
to.~mend .~ny rul.e. or regulation the TACB 
rttakes. · 

Thl~.agenoy hereby certifies that the rule 
1\S adopted has be.en reviewed by legal 
coun.sel and found to be a valid exercise 1A .of \he agencY's legal authority. 

9 ·Issued in Austin, Texas, on January 6, 1988. 

TAD·8600095 Allen Ell Bell 
Executive Director 
Te~as Afr Control Board 

Ejfectlve date: January 27, 1988 
Proposal publication date: October 6, 1987 
For further information, pl9ase call 

(512)451·5711, Ext. 354. 

Chapter 115. Volatile Organic 
· Compounds 
V ~nt Gas Control 
*31 TAC §§115.162-115.164 

The Tex11.s Air Control Board (TACB) 
adopts amendments to §§115.162·115.164. 
Section 115.164 Is adopted with changes 
to the. proposed text published In the 
August 7, 1967, Issue of the Texas 
Reg/sler(12 TexReg 2551). Section 115.162 
and §115.163 are adopted without changes 
and will not be republished. 

The amendments reduce. the exemption · 
limit In §115.163(b)(2) for Harris County to 
require 100ntrols on general vent gas 
streams from air ()xldation synthetic 
organic:. chem_ical· -'manufactUring pro­
cesses having a true partial pressure of 
volatile organic compounds (VOC) of 
more than 0.009 pounds psla. The amend· 
ments also red.uce these exemption limits 
to require .. controls on general vent gas 
streams from liquid phase polypropylene 
manufacturing processes, liquid phase 
slurry hlgh;denslty polyethylene manufao· 
turing processes, and continuous poly· 
styrene manufacturing processes having 
a true partial pressure of VOC of more 
th'ari 0.006 psi a. The existing limit of 0.44 
psi a remains in effect until the final com· 
pllance date of the amendment. The 
amendment ,to §115.164 requires persons 
aff.ected by the changes to §115.163(b)(2) 
to submit control plans to the TACB by no 
later than six months from the eflectfve 
date of these sections and to be in final 
compliance no later than two years from 
that effeolfve date. The amendments also 
replace a I references to the term "true 
vapor pressure" with the term "true par· 
tlal pressure;' as defined In concurrent 
revisions to the TACB general rules, to 
more accurately describe the generai.vent 
gas streams to be· affected .by these 
sections. 

These amendments satisfy United States 
.Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
requirements and state Implementation 
plan (SIP) commitments for the Imp Iemen· 
tatlon of reasonably available control 
technology (RACn as defined In the 

"!3uideline Series, Contrpl of Volatile 
Organic Compounds From Air Oxidation 
Processes in Synthetic Organic Chemical 
Manufacturing Industry," published In 

. December, 1984, and "Guideline Series, 
Control of Volatile Organic Compounds 
From Manufacture of High·Density Poly­
ethylene, Polypropylene, and Polystyrene 
Resins," published In November, 1983. 

The Administrative Procedure and Texas 
Register Act, Texas Civil Statutes, Article 
6252·13a, §5(c)(1), requires categorization 
of comments as being for or against a 
proposal. A commenter who suggested 
any changes In the proposal Is catego· 
rized as against the proposal; a com· 
manter who agreed with the proposal In 
Its entirety is classified as being for the 
proposal. 

Three commenters testified concerning 
adoption of the amendments. Those com· 
menters against the proposal were Oc· 
cldental Chemical Corporation, the 
American Lung Association, and EPA. No 
commenters were In favor of the proposal. 

A complete summary of comments and 
a discussion of Issues follows. Copies of 
the written testimony and the hearing 
tr<;~nscrlpt are available for Inspection at 
the TACB central. office, 6330 United 
States Highway 290 East, Austin, Texas 
78723. 

Three commenters representing the Oc· 
cldental Chemical Corporation, ihe Amer· 
ican Lung Association, and EPA raised 
Issues which require a clarification of the 
administration and developmer1't of varl· 
ous provisions of the proposed general 
vent gas regulation. While no resulting 
change.to the proposed text of the regula·. 
tl<:>n appears necessary, a brief explana· 
tlon of the Intent behind the proposal may 
be appropriate. 

