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Fugitive Emission Control in Petroleum 
Refineries in Brazoria, Dallas, El Paso, 
Galveston, Gregg, Harris, Jefferson, 
Nueces, Orange, Tarrant, and Victoria 
Counties 

31, TAC § § 11 5.251-115.255 

The Texas Air Control Board adopts amendments to 
§ § 115.251-11 5.253, and 115.255, without changes 
to the proposed text published in the June 11, 1982, 
issue of the Texas Register (7 TexReg 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 § 115.251 ,.concerning control re­
quirements, ·clarifies the definhion of a~le.ak. 

Amendments to § 1-15.252, concerning ihsPection re- · 
quirements, clarify the definition of a leak and exempt 
components in continuous vacuum service from cer­
tain monitoring requirementS. 

The amendment to§ 115~253, concerning recording 
requirements, clarifies the definition of a leak. 

Amendments to § 115.254, concerning exemptions, 
exempt components that con.taCt process fluids con­
t~ining less than 10% volatile organic compounds 
(VOCI by volume; components which contact process 
liquids containing VOC haVing a true vapor pressure 
of le.ss than 0. 14 7 psia at 68 ~ F; and petroleum re­
fineries or individual prOcess units in a temporary 
nonoperating status from certain requirements of this 
subchapter. 

Amendments to § 115.255, concerning_counties and 
compliance schedule, clarify the original intent to have 
December 31 , 1982, as the final compliance date of 
the requirements of § § 115.251, 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~ 
ments 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 handled in the 
process equipinent. Four comments addressed or re~ 
quested clarification of specific issues concerning the 
proposed amendments. 

One commentor suggested that, in § 115.254(b), 10% 
VOC by weight be changed to 1 0% VOC by volume 
to bEt consistent with the basis for measurement 
methods and control requirements used elsewhere. In 
addition·, wording changes were suggested to 
§ 115.254(c) and (d) to clarify intent a"d, 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§ 11.5.251, 
The EPA also suggested that, in § 115.254(d), 

nonoperational. units should not have an extension 
from compliance unless all lines are purged of VOC's 
and -that any extensions of complianCe must not in­
terfere with or 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 equ~l 
to 0.147 psia when a light liquid has TVP greater than 
0.04 psia and the basis for defining a l~a~ as greater 
than 10,000 ppm of VOC. The EPA also suggested 
adding a· definition for "'in vacuum s.ervice" to the 
general rules to clarify the meaning of the te.rm in 
§ 115.252(g). 

Another commentor felt.that a leak should be defined . 
as 10,000 ppmv or more ofVOC instead of more than 
1 o,ooO ppmV. In addition, this commentor questioned 
how much more cost effective the proposed changes 
would be, He suggested that additional wording be 
added .to § 115.251 (al(2) to specify what interim 
.measures are to be taken to r~duce leakage when·pro­
c~;~sses cannot be shut dowr. He also_ suggested 
changing § 115.2531al, (b), .and (c) to require that 
copies Of the rnonitoring ·log be kept for five years in­
stead of two and that a copy be sent to the TACB. 

The Administrative P'rocedure and Texas fJegister Act, 
Texas Civil Statutes, Article. 6262-13a, §5(cl(1), re­
quires categorization of comments as being "for" or 
"ag~;~inst" a proposal. A commentor who suggested 
any changes in the proposal is categorized as 
"ag"lnst" the proposal while a .commentor who 
agreed with the proposal in its entirety is categorized 
as -"for." 

Copies of the written comments _and the transcr!pt of 
the l;learlt:~g are available for _inspection at the Texas 
Air Control Board, 6330 Highway 290 East, Austin, 
Texas 78723. 

Shell 011 Company and the Houston Chamber of Com­
merce commented in favor of the amendments. Texas 
Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association Refinery Sub­
committee .and U.S. Environmental Protection 
AgenCy, _Region VI; cOmmented_against the amend­
ments. 

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 requirem~nts when the 
IQw 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 a light liquid is defined as fluid having 
a true vapor pressure (TVP) greater than 0.04 psia at 
68°F (0,3kPa at20°C), while§ 115.254(c) exempts 
components that contact a process liquid containing 
VOC having a TVP less than or equal to 0,14 7 psia 
at 68°F (1.013kPa at 20°C) from monitoring re­
quirements (other than visual). Another commentor 
felt that a leak should be 1 0,000 ppmv or more of 
VOC instead of more thari 10,000 ppmv. l'le also 
wanted to know how much more ,cost effective these 
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changes would be. The exemption for- components 
co-ntacting a. process liquid contain·ing VOC having a 
TVP less than or equal to 0.147 psia at 68°F is not 
based on the definition of a light liquid. ltis based on 
the action. level of 10,000 ppmv fqr monitoring and 
control recommended by the EPA hi Its control techni~ 
ques guideline. Cohtrol of VOC emissions is notre~ 
quired unless a readihg of more than 10,000 ppmv 

, is obtained; Thus, the-0.14 7 psi a vapor 'pressure ex­
emption was included to exempt from monitoring any 
line, v81ve, ·or other comppnent carrying 'fluids· that 
would be exe·mpt froiii repair requirerhel'lts by the 
EPA's action level. A component contacting fluids 
having a true vapor pressure of 0.1.4-7 psia or les_s- at 
68"F could not give a reading of greater )han, 1 Q,OOO 
pprnv ,an~; therefore, would not be required to- be 
repaired. 

