable provisions of the CAA is contained in the 
memorandum titled "Approving SIP Revisions Addressing VOC RACT Requirements 
for Certain Coatings Categories" dated March 17,20 11 . This memo is included as an 
appendix at the end of our comments. The memo states that "for situations in which a 
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State has previously detennined that more stringent applicabi lity thresholds and/or 
control levels are RACT for one or more sources in a source category and the sources 
have complied with those requirements, then those existing controls should be considered 
RACT for such sources. Further, " if a state chooses to revise more stringent rules that are 
already in the approved SIP, so that those rules reflect the less-stringent recommended 
limits in the new eTOs, there are additional considerations ... The state would need to 
first demonstrate that the SIP approved control requi rements are not reasonably available 
considering technological and economic feasibility, consistent with EPA's definition of 
RACT." Sources have been complying with these limits in some cases for 20 years or 
more. Texas should explain how it is no longer RACT for these sources to continue to 
comply with the old limits. 

Therefore absent a demonstration portions of the following proposed Division 5 rules 
may not be approvable these include: Surface Coating Processes § 11 5.453 and Contro l 
Requirements. Specifically, EPA anticipates not being able to approve some of the 
revisions proposed for Large Appliances, Metal Furniture, Miscellaneous Metal Parts and 
Products, Misce llaneous Plastic Parts and Products, and possibly other sections, including 
portions of the following: 

Division 5: Surface Coating Processes § 11 5.453 Control Requirements: 
§115.453(1)(A) Large Appliances 
§1 15.453(1)(B) Metal Furniture 
§11 5.453(1)(C) Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products 
I §5.453(1 )(D) Miscellaneous Plastic Parts and Products 

3. Director's Discretion 

The proposed § 11 5.454(b) provides for alternate control requirements approved by the 
executive director: 

§ 115.454(b) For any surface coating process or processes at a specific property, 
the executive director may approve requirements different from those in 
§ 11 5.453(aXI )(A) of this title (relating to Control Requirements) based upon the 
executive director' s detennination that such requirements will result in the lowest 
emission rate that is technologically and economically reasonable . When the 
executive director makes such a detennination, the executive director shall 
specify the date or dates by which such diffe rent requirements must be met and 
shall specify any requirements to be met in the interim. If the emissions resulting 
from such different requirements equal or exceed 25 tons a year for a property. 
the detenninations for that property must be reviewed every five years. Executive 
director approval does not necessari ly constitute satisfaction of all federal 
requirements nor eliminate the need for approval by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency in cases where specified criteria for 
detennining equivalency have not been clearly identified in applicable sections of 
this chapter. 
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The rule should be revised to make clear that any alternative requirements to 
§11S .453(a)(1)(A), approved by the executive director under § 11 S.4S4(b) would need to 
be submitted as a site specific SIP revision for approval by EPA to ensure it meets the 
requirements for enforceability and public hearings. 

4. Division 5: Control Requirements for Surface Coating Processes. Title. 

It would be helpful to readily distinguish the rules in this division from those in Division 
2. The proposed title for this new Division 5, "Control Requirements for Surface Coating 
Processes", seems very similar to Divis ion 2, "Surface Coating Processes". 

S 



Detai led Comments: Project No. 20 10-022-SIP-NR 

Dallas-Fort Worth Attainment Demonstration State Implementation Plan Revision 
for the 1997 Eight-Hour Ozone Standard Nonattainment Area 

The proposed DFW attainment demonstration SIP revision contains Federal C lean Air Act 
required SIP elements, including a photochemical modeling analysis, a we ight of evidence 
analysis, a RAeT analysis, a reasonably available control measures analysis, a motor vehicle 
emissions budget (MVEB) for 2012, and a contingency plan. This proposed revision includes 
concurrent rulemakings to update control requirements for certain coatings operations, in 
response to recommended RACT requirements in eTG documents issued by the EPA and vce 
storage tank rule revisions to update existing and provide new control measures for the DFW 
area. This proposed revision also includes an on-road emissions supplement to the proposed 
attainment demonstration SIP. 

1. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Requirements: 

Absent a proper demonstration EPA will not be able to approve portions of the proposed 
rules because the revised limits replace emissions limits previously adopted as RACT 
with less stringent emissions limits. Without a demonstration from the State that the SIP­
approved limits are no longer RAeT, considering technological and economic feasibility. 
the proposed rule will not be approvable. EPA's interpretation of the applicable 
requirements of the CAA is provided in the memorandum entitled, "Approving SIP 
Revisions Addressing vac RACT Requirements for Certain Coatings Categories" dated 
March 17. 20 II . This memo is included as an appendix at the end of our comments. In 
general, for situations in which a State has previously determined that more stringent 
applicabi lity thresholds and/or control levels are RACT for one or more sources in a 
source category and the sources have complied with those requirements, then those 
existing controls should be considered RACT for such sources .... If a state chooses to 
revise more stringent rules that are already in the approved SIP, so that those rules reflect 
the less-stringent recommended limits in the new CTGs, there are additional 
considerations .... The state would need to fi rst demonstrate that the SIP approved control 
requirements are not reasonably available considering technological and economic 
feasibility, consistent with EPA' s definition ofRACT." 

Therefore, the portions of proposed Division 5 rules which are not approvable without a 
RAeT demonstration include: Surface Coating Processes § 11 5.453 Control 
Requirements. Specifically, EPA anticipates not being able to approve some of the 
revisions proposed for Large App liances, Metal Furniture, Miscellaneous Metal Parts and 
Products, Miscellaneous Plastic Parts and Products, and possibly other sections, including 
portions of the following: 

Division 5: Surface Coating Processes §11 5.453 Control Requirements: 
§ 11 5.453(1)(A) Large Appliances 
§ 11 5.453(1 )(B) Metal Furniture 
§11 5.453(1)(C) Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products 
I §5.453(1 )(0) Miscellaneous Plastic Parts and Products 
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2. Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets (MVEBs) and use of the Motor Vehicle Emission 
Simulator (MOVES) emission modeling system: 

EPA Region 6 appreciates the work done by TCEQ and the NCTCOG to incorporate an 
approximation of MOVES mobile modeling outputs into the proposed attainment 
demonstration and RFP SIPs for the DFW area. MOVES is EPA's approved model for 
use in SIP submissions and transportation conformity analyses, because it represents the 
Agency's most current assessment of on-road mobile source emissions (75 FR 9411). 

As noted in the proposed attainment demonstration SIP Revision, Section 3.7.6.3 
(Expected Changes to SIP Revision Adoption with MOVES), " [w]hether MOBILE6.2 or 
MOV ES is used for on-road emissions inventory development, the DFW area is 
anticipated to attain the 1997 eight-hour ozone NAAQS by the June 15, 2013 deadline". 
It is encouraging to see that the area is predicted to attain the standard by the deadline 
when on-road emissions are estimated using MOVES. Consistent with EPA's guidance 
for the use of MOVES in the development of SIPs and conformity determinations, Texas 
should proceed with finalizing attainment demonstration and RFP SIPs using the 
MOVES emissions modeling results. This would include establishing MOVES-based 
MVEBs for the DFW area. 

The Supplement to the proposed attainment demonstration incorporates the use of the 
MOVES20 10a emission modeling system. MOVES2010a incorporates new car and light 
truck energy and greenhouse gas rates and a number of other improvements. Unless 
substantial work with MOVES has been done, the TCEQ should use MOVES20 I Oa and 
take full advantage of the improvements incorporated in this version. 

Mode linglWeight of Evidence 

The State has proposed, based on a technical demonstration including modeling and other 
evidence that the DallaslFort Worth areas will attain the 1997 ozone standard by the end 
of the 20 12 ozone season. Based on the current monitoring data and the limited 
reductions that will happen between now in 20 12, however, it seems unlikely that the 
area will attain. We note that the 2008 and 2009 years and even 2010 had higher wind 
speeds than normal that resulted in conditions less conducive to ozone formation. The 
2011 period has been slightly above normal so far, as it has been very hot, but has had 
some low wind days and higher wind days. We note that based on the preliminary data 
that the area' s current design value is 88 ppb, short of the 84 ppb goal. To attain by 20 12 
will require a significant reduction from current monitored levels. 