Occidental Chemical Corporation In· 
dlcated that vent gastrom its air ox.ida· 
tlon process for prod~ctlon of ethylene 
dichlo.ride Is currently ·controlled by 
catalytic Incineration well below the cur· 
rent exemption levei of 0.44 pounds psi a. 
According to the testimony, this lnc.iner· 
ator will satisfy the proposed exemption 
limit of 0.009 psia under normal operating 
conditions. However, the company ex· 
pressed concern that addltlonallnclnera· 
lion capacity would be required to handle 
emissions during start·up, shutdown, and 
upset conditions. TACB general rules, 
§101.6, concerning notification require· 
ments for major upsets, and §101.7,con· 
earning notification requirements for 
maintenance, allow for legitimate clr· 
cumsta.nces when start-ups, shutdowns, 
planned maintenance, or upsets may 
cause situations where emission llmita· 
tlons are temporarily exceeded. Therefore, 
OCcidental's Concern is unnecessary. 

The American Lung Association ques· 
tloned the rationale used by the ,.ACB to 
establish the econ()mic reasonableness 
of the 100 pounds per day exemption limit 
and thecelling of $1,000 per ton.to deter· 
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mine cos.t-_effectiveness. Sources which 
emit less than 100 pounds of VOC per day 
have been exempted from all TACB vent 
gas requirements since controls were 
originally established. These sources are 
considered to be too small to effectively 
regulate and do not represent .a slgnJfl· 
cant portion of the stationary source 
emissions inventory. EPA publishes con· 
trol techniques guidelines (CTGs) for 
specific processes to define for industry 
and regutatory agencies controls con­
sidered to be RACT and to provide criteria 
for determining cost-effectiveness. The 
$1,000 per ton limitation used by the TACB 
In setting the concentration exemption at 
0.009 psla appears to satisfy that EPA 
criterion. However, additional control re· 
qulrements on Industrial sources may be 
necessary In response to additional SIP 
guidelines for areas which continue to ex· 
ceed the national pollutant standards 
after 1987. A re·evaluation of all VOC 
regulations, Including the vent gas con· 
trois, will be performed at that time. 

EPA requested an explanation of the pro· 
posed exemption .for vent gas streams 
with emissions greater than 100 pounds 
of VOC per ~ay, but less than a dally 
average of 250 pounds per hour and hav­
Ing a .specified true partial pressure. A 
misunderstanding has apparently arisen 
that the 250 pounds per hour emissions 
level represents an exemption limit. The 
TACB's Intent, however, is that exemptions 
for sources ):>etween the 100 pounds per 
day and the 250 pounds per hour. levels 
should be solely based on the concentra­
tion or partial pressure of VOC in the vent 
gas stream, not on the absolute level of 
emissions. The concentration which de· 
termines the exemption limit for air ox ida· 
!ion synthetic organic chemical manufac· 
turing processes and vario~s polyethyl· 
ene, polypropylene; and polystyrene resin 
manufacturing processes has been deter· 
mined by the cost·effectlveness of Inc in· 
eratlng these dilute gas streams; The 
primary Increase in the cost is associated 
with the additional fuel which must be In­
jected Into the combustion device In or\ler 
to achieve an efficiently combustible mix· 
ture. Sources which may emit more than 
250 pounds per hour are considered large 
enough to require incineration of all vent 
gases regardless of 9oncentration or 
cost. 

EPA's testimony noted that, in accordance 
with the CTG requirements, incinerators 
must be operated at greater than 1,600°F, 
rather than 1,300°F as proposed In the 
vent gas regulation. Alternatively, sources 
must provide emissions lest results which 
demonstrate that the incinerator will 
achieve greater than 98% reduction effl· 
ciency or no more than a 20 parts per 
million (ppm) VOC emission rate, which· 
ever is less stringent. General vent gas 
regulations previously adopted for other 
types of Industrial sources have required 
applicable streams to be burned proper· 
ly at greater than 1,300°F, ;:lnd emissions 
testing requirements have traditionally 
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been an integral part of the evaluation of 
individual source compliance plans re­
quired by §115.164. It was assumed this 
practice would continue to be acceptable 
to EPA in the administration of these pro­
posed regulations. However, the appli­
cable paragraphs of §115.164 may be 
revised to Include a specification that all 
compliance plans submitted to jhe TACB 
In accordance with these regulations 
must Include provisions for a8propriate 
emissions testing to provide the nec­
essary qocumentation of control efficien­
cies or final emissions rates within .EPA's 
prescribed limits. 