The EPA, in its control techniques guideline, notes that 
i"epairrng components with leak rates small enoUgh to 
read less than 10,000 ppmv has not been shewn to 
be cost 6ffectlve since· attempts to-repair·su~h-small 
leaks may tend to increase rather than deoiease emis­
sions. Under the proposed o, 147 psla monitoring ex­
e.m.ptlon, petroleum i"efineries -wOuld be· spared the. 
burden of. monitoring about 10-50% of their com­
ponents (depending on t.he nature of the operation I 
~ithout affecting emissions, since no r~pai.rs would 
have been r6quired under existing' requirenw.nts: 
Despite t~e reque:~t of one commentor that .a lea~ be 
defined as 1 Q,QOO ppmv or more of VOC, the defini­
tion of leak as mor.e than 1o,ooo ppmv of VOC is 
needed for consistency and completeness. 

Three other exemptions were proposed for com­
ponents in continUou~ -vacuum servi'ce, compon~nts 
th-at contact process flu_ids containing 16ss than fO% 
VOC by weight, and petroleum refineries or individual 
process units in a temporary-nonoperating status. If 
a leak developed,- components in ·continuous vacuUm 
service would not leak·VOC, but rather. have air'J~ak 
in. Although the EPA felt a definition for "in con­
tinuous vacuum service" should be Included In the 
definitions section of the gener~l rules(§ 101.1 ), terms 
are listed Only if the meaning is- nOt a common one. 
"In continuous vacuurn s_ervice" Is a commonlY under~ 
stood expression used to denote a condition tha~ ex­
ists in a. system when the preSS~re withih the syStem 
is constantly reduced' below atmospheric pressure. 
Petroleum. refineries or individual process units in a 
temporary nOnoperating status would not normally 
have components that would emit VOC. Safety con'­
siderations and routine procedure 9overn line purging 
procedures in S!JCh cases. Thus, the. EPA's cOnc·ern 
that such units could potentially leak VOCs if unpurged 
is not of Concern in practice. FOr components that con­
tactprocess fluids containing less than 1 0% voi; by 
weight, a leak would almost have to 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 concurred in this revisiori ·primarily to exempt 
process gas- Jines that usually contain _only small 
amounts of VOC. Any failure large enough to produce 
a "leak" of VOC would alreadyhave a high prioritY 
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for repair' ·for· reasons Of safety and economy ·at opera~ 
ti.on. Thus for these thre.e additional c~:tses, under. nor~ 
mal operating conditions, there would be either no 
18akage of VOC, no emissio~s of VOC, or no emis~ 
sions of VOC iarge·enoUgh to require repairs. Under· 
such. circumstances, it does nat appear reasonable to 
require monitoring and record keeping when repairs 
would not be required or would be completed promptly 
by a compan{'tof: reasons of safety or cost. 

Several ~dditio~1a1 specific comments w'ere mac;le. The 
TexaS -Mid-Continent Oil -and Gas Association 
ITMOGA) Refinery Subcommittee requested that In 
§ 115.254(b) the exemption be based on 10% VOC 
by volume instead of 1 0% VOC by weight because 
commonly used measurement techniques are read as 
per pent by volume; such measurements are easier for 
8· -Wide variety of s8mples, and using perC_ent 9f 
voluf11e-.would be moi-e cOnsistent with the ws8ge of 
ppmv elsewhere. Depending upon the nature of the 
materials within a ·given prOcess line, such a change 
could-vary .from a tightening to a relaxation of the pr_o­
posed provision. However, any effect should prove· 
small a_nd, _on -average, the overall effect shOuld be 
quite siinilar. 

The EPA suggested that§ 115.251 should allow the 
use of either- hexane_ or methane t<) calibrate leak 
dejection equipment. The EPA noted that the Fefinery 
reQvfation required hexane while;:! the synthetic organic 
Chemical, polymer, 'and resin manufactu.ring plant 
'regulation reqLJired me-than~. In addition, certain·pro­
vh5ions of RegUiatio~ V affecting g_asoline terinina_IS 
and certain gaSolitl.e bulk plants m;lke calibratiOn u_sing 
propane convenient. The TACB will allow calibration 
of such leak detection equipment using hexane, meth~ 
ane, or propane. However, the meter readoUt shall be 
as hexane. .- H"-

TMOGA recommended certain wording changes. In 
§ 115.254(c),.they reco[llmend that "paragraph (1) 
and (21 ol §115.252(a)" be replaced with"§ 115.251 
and § 115.252" to be consistent with other wording 
elsewhere and to ellminate:the need to install double 
val\i'es, etc., on certain lines containing VOC with a 
TVP less than 0.147 psia. In § 115.254(dl. they rec­
ommend that "affected· petroleum refineries" be 
replaced with."petroleurn refinerieS affected. by this 
Paragraph'' to clarify Intent. Both suggeslions have 
mer-it and do not appear to be substantive changes, 
so they ·have been incorporated into the adopted rules. 