The di scussion of ozone design value monitors on page 5-12 and Table 5-4 is not current 
and does not reflect ozone data for 2010. This information should be updated to include 
current data. 
Evaluation of the model perfonnance data and source apportionment indicates that the 
mode l may be oversensitive to low-level NOx reductions. We note that the kv-200 patch 
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to induce more vertical mixing may be resulting in better performance in the base case, 
but also making the model overly sensitive to low-level NOx reductions as the 
atmosphere may not be mixing as rapidly as the patch is indicating. This may compensate 
for emission estimation errors in the base, thus resulting in better model performance but 
also over-predicting the benefit of NO x reductions. Comparison of baseline modeling and 
model performance using the MOVES and MOBILE6.2 emission inventories should 
provide useful information on the model' s sensitivity to changes in low-level NOx 
emissions. 

We also noted that the modeling seems to project s ignificant reductions in ozone levels 
due to out-of-state emission reductions. We think there may be some error in the 
magnitude of reductions being projected and request that TCEQ do comparisons with 
reductions expected with the new Cross State Air Pollution Reduction Rule. A model 
sensitivity run may help understand if this is part of the discrepancies of the model 
system. 

The calculated RRF values used to project the 20 12 DV shown on Table 3-26 range from 
0.786 to 0.832, indicating a significant reduction in predicted ozone concentrations over a 
relatively short period of time. We note that the retrospective analysis (Table 3-24) shows 
observed RRFs from 1999 to 2006 range from 0.872 to 0.966. In calculation ofRRFs, 
there is some concern that a cut-ofT of 70 ppb may be too low for determination of which 
days to include in the RRF calculation. Additional analysis of the sensitivity of the RRF 
calculation to using a higher cut-off value and including fewer days in the calculation, as 
well as an evaluation of the day-to-day variability of the RRFs and meteorology on those 
days, should be provided. Furthermore, evaluation of the sensitivity ofRRF values to cell 
array size should be included, supporting TCEQ' s choice of a 3x3 grid cell array about 
each monitor. 

3. General 

Throughout the submittal, we noti ce references to 2010 ozone data as preliminary. Please 
provide current ozone values in the final submittals. 

We are pleased to see improvements to the area source emissions inventories, although 
the improvements indicate increased emissions from oi l and gas activities in the area. 

Regarding the discussion on the Clean Fuel Fleet (CFF) requirement, the state should 
review the CFF equivalency demonstratio n submitted by the TCEQ for the 
BeaumontIPort Arthur area, which was approved on October 20, 2010 (75 FR 64675). 
Since the CFF must be addressed in the DFW SIP, a s imilar equivalency demonstration is 
a reasonable option for consideration in the DFW area. 

Regarding the discussion on gasoline vapor recovery and the removal of Stage II 
requirements on pages 4-6 and 4-7, please note that Stage II refueling requirements app ly 
in serious, severe and extreme ozone nonattainment areas, provided the EPA has not yet 
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found that onboard refueling vapor recovery (ORVR) is in widespread use in the motor 
vehicle fleet and waived the section 1 82(b)(3) requirement. I Should the EPA finalize the 
rule as proposed at 76 FR 41731, then Parker, Johnson, Ellis, Kaufman and Rockwall 
counties would not be required to implement Stage II vapor recovery, nor would the state 
have to submit a demonstration that ORVR is in widespread use in these counties. 

Regarding RACM, as indicated in Appendix G of the state's submittal, in order to 
advance attainment by one year (i.e., by June 15,2012), the state would have to 
implement any additional comrol measures needed for attainment by the beginning of the 
2011 ozone season, which has already passed. Thus, at this time, EPA believes there is 
insufficient time to implement additional controls that would advance attainment. 
However, Section 1 72(c)(1 ) of the Act requires SIPs to provide for the implementation of 
all RACM as "expeditiously as practicable" and for attainment of the standard. Therefore, 
and in light of the preliminary and increasing ozone design values (DVs) in the area, we 
encourage the state to provide a more robust RACM analysis that includes the magnitude 
of emissions reductions that would advance the attainment date at the monitors with the 
highest future DVs. Finally, we encourage the State to explore new technologies and pilot 
test new strategies to further reduce ozone in the DFW area. 

