" Fugitive Emission Control in Petroleum
Refineries in Brazoria, Dallas, E! Paso,
Galveston, Gregg, Harris, Jefferson,
Nueces, Orange, Tarrant and Vlctorla
Counties

31 TAC §8115. 251 115.2556

The Texas Air Control Board adopts amendments to
§8115.251-11 5.253, and 115.255, without changes
1o the proposed text published in thé June 11, 1982,
issue of the Texas Register {7 TexRegq 2239). These
amendments will not be republished. Amendments to
$115.254 are adopted with changes to the proposed
_text published in the same issue and will be repub-
lished. : -

The amendment to §1 156.251,.concerning controi re-
quirements, clanﬂes the defmltlon of a* Ieak

Amendments to §115. 252 concerning |nspect|on re-:

quirements, clarify thé definition of a leak and exempt
compenents in continuous vacuum service from cer-
tain monitoring. requirements. .

The amendment to §115.253, concarning recordind '

requirements, clarifies the definition of a Ieak :

Amendments to §115.254, concerning exemptlons,
_ exempt components that contact process fluids con-
taining less than 10% vc__)latlie organic compounds
{VOC) by volume; components which contact process
liguids containing VOC having a true vapor pressure

of Jeds than 0.147 psia at 68° F; and petroleum re-

fineries or individual process units in a temporary
nonoperating status from certain reqmrements of this
subchapter

Amendments to §115.2565, concerning countles and
__compliance schadule, clarify the original intent to have
December 31, 1982, as the final compliance date of
" the requirements of §§115.261, 115.252, and

115,253, Additional minor editorial changes are also ’

adopted.

Five written and two oral comments were received
concerning the proposed amendments. Three. com-
merits generally supported the proposed changes
because they would eliminate monitoring and record
keeping requirements when unnecessary because of

the low vapor pressure of the materials handied in‘the’

. process equipment. Four comments addressed or re-
quested clarification of specific issues concernlng the
proposed amendments.

One commentor suggested that, in §1 16.254(b), 10%
VOC by weight be changed to 10% VOC by volume
to _be consistent with the basis for measurement
methods and controf requirements used alsewhere. In
" addition, wording changes were suggested to
§116.254{c) and (d) to clarify intent and.thereby
‘minimize unintended and unnecessary requirements.

Region VI of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)} suggested that hexane or methane
should be allowed as the calibration gas in §115.251.
The EPA" also suggested that, in §7115.2564{d},

nonoperattonal units should not have an extension

- from compliance unless all lines are purged of YOC's

and that any extensions of compliance must not in-
terfere with ot delay attainment by December 31,

1987, In addition, the EPA questioned the basis for -

exempting components contacting process liquids
with a true vapor pressure (TVP) less than or equal

10 (. 147 psia when a light liquid has TVP greater than

0.04 psia and the hasis for defining a leak as greater
than 10,000 ppm of VOC. The EPA also suggested
adding a: definition for “'in vacuum sgervice’’ to the
genetal rules to clarify the meaning of the term in
§116.2562{g). :

Another commentor fett.that a leak shouid be defined

as' 10,000 ppMY or more: of VOC instead of more than.

10,000 ppmv. In addition, this commentor questioned
tow much more cost effective the proposéd changes

would be, He suggested that additional wording be
added to. §115.261{a){2) to specify what interim
mmeasures are 1o be taken to reduce leakage when-pro-
cesses cannot be shut down. He also suggested
changing §115.253(a), (b), and (¢} to réquire that
copies ¢f the monitoring log be kept for five years in-
stead of two and that a copy be sent to the TACB.

The Administrative Procedure and Texas Begister Act,
Texas Civil Statutes, Article 6252-13a, §5(c)(1), re-

. quires categorization of comments as being *‘for’’

“against’” a proposal. A commentor who suggestéd

any changes in the proposal is categorized as

*against’’ the proposal while. a commentor who
agreed with the proposal in its entlrety is categorlzed
as “‘for.”’ :

Copies of the wrltten comments and the transcript of
the hearing.are available for inspection at the Texas
Air Control Board, 6330 Highway 290 East, Austln,

- Texas 78723.

Shell Oil Company and the Houston Chamber of Com-

marce comimented in favor of the amendments. Texas -

Mid-Continent Qil and Gas Association Refinery Sub-
committee and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region VI; commented ‘against the amend-
mants.,

The Houston Chamber of Commerce and Shell Oil

Company generally supported the proposed changes
since they felt that the changes would eliminate

monitoring and record keeping requirements when the

low vapor pressure of certain materials handled in
some process equipment would make such require-
ments unnecessary. However, two commentors ques-
tioned the basis for such changes, Region VI of the
EPA noted that & light liquid is defined as fluid having
a true vapor pressure {TVP) greater than 0.04 psia at
68°F (0.3kPa at 20°C), while §115.254(c) exempts
components that contact a process liquid containing
VOC having a TVP less than or equal to 0,147 psia
at BB°F {1. 013kPa at 20°C} from monitoring re-
quirements {other than visual). Another commentor
felt that a leak should be 10,000 ppmy or more of
VOC instead of more than 10,000 ppmv. MHe also
warited to know how much more cost effective these
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. based onthe definition of a:light liguid. It {s based on.