The EPA noted that, under § 115.254(d), any exten­
sion of the compliance .date_ must not interfere with 
or delay attainment by December 31, 1987 .. No such 
interference or exten$ion was intended. The lahgliage. 
of § 115.2511d) has been changed to meet this ob­
jection by·rl3quiring compliance as f?OOn _as practicable. 

Another commentor.felt that § 115.251(a)(2) should 
speci_fy What interim rneasures are to be taken to 
reduce leakage. when a proc.ess 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 
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problems than it would solve. Moreover, this Substan­
tive- reviSion Was not proposed,- so it would require 
new rulemal<ing betore it could be adopted. A final 
comment concerning § 115.253(a). (b). and (c) sug­
gested that copies of the monitoring log should be kept 
lor liye years and a copy sent to the T ACB. It is unclear 
that these additional requirements would lead. to any 
additional erpissioo reductions. Again-, sin_C:e &uch 'a 
change would b~ a substantive revision, and- it w~s 
not proposed,.it would require new rulemaking Pe_fore 
it could be actopted. 

Tht:! amendment~ ar.e adopted .under Te~as Civil 
Statutes, Article 4477-6, §3,09(a), which provides 
the Texas Air Control Board with the authority to'(Tlake 
rules and ~egulations cOnsistent with the general in~ 
tent and purposes ofthe Texas Clean Air Act and to 
amend any rule or regulation the Te?<as Air_ Control 
Board make.s. 

§115.254. Exemptions. 
(a) Valves with a nominal size of two inches (5 

em) or less are exempt from the requirements- of§ 115.251 
of this title (relating to Conirol Requirements), § 1]5,252 
of this title (relating tO Inspection ReqUirements),· and 
§115.253 of this title (relating to Recording Require' 
ments.), provided alloy.rable emissions at .any refinery.Jrom · 
Sources affected by these .sections after controls are ap­
plied with exemptions wHI not exceed by more than s·.ot9o 
·such a1lowable emissions.with ·no eXemptioris. Any per­
~on claiming an eXemption for va1ves two inches (5.0 i;:m) 
iiominal size or.smaller under this section shall at the time 
he provides his _control plan also provide the followin~ 
information. 

(1)-(3) (No change.) 
(b) CoJOpOnents which contact a process fluid that 

contains less than lO"'o VOC by weight are exempt from 
th~ requirements of§ 115.251 of this title (r;:lating to Co!l­
trol Requirements), § 115.252 of this title (relating to In­
spection Requirements), and§ 115.253 of this title (relating 
tq Recording RequirementS). 

(c) Components which.contact a process liquid con.­
. taining Voc having a true vapor preSsure e'qual to or less 
than o: l47 psia (1.013 kPa) at 68'F (20'C) are exempt 
(rom the requirements of §115.251 of this title (relati)tg 
1o Control Requirements), § JlS.252 of this title (relating 
to Inspection Requirements), and §115,253 of this title 
(reiating t_o Recording Requirements); if the components 
are inspected visually_ accordfng to the inspection 
schedules specified wi-ihin these same sections. 

. (d) . Petroleunl ~efineries or indiyidhal proc~ss units 
that are in a temporary Uonopf:rating status after the. 
specified compliance dates in subsections (b) and (c) of 
§ Jl5.255 of this 'title (relating to Counties and Compliance 
Schedule) shall submit a plan for compliance with the pro­
visions of §115.251 of this title (relating tq 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 moilth before 
the pr~cess unit is scheduled 'for start-up and be in com­
pliance'· aS soon as Practicable but no later than. three 

months anef statt~up. ·All petroleum refineries affected 
by this subsection shall notify the Texas Air Control 
Board of any.nonoperating refineries or individ1ml pro~ 
cess units when they are shut down and dates of any start~ · 
ups as they occur. 

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

lssue"d in Austin, Texas; OJl December 9, 1982. 

TRD-a29301 Bill Stewart, P.E. 
ExecUtive Director 
Texas Air Control Boai"d 

Eff!,'lctive date: December 30, ·1982 
Proposal publiCation -date: June 11 ,_ 19~2 
For hnther information, please call (512) 451-5711,~ 

ext. 354. 

Fugitive Emission Cdntrol in Synthetic 
Organic Chemical, Polymer, and Resin 
Manufacturing Processes in Harris 
County · 

31 TAC §115.271-115:275 

T~e Texes Air Control Board adopts new 
'§ § 115.271-115.271i .• with·chang,es to the proposed 
text published jn the June 11, 1.982, issue of the 
Tex11s Fjegister (7 TexReg 2241 ). 