The amendments are adopted under 
Texas Civil Statutes, Article 4477-5, 
§3.09(a), which provide the TACB with the 
authority to make rules and regulations 
consistent with the general Intent and 
purposes of the Texas Clean AlrAct and 

·to amend any rule or regulation th~ TACB 
makes. 

§115.164. Compliance Schedule and CoUJl­
ties. 

(a) (No change.) 
(b) The provisions (lf§l15.163 of this 

title (relating to General Ve@ Gas Streams 
in Dallas, Harris, and. Tarrant Counties) 
shall apply in. Dallas, Harris, andTarrant 
CountieS, 

· · (I) All persons In Harris County af­
feG(ed by the provisions of §115.163(b)(2)(C) 
of tbis title (relating to General Vent Gas 
Streams in Dalla,s, Harris, and Tarrant 
Counties) sball submit a final control plan 
to the Texas Air Control Board no later than 
December 31, 1983, and shall be in compli­
ance with this section as soon as practicable 
but no later than December 31, 1986. 

(2) All persons in Harris County af­
fected by the provisions of§ 115.163(b)(2)(C) 
of this Iitle (relating to General Vent Gas 
Streams in Dallas-, Barris, and Tarr3:nt 
Counties} shall remain in Coinpliance with 
the provisions of §115.162 of this title 
(relating to General Vent Gas Streams) un­
til compliance is achieved with the proviSions 
of·§ 115.163(b)(2)(C) of this title (relating to 
General Vent Gas Streams in Dallas, Har· 
ris; and Tarrant Counties). 

(3)-(4) (No change.) 
(5) All per~ons in Harris County af­

fected by the provi!ions.of §ll5.163(b)(2)(A) 
or §115.l63(b)(2)(B) of this title (relating to 
General Vent Gas Streams In-Dallas, .Har· 
ris·, and Tarrf!nt cdunties): · 

(A) shall sub.mit a fh)al control 
plait to the Texas Air Control Board no later 
than six mo,nths from the effective date of 
this. seGtion which includes documentation of 
emission t~sting results demonstrating in~ 
cinerator reduction efficiency of greater than 
980Jo or a volatile organic_ compound emis­
sion rate of no more than 20 ppm, whichever 
is less stringent; and 

(B) shall be in compliance with 
this section as soon_ as practicable but no 
latet than two years·from the effective date 
of this section. ' 
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(6) All persons in Harris County af­
fected by the provisions of §Il5:163(b)(2)(A) 
or § ll5.163(b)(2)(B) of this title (relating to 
General-vent Gas Streains in Dalla:s, Har:. 
ris, and Tarrant Couilth:s) shall reirl~ri)-jn. · 
compliance with the provisions of§ 115,163 
(b)(2)(B) of this title (rela.ting to Qenerl\1 Vent 
GasStrea,ms in Dal)as, Harris, an(! T~rrant 
Counties) Until compliance is achieved with 
the provisions of §115.lf)3(b)(2)(A). or 
§115.163(b)(2)(B} of this title (relating to 
Gen~ral Yeut Gas Streams in _p_allas, l-ICJ.r· 
ris, and-Tan·an~ CotJ.ntiesj, · 

T,hls agency hereby certlfi~s that tpe rule 
as adopted has been reviewed QY legal 
counsel and found to be a valid exercise 
of the agency's legal authority. 

Issued: In Austin, Texas, On J.anuary- 6, 1988. · 

TRD-8800097 . All~n Ell 801'1 
ExecutiVe Directot 
Texas Air qontroi-.Bq_ard 

Eff~ctlve date: January 27, 1.988 
Propos'~l pUbllcatiori dale: AugUst 7, 1987 
For further lnform8.tlon, please- call . 

(512) 451-5711, ext. 354, 

*31 TAC §§U5.Z81-11$.285 . 
The Texas Air Control· Board (TACB) 
adopts new §§115.281-115.285. Sections 
115.281-115.284 are adopted with changes 
to the proposed text published in the 
August 7, 1987, issue. of' the rex~s 
Register (12 TexReg ·2552-2564). Section ' 
115.285 Is adopted without changes and 
will not be republished. · · · 