8

changes would be, The exemption for. components

" contacting a progess liquid containing YOC having a

TVP less than or equal to 0.147 psia at 68°F is not

the action:level of 10,000 pprv for monitdring and
eontrol recommended by the EPA ini Its control techni-

- ques guideline. Cohtrol of VOC emissions is npt re-

quired unless a reading of more than 10,000 ppmv

. is obtained; Thus, the'0.147 psia vapor pressure gx-
- amption was included to exermpt from monitoring any

fine, valve, or other component carrying fluids that

'would beé exempt. froffi repair requirerhents by the

EPA’s action level. A component contacting fluids
having a true vapor pressure of 0.147 psia or less at
68°F could not give a roadlng of greater | than 10,000
ppryv and therefore, would not be roqu:red to he
repaired..

The EPA, inits control téchnigues guideline, notes that

tepairing components with leak rates small enough to
read less than 10,000 ppmy has not-been shewn to
be cost effective since attemgts to repair-such small
leaks may tend 1o Increase rather than decfease emis-

" sions. Undér the proposed 0.147 psis monitering ex-
smption, petroleum refineries -would be-spared the:

burden. of monitoring about 10-50% of their com-

ponents {depending on the nature of the operatlon) ‘

" without affectlng emissions, since no repairs woutd

have been reqmred under _existing’ requirtements.
Despite the request of one commentor that a leak be

defined as 10 000 ppmv or more ‘of VOC, the def|n|~ :

tion of leak. as morg than 10 000 ppmv of VOC is

" needed for oonslstency and completeness.

Three other exemptions were proposed for com-
ponents in contlnuous vacuum servite, components
that contact process fluids containing less than 1T0%
VOC by weight, and petroleum refineries or Indlvidusl

process units in a temporary.nonoperating status. if -

alegk developed;: compornients in-continuous vacuum
service would not leak VOC, but rather have air leak
in. Although the EPA falt a definition for ‘in con-
tinuous. vacuum service’ should be included in the
definitidns section of the general rules (§101.1), terms
are listed only if the msaning is ndt a common one.

" “In continuous vacuum service’ fs a commonly under-

stood expression used to denote a-condition that ex-
ists in a system when the pressure within the system
is constantly reduced below atmospheric pressure.
Petroleum refineries or Individual process uniis in a
temporary nonoperating status would not rormally
have components that would emit VOC. Safety con-
siderations and routine procedure govern line purging
procedures in such cases. Thus, the EPA’s concern

. that such units could potentially leak VOCs if unpurgad

is not of concern in practice. For components that con-

- tact process fluids containing less than 10% VOC by

7 TexReg 4410

weight, a leak would almost have 1o be the result of
a.catastrophic failure to produce more than a 10,000
ppmv VOC leak (which Is 1.0% VOC by volume). The
EPA has concurréd in this revision primarily to exempt

process gas lines that usually contain only small

amounts of VOC, Any fallure large enough to produce
a “leak’’ of ¥OC would already have a high priority
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for repaif for reasons of safety and economy of opera-

tlon. Thus for these three additional cases, under nor-

mal oparating conditions, there would. be either no
leakage of VOC, no emissions of VOC, or no emis-
sions of VOC large enough ta require repairs. Under-
sueh circumstances, it does not appear reasonahle to
reguire monitoring and recard keeping when repairs
would net be reguired or would be completed promptly
by a company for reasons ‘of safety or cost,

. Several addltional specific comments ware made The

Texas Mid-Continent. OHl .and Gas Association

{TMOGA} Refinery SBubcommittes réquested that in

§115.254(b) the exemption be based on 10% VQC
by volume instead of 10% VOC by weight because
commonly used measurement techniques are read as
percent by volume; such measurements are easier for

© @ wide variety of samples, and using percent of
-volume.would be more consistent with the usage of

ppmv.elsewhere. Depending upon the nature of the
materials within a glven précess ling, such a change
could vary from a tightening to a relaxation of the pro-
posed provmlon However, any effect should prove’
small and, on average, the overall effect should be
quite 5|mllar ' .

The EPA,. auggebted that §115 281 should allow the
use of either hexane or methane to calibrate leak
det,eotion equipment, The EPA noted that the sefinery
regulation required hexane while the synthetic organic
chemlca! polymer, and resin manufaotur[ng plant
regulatnon required methane. In addition, certain pro-
visions of Regulation V affecting gasoline terminals
and certaln gasohne butle plants make calibration using

‘propane convenient. The TACB will allow c;alibratlon

of such teak detection equipment using hexane, meth-
ane, or propane. Howaver, the meter readout shali be‘ '
as hexane. - - S :

TMOGA recommended oertain wording changes. n

.§115.254(c), they recommend that “paragraph (1)

and (2) of §115.252{a)’" be replaced with "'§115.251
and §116,262"" to be consistent with other wording

. elsewhere and to eliminate.the need to install double

valyes, ete., on certain lines containing VOC with a

" TVP lass than 0.147 psia, In §115.284(d), they rec-

ommend that ‘affected petroleum refinéries”” be
replaced with ‘‘petroleurn refineries affected. by this
paragraph”’ to clarify Intent. Both suggestions have
merit and do not appear to be substantive changes,
so they hava bsern lnoorporated into the adopted rules,

The EPA noted that, under 51 15.254('d), any exten-

- sion of the compliance gate must not interfere with

or delay attalnment by December 31, 1987. No such
interference or extension was intended. The lahguage
of §116.2517{d} has been changad to meet this ob-
jection by requmng compirance as $oon ag practicable.