TheSe-new rliles pi"escribe- monitoring, m·aintenance, 
and record keeping requirements to reduce the-fugitive 
8mission of volatile organic coitlpo'Unds (VOC) into ~he 
atmdsphere from certain proCeSses in Harris County. 
Tliese new rules· are Similar in many respects to 
§ § 115,251-1 'I 5.255, concerning fugitive emission 
control in petf6hmm· refiner·ies, except for the follow~ 
in9. There is no exemption fOr storage tank-valves; 
operators of plants have the option to install certain 
emission contro.l devices in lieu of monitoring. The 
monitoring schedule lor certain va.lves may be revised 
after t~o ·qu ~rteriY inspectionS, and· the compliance 
schedule is revised to set the final compliance date 
and the control plan submittal date as December 31, 
1987, and December 31, 1984, respectively. 

These new rul~s are part of a series of revisions to 
this chapter to provide In Harris County the additional 
VOC emissions reductions needed to satisfy U.S, En- · 

· vironmenta! Protection Agency requirements for-1-982 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions. These new 
rules are based on technical information cOntained in 
the Radian Corporation report, "Assessment of the 
Feasibility and Costs of Controlling VOC Emissions 
from Stat'i.onary .SOurc(;'!s in Harri~ County, 'Texas,'' 
submitted to the Texas Air Control Board September 
11, 1981. 

Six written and·thre~ oral comments. vvere received 
concerning new§§ 115.271-115.'_2.75. Six comments 
requested that process drains be deleted from the pro-
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posed provisions. Reasons given were that the rule 
sh01-1ld be consistent ·with the EPA's proposed new 
source p'erformance standard and proposed· control 
technique guideline, that technical reports indicat~ 
0.0% efficienCy of control of emission from this typ8 
of source, that 'emission reduction from such sources 
were not inclUded in the 19S2 SIP revisions. and that 
such a proviSion Would nOt be ·cost effective. Three 
Comments addressed or requeSted clarification of 
specific issues conCerning the proposed 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 proposal 
should be changed to specify that only those pro­
cesses involved in the production-of synthetic organic 
chemi_cals, polymers~ and resins are subject to fugitive 
emission controls. 

Region VI Of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agen- ·· 
cy IEPA) commented on a number of points. lhe EPA 
suggested that hexane or methane should be allowed 
as the calibration gas in § 115.271. The EPA also sug­
gested that, in § 11S.274(d), nonoperational units 
should not have an exemption from compliance unless 
all line& are purged of VOCs and that any extensiOns 
of compliance m1,.1st not interfere With or delay attain-·· 

, ment by December 31, 1987. In addition, EPA ques-
tioned the basis for exempting components contact­
ing process liquids with 'a true vapor pressure ITVP) 
less than or equal to 0.14 7 psia and the basis for defin· 
ing a leak as greater than 1 0,000 ppm of VOC. The 
EPA also.sugested'that, in§ 115.272(bi13), liquid ser­
vice pumps with dual seals should have a barrier fluid , 
system that uses heavy liquid or non-VOC barrier 
fluids. Furthermore, although the EPA noted that 
§ 115.2721all1 I requires yearly monitoring of certain 
requirements, it recommended quarterly monitoring. 
Finally, the EPA said that, as provided in§ 11,5.275, 
the schedule for compliance appears to be un­
necessarily long and asked the state to document the 
basis for the e,xtended, schedule. 

Another com mentor felt that a leak should be defined 
as 10,000 ppmv or more of VOC Instead of more than 
10,000 ppmv. In addition, this commentor questioned 
how cost effective the propost;td provision$ would be. 
He suggested that additional wording be added in 
§ 115.2711all21 to specify what interim measures are 
to be taken to reduce leakage when processes can­
not be shut down. He also suggested that § 115.273 
Ia), (b), and (c) should require that copies of the 
monitoring log 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)l1 ), re­
·quires ~ategorization of comments as being "for" or 
!'against" a proposal. A commentor who sugested 
any changes . in the proposal is categorized as 
11 agalnst" th~ proposal, while a commentor who 
agreed with the proposal in its entirety is categorized 
as "for.'( 
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Copies of the written comment and the transc~ipt of 
the hearing are available for inspection at the T8xas 
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; JackS. Divita of the U.S. En­
vironmental Protection Agency, Region VI; James L. 
Wamsley Ill of Jones, Day, Reavis, & Pogue for the 
Lubrizol Corporation; and C. H. Rivers of the HouSton 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Two Comments each from the T exa.s 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 f~lt to be inconsistent 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 drai~s, Appendix A (46 FedReg 1160, January 
5, 1982), which contains reference method 21, does 
cover sampling procedures for VOC fugitive e:nissions 
for process drains. Specific ma"ntion of process ·drains 
in the EPA's draft control technique guidelines for ex­
isting .SOCMI plants is seen less clearly. 