All nine counties in the serious ozone nonattainment area must meet the requirements 
specified under section 182(c) of the CAA. We have accounted for all but three of these 
requirements; please specify where the state's rules address how Parker, Johnson, Ellis, 
Kaufman and Rockwall counties meet the de minimis rule (section 182(c)(6», the special 
rules fo r modification of sources (section I 82(c)(7) and (8», and the increased offset ratio 
of 1.2 to 1 (section 182(c)( IO)). 

In the On-road Emissions Supplement to the Proposed DFW Anainment Demonstration, 
the sentence at the bottom of page 2 appears to be unfinished. We suspect it would direct 
the reader to Tables 2-3 and 2-4. Please confinn by finishing the sentence. 

The state has submitted two recent revisions to Chapter 117 for: 
I) low-temperature drying ovens at I 17.403(a)(l2); and 
2) biogas fired lean-bum engines. 

Please confinn that emission increases from these revisions have been captured in the 
attainment modeling. 

, On July 15,201 1 (76 FR 41731), the EPA proposed criteria for determining whether ORVR is in widespread use 
for purposes of controlling motor vehicle refueling emissions throughout the motor vehicle neet. Based on the 
proposed criteria, the EPA is proposing to detennine Ihac June 30, 2013 will be the date when widespread use will 
occur and the Stage 11 waiver will be effective. 
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Detailed Comments: Project No. 2010-023-SIP-NR 

Dallas-Fort Worth Reasonable Further Progress State Implementation Plan Revision 
for the 1997 Eight-Hour Ozone Standard 

The proposed DFW RFP SIP revision contains an analysis of the DFW serious ozone 
nonattairunent area's progress toward attainment of the 1997 eight-hour ozone standard. RFP 
requirements include annual incremental reductions in ozone precursor emissions (NOx and 
VQC) out to an area's attainment year, reductions in ozone precursor emissions as contingency 
measures for designated milestone years and for the attainment year, and updated RFP MVEBs 
for an area's milestone years. This proposed SIP revision would incorporate a concurrently 
proposed revision to Chapter 115 that would reduce vac emissions from affected sources in the 
DFW area. (We are providing comments on the proposed revisions to Chapter 115 under Rule 
Project No. 2010-025- I I 5-EN elsewhere.) 

1. The Supplement to the RFP indicates that the state is considering using the emissions 
reductions earned through the TERP to successfully demonstrate RFP for 2011, which we fully 
support. 

2. The state's modeling analysis demonstrates that reducing NOx emissions in the DFW area is 
more effective in reducing the area's 8-hour ozone design value than reducing VOC emissions, 
thus substitution of creditable NOx emissions reductions is allowable in this RFP.2 For the 2012 
milestone year, the proposed VOC emissions reductions fall short of meeting the VOC target by 
9.79% to 13.82%, depending on which transportation model is used. The NOx emissions 
reductions must therefore provide an excess of the same percentage as the voe shortfall (9.79% 
to 13.82%) to compensate for the VOC shortfall and maintain the increment ofRFP of3% and 
this is provided. We show the calculations below, using the emission levels provided in the 
state' s proposal and supplement. Lines 6-8 are not included in the state's submittals, but are 
required to demonstrate consistency with RFP and the EPA's NOx Substitution Guidance. 