Another commentor felt that §1 15 251(a){2) should
specify what intefim measures are to be taken to
reduce leakage, when & process cannot be shut down.
There are so many competing considerations and vary-

ing circumstances that a regulation that specifies what:
interim measures are to-be taken would create more




problems than it would solve. Moreover, this substan-
tive revision was not proposed,- so it would require
new rulemaking before it could be adopted. A final
comment concerning §115.253(a), (b}, and (¢} sug-

gested that copies of the monitoring log.should be kept,

for five years and a copy sent to the TACB. Itis unclear
that these additional requirements would lead to any
additional emission reductions. Again, singe such a
change would he a substantive revision, and it was

not proposed, it would require new rulemaking hefore.

it could be adopted.

The amendments are adopted under Texas Civil
Statutes, Article 44_7‘7»5, §3,09(a), which:provides
the Texas Alr Control Board with the authority. to-make

rules and regulations consistent with the general in--

tent and purposes of the Texas Clean Air Act and to

amend any rule or regulatmn the Texas. Alr Control '

Board makes.

§115.z_54. 'Exemprfo'ns', - o
(a) Valves with a nominal sizé of two inclies (5
cm) o less are exempt from the requirements of §115,251
of this title (refating to Control Requirements), §115:252
of this title (relating to Inspection Requirements), and
§115.253 of this title (relating to Recordiig Regiire:

. ments), provided allowable emissions at any refinery from -

sources affected by these sections after controls are ap-

plied with exemptions will not exceed by more than 5.0% -

‘such allowablé emissions. with no exemptions. Any per-
son claitming an exemption for valves two inches (5.0 cm)
nominal size ‘or.smaller under this section shall at the time
he provides his control plan also pmwde the following
information,

(1) 3) (Mo change.)-

(b) Components which contact a process fluld that
containg less than 10% VOC by weight are exempt from
‘the requirements of §115.251-of this title (relating to Con-
‘trol Requirements), §115,252 ‘of this title (relating to In-
spection Requirements), and §115. 253 of this title (relating
to Recording Requirements).

(¢) -Components which contact a process licuid con-
" taining VocC having a true vapor pressure equal to or less
than 0.147 psia {1.013 kPa) at 68°F (20°C). dre exempt
from the requirements of §115, 251 of this title (relating
to Control Requirements), §115. 252 of this title (relating
to Inspectlon Requirements), and §115 253 of this title

(relating to Recarding Requirements), if the components -

are inspected visually, according to .the inspection
schedules specified within these same sections.
{d) Petroleum refineries or mdwndual process units

that are in a temporary nonopérating status after the

‘specified compliance dates in subsections (b) and (c) of
§115.255 of thistitle (relating to Counties and Compliance
Schedule) shall submit a plan for ¢compliance with the pro-
visions of §115.251 of this title (relating to Control Re-
- quirements), §115,252 of this title (relating to Inspection
Requirements), §115.253 of this title (relating to Record-
"ing Requirements}, and subsection (b) of §115.255 of this
title (relating to Counties and Compliance Schedule) as
soon as practicable but no later than-‘one moith before
‘the process unit is scheduled for start-up and be in com-
pliance as soon as practicable but no later than three

“ups as-they ogeur.

-has been reviewed by Iegal counsel and found to be

_ Adopted
. o Rules -
mohths after startnup -All petroleum refineries affected

by this sybsection. shall notify the Texas Air Control:

Board of any nonoperating refineries or individual pro-
cess units when they are shut down and dates of any start- -

This agency hereby certlﬁes that the rule as adopted

a valid exercnee of the agency 's legal authoritv

‘Jesued in Austln Texas; on December 9, 1982

TRD- 829301 . Bill Stewart, P,E.
Exacutive Dirsctor
Texas A|r Control B()ﬂfd

Effective dater December 30, 1982

Proposal publication-date: June 11, 1982 .

For further mforrnatmn ptease oall. {812) 451- 5711
ext. 364, )

Fugltlve Emlssmn Cdntrol in Synthetic
Organic Chemical, Polymer, and Resin
Manufacturing Processes’ in Harris .
County

- 31 TAC §1185. 271- 115. 275

v

The Texas  Air Contrpl Board adopts . pew
‘6§1156.271-1156.275, with: changes to the propused
text. published jn the June 11, 1982, issue of the
Texas Hegfste: 7 rexﬁeg 2241). . e .

These new rules prescribe monltorlng, maintenarice,
and record keeping requirements to reduce the fugitive -
emission of volatile.crganic compo’Unds {(VOC]into the
atmosphere from certain protesses in Hairis Caunty,
These new rules are similar in many respects to’
§5115.251-1156.285, concérning fugitive emission’
control In petroleum refineries, except for the follow-
ing. There is no exemption for storage tank-valves;
operators of plants have the option to install certain -
smission contro} devices in lieu of Mmonitoring. The
monitoring schedute for certain valves may be revised B
after two qu arterly mspectlons, and the compliance

: schedule is revised to set the final compliance date

and the control plan eubm:ttal date as December: 31
1987, and Deeember 31, 1984 respectively '

These new rules are part of a series of revisions to-
this chapter to provide in Harris County the additional
VOC emissions reductions néeded to satisfy U.S. Bn-

- vironmental Protection Agency requirements for 1982

State Implementation Plan. (SIP} revisions. These new

_rules are based on technical information contained in

the Radian Gorporation report, " Assessment of the
Feasib:llty and Costs of Controlllng VoG Emlsswns

 from Stationary Sourcgs in Harrig County, Texas,”

submitted to the Texas Air Con‘tml Board September
11,.1881. ' :

Six written ahd'three oral comments.were receiv_ed
concerning new §5116.271-115.275. Six comments
requested 1 that process drains be deleted from the pro-

December 17, 1982
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. should be consistent with the EPA’s proposed new.

posed provisions. Reasons given were that the rule

source performance standard and proposed control
technique guideline, that technical reports indicate

0.0% efficiency of control of emission from this type .

of source, that emission reduction from such sources
were not included in the 1982 SIP revisions, and that
such a provision would not be cost effective. Three
comments addressed or requested clarification of
specific issues conterning the propesed new rules.