Regardless of whether or 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 gene·ral agreement on 
what is meant by the term "p.rocess drain" as us~d 
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 reasonable cost from trying to control emissions 
from such sources. R_adian Corporation ih a report en­
titled "Assessment of the Feasibility and Cost of Con­
trolling VOC Emissions from Stationary Sources in 
Harris County, Texas'' and submitted to the Texas Air 
Control Board IT ACB) September 11, 1981 , did not 
consider any emissions reductions for this measure, 
rior did the TACB include any reductions In its pro­
posed 1982 SIP revisions for ozone control in Harris 
County. Thus, although clarification fl;nd r4ifsolution Of 
the various p{oblems concerning inclusion of process 
drains will take time, keeping or deleting process 
drains will have no effect on the demonstration of at­
tainment of the ozone standard to be submitted· to 
EPA. Requirements for procesS drains a·re 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 synthetJc organic 
ch'emicals, poly'mers, and resins are subject to fugitive 
ell')ission control. While it was the intent of the TACB 
to have fugitive emission control limited 0nly to those 
processes involved in the production of certain 
specified chemicals, polymers, and resins, review by 
legal counsel does confirm that addition.al languag,e 
to clarify the original intent woijld be desirable. 

a.,. .'\\. 



---- ------ --- - ----------,---~ 

..._ ____________ _. ____ ..._ __________________________ ~ _______ Adopted 

Rules 
Counsel suQgested substituting the term 11pt'ocesS". 
for "plant" wherever referen-ce is made to synthetic 
organic chemica!', polYmer, and resin manufacturing 
plants to make it clear that the requirements apply only 
to specific processes·. These chai-lges· and the cor-­
responding changes to the proposed definitions have 
been made In these rules and the corresponding defini­
tions in' the General Rules (Chapter 101}. Also an ex­
plicit exemption has been added I§ 115.274(e)} for 
proCesse·s that are at the same location as processes 
covered by these rules but are not re18ted to the pfo .. 
duction of synthetic. organic _chemicalS, poly~ers, and 
resins. 

Two conimentors questioned the basis for provisions 
t9 elimina.te monitqring arid record keePing rE;~quire­
ment_S _for components in c;ertain type~ of ser:vic6. The 
EPA noted that a light liquid i.s defined as a fluid hav" 
ing a true vapor pressure lTV PI greater than Q.04 psla 
at6B0 f (O;:lkPa at 20°G} while.§ 115.474(c) exempts 
components whJch conta.cf a p~o~ess liquid c.ontain­
.ing VOC havilig TVP less than or equal tb 0.14 7 psia 
at 6B°F (1.013kPa at 20°C) from monitoring require~ 
ments (other than visual). Another com mentor felt that 
a.leak should be 10,000 ppmv or more of VOCinstead 

· of more than 1 0,000 ppmv. He also wanted to know 
how cost effective these provisions would be. The ex­
emp~iOI'l fOr components Contactihg a· process liquid 
containing VOC having a TVP less than or equal to 
0.147 psia at 68° is not based on the definition of 
a light liquid.' It Is based on· the action level of'1 0,000 
ppmv for monitoring and control recommended by the 
EPA in its proposed cOntrol teotmique guideline and 

. proposed new .'source perforrr)ance stand':l~d .. 

Coritrol of VOC emissions is not required unless a 
reading of more than 10,000 ppmv is recorded. If no 
readihg is· recorded, ·emissions are assumed to··be 
greater than 10,000 ppmv. The 0.147 psia vapor 
pressure exemptiOn was included- to ·exempt ·from 
monitol-ing any line, valv·e, of other component car­
rying fluids that the EPA's action level would exempt 
frorn rep8ir reqUirements. A comPonent Oonta·ctin·g 
fluids having TVP of 0.147 psi~ or l~ss at 68•F could 
not, giVe a readihg of greatef than 1 0, 000 ppmv and 
would, therefore, not be required to be repaired. 

The EPA, in its control technique guideline, notes that 
repairing components with l~ak ra)es small enough to 
read tess than 10,000 ppmv has not t)een shown to 
be effective since attempts to repair such small leaks 
may tend 'to increase -rather thai"J decreas.~ emiSsions. 
In this. case, plants. would be spared the burden of 
monitoring about 10% to. 50'% of their components, 
depending on the nature of the operation, withotit af­
fecting emissions since no repairs would have been 
r~quired under existing requirements. The Qefinltion 
of leak as more than 1 0,000 ppmv of vi:Jc is needed 
for consistency and com~letE!nesS. · 

Three other exemptions were proposed for com­
ponents in continuous vacuum service, components 
that contact pn)cess fluids containing less than 1 0% 
VOC by weight, and plants or Individual process units 
in a.· ~emporary nonoperating statu_s. Compon.ents in 

continuous vacuum Service would no·t leak VOC but 
rather have air leak if a leak developed. PJants or in­
divjdual process units in. a temporary nmiop~rating 
s~atus would not normally have components that 
would emit VOC. Safety cons!derations· ahd routine 
procedure normally govern line-purging procedures-in 
such cas0s. The EPA's concern that suCh units could 
pot~ntiallyleak VOCs if unpurged is not of concern 
in practice. For components that _Contact process 
fluids containing less than 1 0% VOC by weight a leak 
would almost have to be the result of a catastrophic 
failure to produce more than a ·1 0,000 ppmv VOC leak 
{which is 1.0% VOC by volume). 