2 See EPA's NOx Substitution Guidance, December 1993. In addition, on August 5, 1994, we issued "Clarification 
of Policy for Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Substitution," Memorandum from John S. Seitz, Director, Office of Air 
Qua lity Planning and Standards. 
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NOx emissions reductions needed to balance VOC shortfall, in tpd unless otherwise noted. 
Description NOx VOC 
Using Mobile6.2 model 
l. 2012 Target emissions levels 393.59 463.25 
2. 20 12 ForecastlPr9jected emissions levels 324.28 517.1 1 
3. Exccss (shortfall) [(line I) - (line 2)] 69.3 1 (53.86) 
4. Amount for contingency measure (3% of2012 ABY)' 15 .43 (3%) 0% 
5. Excess (shortfall) [(line 3) - (line 4)] 53.88 (53.86) 
6. Percent of shortfall from VOC target 11.63% 
7. 11.63% of NO x target (to cover 11.63% VOC shortfall) 45.77 (11.63%) 
8. Adiusted excess in NOx reductions [(line 5) - (line 7)1 8.11 
Using MOVES model 
1. 2012 Target emissions levels 500.2 1 445.89 
2.2012 ForecastlProjected emissions levels 398.81 507.50 
3. Excess (shortfall) [(line 1) - (line 2)] 101.40 1(61.61) 
4. Amount for contingency measure (3% of2012 ABY)' 19.43 (3%) 0% 
5. Excess (shortfall) [(line 3) - (line 4)] 81.97 1(61.61) 
6. Percent of shortfall from VOC target 13.82% 
7. 13.82% of NO x target (to cover 13.82% VOC shortfall) 69.13 (13.82%) 
8. Adjusted excess in NOx reductions [(line 5) ·· (line 7)] 12.84 
Us ing MOVES20 10a model 
1.20 12 Target emissions levels 481.78 471.95 
2. 2012 ForecastlProjected emissions levels 379.09 518.14 
3. Excess (shortfall) [(line 1) - (line 2)] 102.69 1(46.19) 
4. Amount for contingency measure (3% of2012 ABY)' 18.91 (3%) 0% 
5. Excess (shortfall) Wine 3) - (line 4)] 83.78 1(46.1 9) 
6. Percent of shortfall from VOC target 9.79% 
7. 8.91 % of NO x target (to cover 9.79% VOC shortfall) 47.17 (9.79%) 
8. Adjusted excess in NOx reductions [(line 5) - (line 7)] 36.61 

For the Mobile6.2 and both of the MOVES models, the percent of excess in NOx emissions 
reductions is greater than the percent of shortfall in VOC emissions reductions and provides the 
area with the required average of 3% per year in emissions reductions. However, the state will 
need to adjust the amount of "excess reductions from 2012 RFP demonstration" in the tables that 
show how the state satisfies the 3% emissions reductions that are required for contingency 
measures, should the area fail to attain the 1997 ozone standard by June 15, 2013. 

3. One of the creditable reduction strategies used in the calculation of the total 201 1-2012 control 
reductions is "Storage tank rule 95 controV25 limit." See Appendix 1, sheet 43. The VOC 
emissions reductions provided for this strategy is 14.37 tpd. On sheet 44 of Appendix 1, we see 

J Per the stale's proposal, Ihe 20 12 adjusted base year (ABY) emissions inventory for NOx, using the Mobile6.2 
model, is 514.47 tpd . 
• Per the state's proposal, the 20 12 ABY emissions inventory for NOx, using the MOVES mode l, is 647.80 tpd 
, Per the state' s proposal, the 2012 ABY emissions inventory for NOx, using MOVES2010a, is 630.46 tpd 
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the creditable reduction strategies used in the calculation for the 20 12-2013 contingency 
measures. Again the "Storage tank rule 95 contr01l25 limit" is listed as one of the control 
strategies, but the total VOC emissions reductions for this strategy is 0.00. Please confirm that 
the credit for emissions reductions has been appropriately prorated for 20 11 -2012 and 2012-
2013, to reflect the extended period allowed for compliance with this rule. 

4. Please review the tables throughout the proposed submittal (including Appendices and 
Supplements) for mathematical errors. We found several errors, for example: Table 3-1 in 
Chapter 3, the sum at step 5D is 105.44 but the table reads 106.96; step 6 shows an error in 
subtraction; Table 4-29 shows an error in addition; etc. 
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Detailed Comments 

The proposed HOB SIP revision provides a RACT analysis update in response to (CTG) 
documents that have not yet been included in the HOB Attainment Demonstration (AD) SIP 
Revision for the 1997 8~hour ozone standard and incorporate concurrently proposed CTG-related 
rulemaking for the HGB area. SIP Project No. 201 0-028-SlP-NR. Our comments on this 
rulemaking project are as follows: 

1. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Requirements. 