One commentor felt that the scope of processes
covered by the controls in these provisions is un-
necessarily. ambiguous. He felt that the proposai
should be changed to specify that only those pro-

cassas involved in the production-of synthetic organic

chemicals, polymers; and resms are sub;ect to fugitive
emission controls. ,

Region VI of the U.S, Environmental Protection Agen--

oy (EPA) commmented on a number of points. The EPA
suggested that hexane or methane should be allowed
as the calibration gas in §115.271. The EPA also sug-
gested that, in §115.274id), nenoperational units
should not have an exemption from compliance unless
all lines are purged of VOCs and that any extensions

of compliance must not interfere with or delay attain-

.ment by December 31, 1987. In addition, EPA ques-

tioned the basis for exemptihg components contact-
ing process liquids with a true vapor pressure (TVP)

. less than or equal to 0.147 psia and the basis for defin:

ing aleak as greater than 10,000 ppm of VOC. The
EPA also sugested that, in 115.272(b)}(3), liquid ser-

vice pumps with duai seals should have a barrier fluid

system that uses heavy liquid or non-VQOC barrier
fiuids. Furthermore, although the EPA noted that
§115.272{2)(1) requires yearly monitoring of certain
raquirements, it recommended quarterly mopitoring.
Finally, the EPA $aid that, as provided in §8115.275,
the schedule for compliance appears to be un-
necessarily long and asked the state to document the
basis for the extended schedule. ’

Another commentor felt that a leak should be defined_'

as 10,000 ppmv or more of VOC Instead of more than
10,000 pprmiv. In addition, this commentor questioned
how cost effective the proposed provisions would be,
He suggested that additional wording be added in
§116.271(a)(2) to specify what interim measures are
to be taken to reduce irakage when processeas can-

ot be shut down, Hé also suggested that §115,273

7 TexReg #412

{a), {b), and {c) should require that copies of the
monitoring iog be kept for five years instead of two
and that a copy be sent to the TACB.

The Administrative Procedure and Texas Register Act,
Texas Civil Statutes, Article 6252-13a, §5(c)(1), re-
quires categorization of comments as being “'for'’ or

*against’’ a proposal. A commentor who sugested -

any changes.in the proposal Is categorized as
*‘against’’ the proposal, while a commentor who
agreed with the proposal in its entirety is categorlzed
as ‘‘for.’*

December 17, 1982

" Copies of the written comment and the transcript of

the hearing are available for inspection at the Texas

" Air Control Board, 6330 Highway 290 East, Austin,

Texas 78723,

Speaking against.the proposal were Charlie Seay of
the Texas Chemical Council; Mel Skaggs of Diamond
Shamrock Corporation; Jack S. Divita of the U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency, Region VI; James L.
Wamsley il of Jones, Day, Reavis, & Pogue for the
Lubrizol Corporation; and C. H. Rivers of the Houston
Chamber of Commerce.

Two comments each from the Texas Chemical Coun-
cil, Diamond Shamrock Corporation, and the Houston
Chamber of Commerce requested that process drains,
be deleted from the proposed revisions. The require-

ment for monitoring and control of process drain -
~ fugitive emissions was felt to be inconsistant with the

EPA’s proposed standards for new and. existing
sources, Although the EPA’s proposed new source
performance standards do not explicitly consider pro-
cess drains, Appendix A (46 FedReg 1160, January
5, 1982), which contains reference method 21, does
cover sampling procadures for VOC fugitive emissions
for process drains. Specific mention of process drains

in the EPA’s draft control technique guidelines for ox- '

isting SOCMI plants is seen less clearly.

Regardless of whether of not process drains were in-
tended to be included in the EPA's proposed standards

- for new or existing sources, several technical problems

would still exist. There is no general agreement on

what is meant by the term “‘process drain’’ as used -

by the EPA and as used by industry, there are a wide
variety of "'process-drains’’ in use in affected plants
including open drainage systems needed for upsets,

-.and there is little or no emission reduction achievable

at reasbnabie cost from trying to control emissions
from such sources Radian Corporation in a report en-
titled " Assessment of the Feasmlhty and Cost of Con-
trolling VOC Emissions from Stationary Sources in
Harris County, Texas’' and submitted to the Texas Air
Control Board {TACE) September 11, 1981, did not
consider any emissions reductions for this measure,
nor did the TACB include any reduetions In its pro-
posed 1982 SIP revisions for ozone control in Hatris
County. Thus, although clarification and resolution of
the various problems concerning inclusion of process
drains will take time, keeping or delsting process

- drains will have no effect on the deronstration of at-

tainment of the ozone standard to be submitted to
EPA. Requirements for process dralns are not included
in the adopted rules.-

One. commentor . felt that the proposed standard

-should be changed to specify that only those pro-
cesses involved in the production of synthstic organic

chemicals, polymers, and resins are subject to fugitive
emission control. While it was the intent of the TACB
to have fugitive emission control limited only to those
processes involved in the production of certain
specified chemicals, polymers, and resins, review by
legal counsel does confirm that additional language
to clarify the original intent would be desirabls.