The EPA has concurred in this revision primarily to ex­
empt process gas lines wh.ich usually contain onlY 
small amounts of VOC. Any failure large enough to 
produce a "leak" ofVOC would be Jepaired for 
rea.sons of safety qr.general operating practice. Under 
normal operating cOnditions, the _c;o,rnponen1E;- are ~ot 
likely to produce a VOC "leak" and would not nor" 
mally require [P,pair .. For these th~ee aqditional cases, 
under normal operating conditions tt)ere wouJd be 
either no leakage of VOC or no emissions of VOC large 
enough to require repairs. Under these Circumstances, 
it does not appear reasonable to requlre:·moOitoring 
and record keeping when repairs would not be required 
or would· be completed promptly by a company for 
reasons -of. _safety or cOst. 

'. 
The EPA noted that although § 115.272(a)(1} requires 
yearl-y monitor{ng Of' certain requireme-nts~ 'tht;t EPA 
reconimends- quarterly monitorin-g·. Another com·men­
tor also questioned how. cost effective the proposed 
provisions would be, According to the previously cited 
Radian· Corporation report, quarterly monitorin9 aS 
recommended by the EPA rnight prod~ce an a<lditlonal 
600 tons per year ofVOCemisslons reductions. The 
total additional cosho affected industries fa;. these 
additional reductions. was estimated tb be about $1 
to 2 ·million per year in February 198 1 dollars. The 
alternative monitoring schedule chose'n by the .TACB 
achieves estirnated reductions of 14,900 tons Per ye_ar 
ranging from a credit of about 0,37 million to a'cost 
of $4.5 million dollars pe·r year .In February 1981 
dollars., · . ' 

The Texas Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association 
(TMQGAI Refinery Subcommittee in its testimony 
concerni11U fugitive emission contr.o_l in petroleum 
refineries requestec;J that in § 115.254(b) the exemp­
tion .be based on 1 0% VQC,byvolume instead of 10% 
VOC by weight because commonly used "lea~ure­
ment techniques are_ read as percent by volume; such 
measurements are easier for a wide. varfety of 
samples, and percent by volume would be more con­
sistent with the usage of ppmv elsewhere. The pro­
posal appears to have merit also 1or fugitlve,emlssion 
control in synthetic organic chemica), polymer, and 
resin manufacturing pl.ants and has' been incorporated 
into the adopted rules .. Depending upon the nature of 
the materials within a given process line, the effect 
of this change could vary from a tightening to a relax- · 
ation of the proposed provisions. However,-any effeCt 
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should prove small and, on average, the overall effect 
should be quite similar. 

TMOGA also recommended that in § 115.254(d) "af­
tected petroleum refineries'' be replaced with ''petro~ 
leum refineries affected by this p_aragraph" to clarify 
intent. This change does clarify the inte-nt and is ~p­
plicable to§ 115.274ld), where the phrase "affected 
... plants" is replac·ed with "synthetic ... plants afh 
fected by this subsection." 

The EPA suggested that§ 115.271 should allow the 
use of either hexane or methane to calibrate leBk 
detection equipment. The EPA noted that the propos­
ed refinery .regulation required hexane while the pro­
posed synthetic organic chemical, polYmer, and resin 
manufl;!cturing plan regulation required methane. In 
addition, certain provisions in Regulation V iChBpter 
115) concerning gasoline -terminals and certain 
gasoline bulk plants make calibration using propane 
convenient. The- adopted regulj::itionS allow calibration 
of such leak detection equipment using hexane, 
methane, or propane. However, the meter readout is 
required to be- as hexane. 

The EPA noted that, under § 115,274(d), any exten­
sion _of the cohlpliance date must not delay attainment 
or interfere with attainment by December 31, 1987. 
Such delay or interference was n_ot intended and 
should not occur. To clarify intent, wording has been 
added to§ 115.274(d) specifying that in no event shall 
a 1synthetic 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 COr)trol plan submittal and final com­
pliance (December 31, 1984, and Oecember 31, 
1987, respectively) seem unnecessarily 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 
standai-ds are issued, which is not certain to happeil, 
they will differ significantly from the proposed stan· 
dards or may very well 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 industry to meet requirements based 
on the EPA's proposed standards. 

Another commentor felt that§ 115.251 (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 t.han one is 
solving. The commento'r said the same comemnts 
should also be applicable to § § 115.271-115.275. · 
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The same commentor suggested that in·§ 115.273(a), 
(b), and (c), copies of the monitoring log should be 
kept for five years and a copy sent to the TACB. The 
need for such a change fs debatable. The requiremtii!nt 
that the monitoring lpg -should be kept by the 
,owner/oper.ator was designed to have records against 
which TACB personnel could check their inventory 
listings and with which compliance spot checks would 
be aided. A period of longer than two years would not 
be ju~tified 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 suffici6nt for the 
regulatory uses that are anticipated for these recOrds. 

These .rules are adopted under Texas Civil Statutes, 
Article 4477-5, §3;091a), which provides the Texas 
Air Control- Board with the authority to make rules con­
sistt;!nt with the general intent of the ·rexas Clean Air 
Act. · 

§ll5.27/. Control Requirements. No person shall 
operate a synthetic organic chemical, polymer, or resin 
manufacturing prQcess, as defined in § 101. ~ of thiS ~itle 
(relating to Definitions), without complying with the 
following requirements: 

(I) No component shall b(:' allowed 'to 'teak, as 
defined in §lOLl of this title (relating to Definitions), 

. volatile organic compounds (VOC) with a VOC concen" 
tration -exceeding 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 volume (ppmv) hexane. 