New §115.281, concerning control. ·re­
quirements, requires th.e deteetlon andre­
pair of volatile organic. compound .(VOC) 
leaks exceeding 10,000 parts. per million 
by volume (ppmv) frorn any component of 
a natural gas/gasoline processing opera­
tion. New §115.282, concerning Inspection 
requirements, descrlbe.s the leak monitor­
ing s.chedule and tagging requirements 
for specified components located at oper­
ations affected by §115.26t This section 
also Identifies those components exemp­
ted from periodic Inspections and pro­
vides the procedure for modifying. the 
monitoring schedule. New §115.28~, con­
cerning recordkeeplng requirements, re­
quires the owner or operator of an oper­
ation affected by §115.281 to maintain· a 
log for a minimum of two years· of Infor­
mation regarding the identification and. 
disposition of all leaks detected by the 
monitoring program. New §115.284; .con­
cerning exemptions, exempts valves with 
a nominal size of two Inches or less under 
specific conditions, components which 
contact fluids that contain less than tO% 
VOC by weight, and components Which 
contact liquids having a true vapor 
pressure equal to'or greater than 0.147 
psia at 68°F frOm the ·inspection, repair, 
monitoring, and recordkeeplng r~qulre­
ments of §§115.281-115.283. Also exempt 
from th.ese provisions are natural ga~/ 

Texas. Register ~ 

g<>,~olln~ processing. opera\lops In t~m: 
pora:ry nonoperating ~tatus"!lC'whlcH ti~v~ 
a total <lesign t.~roughput of les~tpan 10 
mill jon standard cubic feet of gas'per daY 
and do not have the q~pab!llty t(> Irac· ~ 

tio.·n·a· te. mix~ d .. n .. atural"ga .. s _iiqu)q.· s, "'." ..•. o/ ... -~. 
§115.285, concerning co.unt1es and Mm'. t! 
plianae i;chedule, sp~clfles thai. only' .. 
natura; g"!J.s/gasoUne processing opera:' 
!Ions in Harris County wiU be aff~ctec;l by 
§§115.281-115.284 and requires submittal 
o.f .a, final compliance plan wlthJn six 
months, of the effective date of these revi-
sions with compliance no later·than· one 
ye<tr from. that effective date. 

These new controls satisfy the United 
State's Environmental Protection ,AgenCY 
(EPA) requirements and State lmplemen: 
tatlon Plan(SIP) commitments for t[le im· 
ple')'lentatlon. of Reasonably Ayaljable 
Control-;:echnqlogy (RACT) as,deflned In 
t~e "Guideline S~rles, Control of Volatile 
Organic Compound Emissions from Nat­
ural Gas/Gasoline Processing;' pu~lished 
in December, 1983. The Mministratlve 
Procedure a~d Texas Register Act, Te~as 
Civil StaM~s. Ar\lcJe 62$2.-1~!1, M(c)(t):re­
quire~ i:ategorl~atlon of comments as. be­
ing for or'agalnstaproposal. A commen­
ter who suggesterl ;;tny changes in the· 
proposal is categorized 4s agalnS.t the 
proposal; a commenter Who agre.ed.wltb 
the proposal in its entirety Is classified as . 
being for the proposal. 

Four commenters testified concerning 
adoption of the amendments. Those com· 
ment.ers against the proposal were the : -: 
EPA, Brandl Mannchen, Exxon Company,·· ~~ 
U.S.A., and the Gas Processors Assocla• "'V 
tlon. No commenters were In favor of the 
proposal. 

Copies of the wrltterl.te.stiO)ony and the . 
hearing transcript are ayallable for lnspeq: . 
tlon atthe TACB central office, 633Q Un­
tied States Highway 290 J:a.si, AYSIIo; 
Texas 78723. .• . · · · · · · 

Two commenters, EPA and aran'dt Mann: 
chen, raised Issues regarding the pro­
posed procedures and schedules required. 

=~~~~e~~~~l~~~~~:::~~s~~~r~~~~';{~~.~ 
to the proposed regulation were recom­
mended to satisfy Control Techrllq~e 
Guidelines (CTG) provisions while other. 
comments called for clarification of 
specific requlrem~nts and methods. 