¢
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Counsel suggested substituting the term * procese ’

for “plant’’ wherever reference is made to synthetic
organic chemicaf, polymer, and resin manufacturing
plants to make it clear that the requirements apply only
to specific processes. These changes and the cor-
respondifig changes to the proposed definitions have

been made in these rules and the corresponding defini-

tions in the Genéral Rules (Chapter 101). Also an ex-
plicit exemption has been added (§115.274(e}) for

processes that are at the same location 4s processes

covered by thiese rules but are not related to the pro-
. duction of synthetrc organrc chemleals, polymers. and
resuns .

Two commentors quest:oned the basis for prowsmns
to ellmrnate manitoring and record keeping require-
ments for components in certain types of garvice, The
EPA noted that a light liguid Is defined as a fluid hav-
ing a true vapor pressure {TVP] greater than 0.04 psla
' at 68°F {0.3kPa at 20°C) while §115.274(c) exempts

components which contact a process I|qurd contain-
. ing VOC: he\rlng TVP less than or equal to 0.147 psra

at 68°F (1.013kPa at 20°C) frum monitoring require-

mients (other than visual). Another commentor felt that
‘. aleak should be 10,000 ppmv or more of VOC'instead

" of mare than 10,000 ppmv. He also wanted to know

how cost effective these provisions would be. The ex-

emption for components contacting a proeess liquid

contalning VOC having a TVP less than ‘or equal to
0,147 psia at 68° is not based on the definition of
alight liquid. It is based on the action level of 10,600
ppmv for monitoring and cantrol- recommended by the
‘EPAih Its proposed control technlque guidsiine and
_proposed new source performance standard

* Centrol of VOC emissions is not requrred unless a
reading of more than 10, ;000:ppmiv-is recorded. 1 no

reading is' recorded, ‘erissions are assumed to he

greatef than 10,000 ppmv. The Q.147 psia’ vapor
pressure exemption was meluded to ‘exempt from
mionitoring any line, valve, or other component car-
rying fliids that the EPA's action level would exempt
from repair requireménts. A°component contacting
fluids having TVP of 0,147 sia or less at-68°F oould
" not give a reading of greatef than 10,000 ppmv and
" would therefore not be required to be reperred

The EPA, in its oontrol technique gurdelrne, notes that
repairing components with leak rates small enough 1o
read less than 10,000 ppmv has not been shown to
be effectrve since ettempts to repair such smaii leaks
may tend to increase rather than decrease emrssrone.
In this case, plants, would be spared the burden of
monitoring about 10% to 50% of thelr components,
. depending on the nature of the operatlen witholit af-
fecting emissions since no repairs would have been
‘ reqmred under existing requirements. The definition

of leak as more than 10, 000 ppmv of VOC is needed
_for consistency and completeness

Three other exemptions wete proposed for -com-
ponents in continuous vacuum service, components
that contact process fluids containing less than 10%
_V0OC by weight, and'plants or individual process units
in a temporary nonoperating status. Componants in

" Rules

continuous vacuum service would not leak VOC but
- rather have air leak if a leak developed. Plants of if-
_ dividual process units in a temporary nonoperatlng

status would not normally have components that -
would emit VOC. Safety considerations and routine
procedure normally goverh line-purging procedures in
such cases. The EPA’s concern that such units coutd
potentially leak VOCs if unpurged is not of concern
in practice. For components that contact process .
fluids containing less than.10% VOC by weight a leak
would almost have to ba the result of a catastrophic
failure to produce more than a'10,000 ppmv VOC leak '
{whroh is 1. 0% VOC by volume).- '

“The EPA has concurred in this revision primarily to ex-

empt process gas fines which usually eontain only
grall amounts. of VOC, Any failure large enough 1o
produce a ‘‘leak” of VOC would be repalred for
reasons of. safety or-general’ operating practloe Under
normal operating conditions, the components are not
likely to produce a VOC “leak’’ and would not nor-

- rnally require repair. For these three additional cases,

under normai operating conditions there would be
either no leakage of VOC or no emissions of VOC large
enough to require repairs. Under these circumstariaes,
it does not appear reasonable to require menitoring
and record keeping when repairs would.not be required
or would-be completed promptly - by a company for
reasons-of eafety orcost. = .

A
{

The EPA noted that although §118. 272(a)(1l requires
vearly monitoring of certain requirements, thg EPA
recorimends quarterly monitoring. Anothet commen-
tor algo questioned-how cost effective the proposed
provisions would be, Accotding to the previously cited
Radian Corperatron report, quarterly rnonrtonng as
recommended by the EPA might produce an additional

*- 600 tons per year of VOC emissions reductrons The '

total additlonal cost to affected 1ndustr|ee for these
additional reductions. was estlmated t6 be about $1

to 2 million per year in February 1981 dollars.’ The

alternative monitoring schedule chosén by the TACB™
achaeves estimated reduct|ons of 14,900 tons per yéar

' ranglng from a credit of about 0,37 miliion to a ‘cost

of $4.5 million dollars per year in February 1981
doilars.