(2) Every ·reasonable effort shall be. made to 
repair a leaking component, as specified in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection, within l5 days after the le,fl..k is found. 
If the repair of a component- would require a unit sltut­
down which would create more emissions than tire repair 
would eliminate., the repair may be delayed until the next 
scheduled shutdown. 

(3) ·All · ieaking cbmponefits, as defined in 
paragraph (1)' of this subsection, which-cannot be repaired 

· until the unit is .shut down for turnaround, Shall be iden­
tified fof such repair by' tagging. The executive director 
at his discretion may require early unit turnaround or 
other appropriate acti~n b3sed-on the ·number and severit.'y 
of. tagged leaks awaiting turna·round. 

(4) Except for safety pressure r'elief v.alv'el), no 
vaJves shall be installed or operated at the end of a pipe 
or-tine 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 .. 
ly while a sample is being taken, or during JUaintenance 
operations. 

' (5) Pipeline valves and pressure relief valves in 
gaseous volatile organic compound service shall be 
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.marked in some manner that will be readily obvious to 
monitoring personnel. 

§115.272. Inspection Requirements. 
(a) The owner or operator of a synthetic organic 

chemical, polymer, or resin manufacturing proce-ss shall 
conduct a monitoring prograrri consistent with the follow­
ing provisions. 

(1) Measure yearly (with a hydrocarbon gas 
analyzer) the emissions from all: 

(A) pump seals; 
(B) pipeline valves in liquid service. 

(2) Measure quarterly (with a hydrocarbon gas 
analyzer) the emissions from all: 

(A) c_ompressor seals; 
(B) pipeline valves in gaseous service; and 
(C) pressure relief valves- in gase~ms service. 

(3) Visually inspect, weekly, all pump seals. 
(4) Measure (with a hydrocarbon gas analyzer) 

the emissions from ally pump seal from which liquids hav­
ing a true vap·or pressure greater than 0.147 psia (1.013 
kPa)·at 68°F (2o•q 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 hyct'rocarbon gas analyzer) 
immediately after repair, the emissions from any com­
ponent that was found leaking. 

(b) The following items are exempt from the 
monitoring requirements 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 servic~ that are equippe<l with 
dual -pump seals, barrier. fluid system, seal degassing 
vents, and vent control systems kept in good· working 
order; and 

(4) compressors that are equipped with 'degassing 
·vents and vent control syst~ms kept in 'good working 
order. 

(c) The owner or operatOr of a synthetic organic 
chemical, polymer, or 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 rea4ily visible tag, bearing an iden­
tification number and the \late the leak was located. This 
tag shall remain in place until the leaking component is 
repaired. 

(d) The monitoring schedule of subsection (a)(l)-(3) 
of this section may· be modified as follows: 

(l) After at least two complete annual checks, 
the operato.r of a process may request in writing to the 
Texas Air Control Board that the monitoring schedule 
be revised. This r'equest shall include data that have been 
developed to justify any modification in the monitoring 
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 modifica­
tion in the monitoring schedule. 

(3) If the executive director of the Texas Air 
Control Board determine~ that there is -an excesSive 
number of leaks in any given process, he maY-' require an 
increase in. the freq'uency of monitoring for that process. 

(e) The executive director of the Texas Air Con­
trol Board may approve an alternative monitoring method 
if the process operator can demonstrate that the alter­
nate monitoring method is equivalent to the method re­
quired by this rule. Any request for an alternate monitor­
ing method must Qe made in writing to the executive 
director. 

§Il5.273. Recording Requirements. 
(a) The owner or operator of a synthetk·organic 

chemical, polymer. 'or resin manufacturing process shall · 
·maintain a leaking components monitoring log. for all 
leaks of more than 10,000 ppmv of VOC detected by the 
monitoring program required by §115.272 of this title 
(relating to Inspection Requirements). This log shall con­
tain, at a mini~um, the following data: 

(1) the name of the process unit where the com-
ponent is locate4; 

(2) the type of component (e.g., valve or seal); 
(3) the tag number of the component; 
(4) the date on which a leaking component is 

discovered; 
(5) the date on which a leaking component is 

repaired; 
(6) the date and instrument reading of the 

recheck procedure after a leaking component is repaired; 
(7) a record ofthe calibration of the monitor­

ing instrument; 
(8) those leaks that cannot berepaired until turn­

around; and 
(9) the total number of components checked and 

the. total· nu~ber of components found leaking. 
(b) Copies of the monitoril:•g log shall be retained 

by the owner or operator fOr a minimum of two·Years 
after the date on which the record was made or the report 
prepared. 

(c) Monitoring records shall be maintained for two 
years and be made available for review by authorized 
representRtiVes of the Texas Air Control' Board or local 
ai~· pollution control agencies. 