The EPA will not be able to approve portions of the proposed rules which replace 
emissions limits previously adopted as RACT with less stringent emissions limits without 
a demonstration from the State that the SIP-approved limits are no longer RACT, 
considering technological and economic feasibility, as explained further below. The 
EPA's interpretation of the applicable requirements of the CAA is provided in the 
memorandum entitled, "Approving SIP Revisions Addressing VOC RAeT Requirements 
for Certain Coatings Categories" dated March 17, 20 II. This memo is included as an 
appendix at the end of our comments. In general, for situations in which a State has 
previously determined that more stringent applicability thresholds andlor control levels 
are RAeT for one or more sources in a source category and the sources have complied 
with those requirements, then those existing controls should be considered RACT for 
such sources. . .. If a state choose to revise more stringent rules that are already in the 
approved SIP. so that those rules reflect the less-stringent recommended limits in the new 
CTGs, there are additional considerations ... The state would need to first demonstrate 
that the SIP approved control requi rements are not reasonably available considering 
technological and economic feasibility, consistent with the EPA's definition ofRACI." 

Therefore, the portions of proposed to Division 5 rules which may not be approvable 
include: Surface Coating Processes §11 5.453 Control Requirements. Specifically. EPA 
anticipates not being able to approve some of the revisions proposed for Large 
Appliances, Metal Furniture, Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products, Miscellaneous 
Plastic Parts and Products, and possibly other sections, including portions of the 
following: 

Division 5: Surface Coat ing Processes § 115.453 Control Requirements: 
§11 5.453(1 )(A) Large Appliances 
§ 11 5.453(1 )(B) Metal Furniture 
§ 115.453(1)(C) Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products 
1§5.453(1)(D) Miscellaneous Plastic Parts and Products 
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Appendix 

Attached Memorandum: "Approving SIP Revisions Addressing VOC RAeT Requirements for 
Certain Coatings Categories", dated March 17,2011 from Scott Mathias to Regional Air 
Division Directors. (3 pages) 
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MEMORANDUM 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, NC 27711 

lAilR ! 7 2011 
OFFICE OF 

AIR OUALITY PLANNING 
AND STANDARDS 

SUBJECT: Approving SIP Revisions Addressing vac RACT Requirements for Certain 
Coatings Categories 

FROM: Scott Mathias, Interim Direct ! ~I ~~ 
Air Quality Policy Division (~Vf1d. 

TO: Regional Air Division Directors 

The Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards has received requests from 
Regional Offices for guidance on approving State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions 
resulting from newly-issued Control Techniques Guidelines (CTGs) documents. These 
eTGs provide recommendations to inform state determinations as to what constitutes 
reasonably available control technology (RAeT). In some cases, the newly-issued erGs 
contain recommended emission limits that are less stringent than limits recommended in 
older CTGs covering the same industry, and may be less stringent than limits already adopted 
into SIPs based on the older eTGs. This is the case for industries covered by eTOs 
pertaining to Large Appliance Coatings, Metal Furniture Coatings, and Miscellaneous Metal 
and Plastic Parts Coatings. 

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued new CTOs for these 
categories in 2007 and 2008, under authori ty of Clean Air Act (CAA) section 183(e), to 
address volatile organic compound (VaC) emissions from categories of consumer and 
commercial products. They replace similar CTGs issued by EPA in 1977 and 1978. The 
new CTGs recommend more stringent limits for general use coatings, but also include new 
recommendations for several "specialty use" categories that are less stringent than the 
general use limits established in the I 970s guidelines. 

States are req uired to submit a SIP revision in response to any newly-issued CTGs. l 

If an existing SIP contains requirements that are not less stringent than the applicability 
thresholds and/or coating operations limits recommended in new CTGs, the state may choose 
to submit as a SIP revision a certification that the existing SIP meets RACT requirements. 