The Texas lVIrd Lontlnent 0|! and Gas Aesoc:atlon
{TMQGA) Refinery Subgommittee in-its testimony.
concerning fugitive emission control in. petroleum
refineries requested that in 5116.254(b) the exemp-
tion be based on 10% VOC-by-volume instead of 10%
VOC. by weight because commenly used measure-
ment techniques are read as percent by volume; such
measurements are easier for a wide varlety . of

~ samples, and percent by volume would be more con-

sistent with the usage of ppmv elsewhere. The pro-
posal appears to hiave merit also for fugitive emission
control in synthetic organic.chemical, polymer, and
resin manufacturing pfants and has been incorporated
into the adopted rules. Depending upon the nature of
the materials withina given process line, the efféct
of this change could vary from a tightening to-a relax- -
ation of the proposed provisions, However, any effect
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shoutd prove small and, on average, the overall effect
should be quite similar.

TMOGA also recommended that in §115.254(d) "*af-
fected petroleum refineries’’ be replaced with “’petro-
leum refineries affected by this paragraph’’ to clarify
intent., This change does clatify the intent and is ap-
plicable to §115.274(d}, where the phrase "'affected

. plants” is replaced with "'synthetic . . . plants af-
facted by this subsection.””

The EPA suggested that §115.271 should allow the
use of either hexane or. methane to calibrate leak
detection equipment, The EPA noted that the propos-
ed refinery regulation required hexane while the pro-
posed synthetic organic chemical, polymer, and resin
manufacturing plan regulation required methane. In
addition, certain provisions in Regulation V i{Chapter
115) goncerning gasoline terminals and certain

gasoline bulk pfants make calibration using propane

convenient. The adopted regulations allow calibration
of such leak detection equipment using hexane,
_methane, or propane. However, the mater readout is
required to be as hexane s

Tha EPA noted that, under 5115,274{d}, any exten-
sion of the compliance date must not delay attainment”

or interfere with attainment by December 31, 1987.
Such delay or interference was not intended and
. should not occur. To clarify intent, wording has been

-added to §115.274{d} specifying that in no avent shall
a synthetic organic chemical, polymer, or resin

manufacturing process unit be operated after.

. December 31, 1987, without having an adequate
compliance plan fully implemented.

The EPA also noted that under §115.275, the dates

given for final control plan submittal and finai com-
pliance (December 31, 1984, and December 31,
1987, respectively) seem unnegessarily long and
asked that the basis for such a schedule be docu-
mented. To date, the EPA has issued proposed stan-
dards for new and existing sources but has not issued
final standards. There is a good chance that if final
standards are issued, which is not certain to happeh,
they will differ significantly from the proposed stan-
dards or may very wall be the subject of litigation, The
TACB deliberately chose' an extended compliance
schedule so that, given the uncertainty about the
nature-of any final standards, appropriate changes in

the regulation provisions could be made and cor- -

responding revisions in control plan requirements im-
plemented before signficant or costly steps would be
undertaken by indystry to meet requirements based
on the EPA’s proposed standards

Another commentor felt that §116. 251 {a)(2} should
specify what interim ‘measures are to be taken to
reduce leakage when a process cannot be shutdown,
in such cases, there are generally too many competing
considerations and varying circumstances to specify
when and what kind of interim measures are to be
taken without creating more problems than one is
- solving., The commentor said the same comemnts
should also be applicable to §8115.271-115.275."
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The same commentor suggested thatin §115.273(a),
{b}, and (c}, copies of the monitaring log should be
kept for five years and a copy sent to the TACB. The
need for such a change is debatable. The requirement
that the monitoring log -should be kept by the

owner/aperator was designed to have records against

which TACB personnel could check their inventary
listings and with which compliance spot.checks would

be aided. A period of longer than two years would not

be justified since owners could modify their control
plan significantly within that time period and old
records then would not be of much use in enforce-
ment. Any additional use to which such records could

. be put does not seem to be easily Implemented or of

sufficient importance to justify the cost and storage -
problems of keeping these additional records on
thousands to hundreds of thousands of components,
Similar considerations apply to the suggestions that
a copy of these records be sent to the TACB. Access
to records kept at the plant is sufficient for the
reguiatory uses that are anticipated for these records,

These rules are adopted under Texas Civil Statutes,
Articlg 4477-8, §3.09{a}, which provides the Texas
Air Control Board with the authority to make rules con-
sistgnt with the general intent of the Texas Clgan Air
Act

§215.271. - Control Requirements. ‘Mo person shall
operate a synthetic organic chemical, polymer, or resin
manufacturing process, as defined in §101.1 of this title
(relating to Definitions), without complymg with . the
following requirements:

(1) No component shall be allowed to leak, as
defined in §101.1 of this title (relating to Definitions),

. volatile organic compounds (VOC) with a VOC concen-

tration -exceedig 10,000 parts- per million by volume
(ppmv). The leak detection equipment can be calibrated
with methane, propane, or hexane, but the meter readout
must be as parts per million by velume {(ppmv) hexane.
(2) Bvery reasonable effort shall be made to
repair a leaking component, as specified in paragraph (1)
of this subsection, within 15 days after the leak is found.
If the repair of a component would require a unit shut-

"down which would create more emissions than the repair

would eliminate, the repair may be delayed until the next
scheduled shutdown, _

(3) "All leaking components, ds defined in
paragraph (yof this subsection, which.cannot be repaired

" until the vnit is shut down. for turnamund shai! be iden-

tified for such repair by tagging. The executive director
at his discretion may require early unit turnaround or
other appropriate action based on the number and severity
of tagged leaks awaiting turnaround. .