§115.274. Exemptions. 
(a) Valves with a nominal size of two inches (5.0 

em) 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 title (relating to Recording Requirements) 
provided -allowable emissions at ahy plant from sources 
affected by these sections after controls are applied viith 
exemptions will not exceed by more than 5.00Jo such 
allowable emissions with no exemptions.· Any person 
claiming an exemption for valves two inches (5.0 em) 
nominal size or sma1ler under this section shall at the time 
he provides his control pla~ also provide the following 
informatiop: 
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(1) Identification of valves or classes of valves 

· to be e~empted. 
(2) An estimate of ~ncontrolled emissions from 

exempted valves· and an estimate of emissions if controls'· 
were applied plus an explanation of how the estimates 
were derived. 

(3) An estimate of the total VOC emissions 
· within the process from sources affected by § 115.271 of 
this title (relating to Control Requirements), §115.272 of 
this title (relating to Inspection Requirements), and 
§ 11,5,273 . of this title (relating to Recording Re­
quirementS), after controls are applied and a,ssuming 'no 
exemptions fo( small v~lves, plus an explanation of how 
the eStimate was derived. . , . 

(b). Components which contact a process fluid that 
contains less than lOo/o VOC by volume are exempt from 
the requirements of §115.271 of this title (relating to Con­
trol Requirements), § 115.272 of this title (relating to In-

• spection Requirements), and§ 115.273 of this title (relating 
to Recording Requi.rements). 

(c) Components which contact a process liquid con­
taining. VOC having a true vapor pressure 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 
(~elating to Inspection Requirements), and §115.273 of 
this title (relating to. Recording Requirements), if the com­
ponents are inspected. visually according to the inspec­
tion schedules specified within these same sections. 

(d) Synthetic organic chemical, poly]ller; and resin 
manufacturing process unitS in a terriporary nonoperating 
status during the specified compliance dates in § 115.275 
(b) and (c)· of this. title (relating to Counties and Com­
plianceSchedule) shall submit a plan for compliance with 
the provisions of §1'15.271 ofthis title (relating to Con­
trol Requirements), § 115.272 of this title (relating to In­
spection Requirements), §115,273 of this title;(relating 
to Recording Requirements), and §115.275(b) of this ti­
tle (relating to Counties and ,Compliance Schedul~) within 
six months after stari-up and be in compliance as soo·n 
~,ts practicable. but rio biter than one year after start,... up 
or December 31, 1987, whichever is earlier. All synthetic 
organic Chemical, polymer, imd resin manufactudng pro­
cesses affected by this subsection shall notify the Texas 
Air Control Board of any nonoperating process units 
when they are shut down and dates of any start-ups as 
they OccUr. 

(e) Processes at the same location but unrelated to 
the production of synthetic organic chemicals, pplymers, 
and resins are exempt from ·the requirements of this 
undesignated head (relating to Fugitive Emission Con­
trol in Synthetic Organic Chemic;U, Polymer, and Resin 
ManUfacturing Processes in Harris County). 

§115.275. Counties qnd Compliance Schedule. , 
(a) The provisions of §115.271 of this title (relating 

to Contrql Requirements), § 115.272 of this title (relating 
to lnspection Requirements), and §115.273 of this title 
(relating to Recording Requirements) shall apply oniy 
within Harris County. All affected perso.ns shall submit 
a final control plan to the Texas Air Control Board no 
later than December 31, 1984, and shal! be in compliance 
with these provisions as so'on as practicable but f!O lat~r 
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tha:n December 31,)987, with the ex9eptions noted in 
subsection (b) of this section. 

(b) The owner or operator of an affected synthetic 
organic chemical, polymer, o.r resin manufacturing pro­
cess shall: 

· (1) SUbmit to the executive director a monitoring 
program plan as soon as :Pr-acticable 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 
Pecember 31, 1987. 

This 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. 

Issued in Austin, Texas, on December 9, 1982. 

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

Effective date: December 30, 1982 
Proposal publication dat~: June 1.1, 1982 
For further information, please call (512) 475-5711, 

ext. 354. 

Alternate Means of Gontrol 
31 TAC § 115.401 

The Texas Air Control Board adopts an·am~ndment 
to § 115.401, concerning procedure, without changes 
to the proposed text published in the June 11, 1982, 
issue of th~ Texas Register (7 TexReg 2243). The 
amendment chang'es a reference to conform to the 
new numbers that result from the adoption of new anQ 
amended rules pt,Jblished elsewhere. 

No comments w_ere received regarding the proposed 
amendment. 

This amendment Is adopted under Texas Civil 
Statutes, Article 4477-5, §3:09(a), which provides 
the Taxas Air Control Board with the authority to make 
rules and re9u18tions 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. 

This 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. 

Issued in _Austin, Texas, on ~ecember 9, 1982. 

TRD-829304 em-stewart, p £ ' 
Executive Director 
Texas Air Control Board 

Effective date: December 30, 1982 . 
Proposal publication date: June 11, 1982 
For further information-, please ,call (5.12) .4_51.-571-1 r: 

ext. 354. 