I CAA section I 82(b)(2) requires Moderate and above ozone nonattainment areas to revise SIPs when a new 
CTG is issued by EPA after 1990. EPA is required to set a SIP submission deadline with the issuance of each 
CTG. For CTGs we have issued in the past several years, we have specified a submission deadline of one year 
after the CTG was issued (See 72 FR 57215 Oct 9, 2007 and 73 FR 5848 Oct 7, 2008). 

Internet Address (UAL). http://www.epa.gov 
RteyeledlRteyelablt . Prlnled wftll Vejlelable O~ Based Inks on RKycled Paper (Minimum 25¥. Postconsumer) 



We anticipate that EPA Regional Offices would be able to approve the RACT determinations 
in these circumstances. We note that EPA's recommendations in CTOs are generally treated 
as "presumptive" RAeT and states may demonstrate that other limits are RACT for one or 
more sources within the source category add ressed by the CTO. Where a state has 
previously determined that more stringent applicability thresholds and/or control levels are 
RACT for one or more sources in a source category and the sources have complied with 
those requirements, then those existing controls should be considered RACT for such 
sources. 

If a state chooses to revise more stringent rules that are already in the approved SIP, 
so that those rules reflect the less-stringent recommended limits in the new CTGs, there are 
additional considerations that must be factored into any EPA decision to approve the SIP 
revision. The state would need to first demonstrate that the SIP-approved control 
requirements arc not reasonably available considering technological and economic 
feasibility, consistent with EPA's definition ofRACT. See 44 FR 53762 (September 17, 
1979). In addition, in order to comply with the SIP approval conditions ofCAA section 
11 0(1), the state would need to demonstrate that the revision to the SIP would not interfere 
with attainment of, or reasonable further progress toward attainment of, the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. nor interfere with any other applicable requirement of the 
CAA. This would be demonstrated jfthe stricter limits on general use coatings provide 
sufficient emission reductions to entirely offset any emission increase caused by adopting the 
Jess stringent limits for specialty coatings. Alternatively, the state could adopt supplemental 
measures that achieve additional emission reductions from another source category in 
another industry to offset the increased emissions from the specialty coatings. In general, if a 
proposed SfP revision achieves the same or greater emission reductions as the approved SIP 
within the same timeframe as provided under the existing plan, the Regional Office should be 
able to determine that thc SIP revision is consistent with the approval conditions ofCAA 
section 110(1). 

The public dockets for the Large Appliance Coatings and the Metal Furniture 
Coatings CTGs contain information that states may find helpful in detctmining (he reductions 
that can be achieved by adopting the new general use category cro limits for these 
industries. According to the docketed information, the estimated reductions from the new 
CrGs are 30 to 35 percent greater than from the older CTGs. See documents EPA-HQ­
OAR-2007-0329-0009 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0334-0010 in dockets EPA-HQ-OAR-
2007-0329 and EPA-I-IQ-OAR-2007-0334, respecti vely. The increase in emissions 
reductions in any specific nonattainment area may vary depending on the volume usage 
distribution among the general and specialty categories in that area. The dockets for the new 
eTGs do not contain area-specific analyses of pOl entia 1 emissions reductions. Generall y, jf a 
state believes the volume usage distribution among the general and specialty categories in the 
docket is representative of the distribution in the nonattainment area, we believe that if a state 
undertakes wholesale adoption of the new categorical limits in a specific CTG, the state may 
rely on the assessments in the docket to demonstrate that the range of new limits will result in 
an overall reduction in emissions from the collection of covered coatings. However, if a state 
adopts some specialty category limits, but not all of the new categorical limits, or determines 
that it has a different vo lume usage distribution among categories, the state may need to do 
an area-specific assessment of whether tighter restrictions for some coatings, coupled with 
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less stringent restrictions on other coatings would provide overall equal or greater emissions 
reductions than the set of ru les based on the recommendations in the 1970s guidelines. 

Jf you have further questions on SIP-related issues you should contact Butch 
Stackhouse at (919) 541-5208. If you have further technical questions on the topics covered 
in this memorandum you should contact Kaye Whitfield at (919) 541·2509. 

cc: Robin Dunkins, SPPD 
Kimber Scavo, AQPD 
David Orlin, OGe 
Sara Schneeberg, OGe 
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