(4) Except for safety pressure relief vaIves no
valves shall be installed or operated at the end of a pipe
orline containing volatile organic compounds unless the
pipe or line is sealed with a second valve, a blind flange, -
a plug, or a cap. The sealing device may be removed on-
1y while a sample is being taken, or during mamtenance
operatlons.

“(5) Pipeline valves and pressure relief valves in
gaseous ' volatile organic compound service shall be




.marked in some manner that wxll be readily obvnous to
monitoring personnel

§115.272. Inspection Requiremenls.

(a) The owner or operator of a synthetic organic‘

chemical, polymer, or resin m_anufacturing process shall
conduct 2 monitoring program consistent with the follow-
ing provisions,
(1) Measure yearly (thh a hydrocarbon gas
analyzer) the emissions from all:
(A) pump seals;
(B) pipeline valves in liquid service.
(2) Measure quarterly (with a hydroearbon gas
analyzer) the etissions from all: -
(A} compressor seals,
(B) pipeline valves in gaseous service; and
(C) pressure relief valves in gaseous service,
(3) Visually inspect, weekly, all pump seals.
(4) Measure (with a hydrocarbon gas analyzer)
the emissions from any pump seal from which liquids hav-

ing a true vapor pressure greater than 0.147 psia (l 013

kPa)-at 68°F (20°C) are observed dripping. )

(5) Measure (with a hydrocarbon gas analyzer)
emissions from any relief valve which has vented to the
atmosphere within, 24 hours.

{6) Measure (with a hydrocarbon gas analyzer)
immediately after repair, the emissions from any com-
ponent that was found leaking.

(b) The following items are exempt from the
monitoring reguirements of subsection (a) of this section:

(1) pressure relief .devices connected to an

operating flare header, components in continuous vacuum
“service, inaccessible valves, and valves that are not ex-
ternally regulated (such as in-line check valves);

{(2) pressure relief valves that are downstream of
a rupture disk which is-intact;

"~ (3) pumps in liquid service that are equipped with

dual pump seals, barrier, fluid system, seal degassing
~ vents, and vent control systéms kept in good workmg
order; and

{4} compressors that are equipped with degassing
vents and vent control systems kept in good working
order.

{c) The owner or operator of a synthetic organic
chemical, polymer, ar resin manufacturing process upon
the detection of a component leaking more than 10,000
ppmv of VOC shall affix to the leaking component a
weatherproof and readily visible tag, bearing an iden-
tification number anid the ¢late the leak was located. This
tag shall remam in place until the leaking component is
repaired.

(d) The monitoring schedule of subsection (a){1)-(3)

of this section may be modified as follows:
' (1) After at least two complete annual checks,
the operator of & process may request in writing to the
Texas Air Control Board that the monitoring schedule
be revised. This request shall include data that have been
developed to justify any modification in the momtormg
schedule.

(2} After at least two complete quarterly checks

of pipeline valves in gaseous service, the operator of a
process may request in writing to the Texas Air Control
Board that the monitoring schedule for pipeline valves

‘in gaseous service be revised. This request shall include

data that have been developed to justify any modtﬁea-
tion in the monitoring schedule.

(3) If the executive director of the 'I‘exas Alr
Control Board determines that there is ‘an excessive
number of leaks in any given process, he may require an
increase in the frequency of monitoring for that process.

() The executive director of the Texas Air Con-
trol Board may approve an alternatjve monitoring method
if the process operator can demonstrate that the alter-
nate moni_tormg method is equivalent to the method re-
quired by this rule. Any request for an alternate menitor-
ing method must be made in wr1t1ng to the executive
director, _ ) S

§115.273.  Recording Requirements..
{a} The owner or operator of a synthetm organic

_chemical, polymer, or resnn manufacturing process shall -
-maintain a leaking components monitoring log for all

leaks of more than 10,000 ppmv of YOC detected by the
monitoring program required by §115.272 of this title

(relating to Inspection Requirements). This log shall con-

tain, at a minimum, the following data:
(1) the name of the process unit where the com-

’ ponent is located;

(2} the type of component {e.g., valve or seal),
(3} the tag number of the component;

% the date on wh1ch a leakmg component is
repaired;
(6) . the date and instrument reading of the
rec_heck procedure after a leaking component is repaired;
(" a record of the cahbratton of the morutor-
ing instrument; )
"~ (8) those leaks that cannot be repalred untll turn-

.around; and

(9} the total number of components checked and
the total number of components found leaking,
(b) Copies of the monitoring log shall be retained

by the owner or operator for a minimum of two’ years .

after the date on whxch the reeord was made or the report
prepared.
(© Momtormg records shall be malntamed for tw0

years and be made available for review by authorized
representatives of the Texas Air Control Board or Iocal
~ air pollutlon control agenmes :

§115. 274 Exempnons

(2) Valves with a nominal size of (wo inches (5. o
cm) or less are exempt from ‘the requirements of §115 271

of this title (relating to Control Requirements), §115. 272
of this title (relating to Inspection Requirements), and
§115,273 of this tltle'(relating to Recording Requirements)
provided allowable emissions at any plant from sources
affected by these sections after controls are applied with

" exemptions will not. exceed by mote than 5. 0% such

allowable emissions with no exemptions.. Any. person
claiming an exemption for valves two inches (5. 0 cm)

nominal size or smaller under this séction shall at the time

he provides his control plan also provide the followmg

* information:
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- exempted valves and an estimate of emissions if controls”

(1) Identification of valves or classes of vdlves
“to be exempted.
(2) An estimate of uncontrolled emissions from

were applied plus an explanation of how the estimates
were derived.
(3) An estimatc of the total VOC‘emissior,ls

" within the process from sources affected by §115.271 of

this title {relating to Control Requirements), §115.272 of
this title (relating to [nspgction Requirements), and

§115.273 “of this title (relating to Recording Re-

quirements), after controls are applied and assuming no
exemptions for small valves, plus an explanation of how
the estimate was derived.

(b) Comiponents which contact a process fluid that

t:ontams less than 10% VOC by volume arg exempt from

the requirements of §115.271 of this title (relating to Con-~

[trol: Requirements), §115.272 of this title (relating to In-
spectlon Requirenents), and §115.273 of this title (relating
to Recording Requirements).

() Components which contact a process liquid con-
taining VOC having a true vapor préssure equal to or less
than 0.147 psia (1.013 kPa) at 68°F (20°C) are exempt
from the monitoring requirements of §115,271 of this title
(relating to Control Requirements), §115.272 of this title
(relating to Inspection Requirements), and §115.273.0of
this title (relating to, Recording Requirements), if the com-

‘ponents are inspected visually according to the inspec-

tion schedules specified within thes¢ same sections.
(d) Synthetic organic chemical, polymer, and resin

manufacturing process units in a temporary nonoperating

status during the specified compliance dates in §115.275

(b) and {c).of this title (relating to Counties and Com-

pliance Schedule) shall submit a plan for compliance with

" the provisions of §115.271 of this title (relafing to Con-

cesses affected by this subsection shall notify the Texas

trol R_equirpments), §115.272 of this title (relating to In-
spéction Requirements), §115:273 of this title (relating
1o Recordmg Requirements), and §115. 275(b) of this ti-

tle (relatmg to Counties and Compliange Schedu]e) within

six months after start-up and be in compliance as soon
as practicable but no Iater than one year after start-up
or Decembeér 31, 1987 ‘whichever is carlier, All synthetlc
organic chemical, polymer, and resin manufacturing pro-

Alr Control Board of ahy nonoperating process units
‘when they are shut down and dates of any start-ups as
they occur.

(e) Processes at thé same location but unrelated to
the productionof synthetlc organic chemicals, polymers,

" and resins are exempt from the requirements of this

undesignated head (relating to Fu_gitive Emissibn Con-
trol in Synthetic Organic Chemical, Polymer, and Resin

. Manufacturing Processes in Harris County).

§115.275. Counties and Compliance Schedulé. .
(a) The provisions of §115.271 of this title (relating

" to Control Requirements), §115.272 of this title (velating

to Inspection Requirements), and §115.273 of this title
(relating to Recording Requirements) shall apply only
within Harris County. All affected persons shall submit
a-final control plan to the Texas Air Control Board no

later than December 31, 1984, and shall be in compliance .

* with these provisions as soon as practicable but no later
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" than December 31, 1987, w:th the exceptmns noted in
~ subsection (b) of this section.

- (b) The owner or operator of an affected synthet:c
organic chemical, po]ymer, or resin manufacturmg pro-
cess shall: )

(1) Submit to the executive director a monitoring
program plan as soon as practicable but no later than the
date specified in subsection (a) of this section for sub-
mitting a final control plan. This plan shall contain, at
a minimum, a list of the process units and the quarter
in which they will be monitored, a copy of the log book
format, and the make and model of the monitoring equip-
ment to be used.

(2) Complete the first weekly, quarterly, and an-
nual monitoring as soon as practicable but no later than
December 31, 1987. .

This agancv hereby certifies that the rule as adopted

has been reviewed by legal counsel and found to be
a valld exercise of the agency’s legal authority,

Issued in Austin, Texas, on December g9, 1982,

TRD-829302 Blll Stewart, P.E.
Executive Director
Texas Air Control Board

Effective date; December 30, 1982
Proposal publication date: June 11, 1982 ~ .
. For further information, please call (512) 475- 571 1, ‘
ext. 354. ) .

Alternate Means of Control
31 TAC §1185, 401

The Texas Alr Control Board adopts an- amendment
to §115.401, concerning procedure, without changes

. to the proposed text published in the June 11, 1282,

issue of the Texas Register (7 TexReg-2243). The

- amendment changes a reference to conform to the

new numbers that result from the adoption of new and
amended rules published elsewhere.

No comments were recewed regardlng the proposed
mendment

This amendment is adopted under Texas Civil
Statites, Article 4477-5, §3.08{a), which provides
the Texas Air Control Board with the authority to make
rules and regulat:ons consistent with the general in-
tent and purposes of the Texas Clean Air Act and to
amend any rule or regulation the Texas Air Control
Board' makes. .

Thls agency hereby certifies that the rule as adopted
has been reviewed by legal counsel. and found to be
a valid exercise of the agency’s legal authority.

tssued in Austin, Texas, on .De‘cembar: 9, 1982.

TRD-829304 Bill Stewart, P.E. .
- Executive Director
Texas Air Control Board

Effective date: Dacember 30, 1982
Proposal publication date: June 11, 1982
_ For further |nformat|0n, please call (512) 481 571 1,
ext. 354, )