EPA Indicated that the CTG requires that 
EPA Sampling Method 21 be used for the 
monitoring of VOC leaks and recom­
mended the incorporation of this method 
by reference into the TACB regulation. 
Brandt Mannchen suggested that mini.• 
mum quality assurance proceg~re.s ,be In- · 
eluded, but did not sp~clfy f fn~lhod­
ology, The TACB has tradltiot;ally cho~en 
not to specify samplingmetrods lnln' 
dlvldual regulations In orde( 19 !l,IIPW the 
staff flexibility in responding lei rapidlY . e· 
changing technology and unforeseen c.lr' , ·' 
cum stances, and to evaluate aiternatlve ' J. · 
methodologies proposed by . spe_clflc · 



1, .. -sources biis~d on.· thaiC own tech~lcal 
I merits, However, the' TAC6 also recog­

ni~Eis EPA authority to lequire specific 
methodologies to ensure national con· 

-

~)st<;ncY ·· im.d · federal ·enfprceabillty. 
Th'erefo(e, th!l TACB considers It ap­
pr.oprlate'. to· reQuire .all affected natural 

· - gas/gasoline pr()cesslng operations to 
c<)nform to EPA Method 211n their mon-
Itoring programs. 

Two comments were made· regarding the 
proposed monitoring schedule. EPA in· 
dlcated that the proposed annual mon­
Itoring of pump seals and. valves In 
light-liquid service was inconsistent with 
the requirements of the CTG whlch.re­
qulres qyarterly monitqrlng. The staff 
recognizes th.ls discrepancy .anr;f recom­
mends. appr0prlate changes to the mon­
itoring schedule. Brandt -.Mannchen ob­
jected to any revlsjon to the monitoring 
schedules for industries which would 
reduce the trequencyof Inspections. The 
proposed reg ulatlon allows the TAC6 ex­
ecutive director tho authority to grant a 
revision to a source's monitoring schedule 
only'after.hlstorical documentation of a 
low frequency of detecteq leaks. The ex­
ecutive d.irector's decision can be re­
ver$ed ifsubsequeritmonltorlng Indicates 
an Increasing frequency In the occurrence 
of l~akl.ng c9mponen\s, 

The proposed §115.281, concerning con' 
trol requirements, requires sources to 
make every reasonable effort to make re• 

-

p~lrs of detected leaks, but allows 
sources to delay repairs which wo. uld 
create more emissions until the next 
scheduled unit shutdown. EPA requested 
a clarification of the term "every rea-
sonable effort" and suggested an Initial 
attempt at repairs be performed within 
five days. 6randt Mimnchen requested. a 
similar .clarification and. sug9ested that 
delayed repairs be tequlred cjurlng either 
the next scheduled or un·scheduled shut­
down. Subsequent discussions with EPA 
have. confirmed a primary concern that all 
repairs that are technloally feasible are 
performed within the flrs\.15 days follow. 
lng detec.tlon of a leak. Appropriate · 
language can be addeq to the proposed 
text wllhout su_bstantive change tp the 
original Intent. The repair of leaks which 
must' be delayed until a unit shutdown 
often requires considerable planning and 
preparation. Such preparation cannot 
always be made before or during ari unan­
ticipated shutdown and, therefore, cannot 
be reasonably required. 

EPA ~nd srandt Ma~nooen requested a 
clarification of the criteria for determining 
th~ ~~·rm "In good working order" used in 
the prg,pPsecj §115.~82, concerning in­
speQtlpo requirements; to Identify equip­
ment 0xen'lpted from sP!lclfied monitoring 
requirements.. EPA suggested two por- . 

tit' 
tl.ons . of ~h·e New Source P<lrformance 

• . . 
St~.n .... d .. ~rds·(·N. SPS) P .. roced.ure. s for n_aturat 

ga_s prqqesslng operations, 40 Cpde of 
·. · Fe<leral Aegula\ions 60.482-2 ancl .48;?-3, 

be incorporated 'lly reference Into the 

TACB regulations to provide this clarlflc'l­
tion. The TAC.B staff does not believe 
adoption of these NSPS provisions Is 
necessary or appropriate. Wlll_ie the cited 
NSPS may de tiN> certain design criteria 
for affected equipment, It does not define 
op.erationa.l standards and, In some 
cases, actually conflicts with leak 
monitoring requirements published in the 
applicable CTG. Assuming equipment 
used In an affected operation Is designed, 
Installed; and maintained in accordance 
with good engineering practice, the eval­
uation of the term "in good working order'' 
Is considered to be a compliance deter­
mination based on routine investigation 
by the l'ACB or other agencies. If a viola­
tion of any provision of a TACB regu­
lation, including the requirements of an 
exemption, Is observed, appropriate en­
forcement action will be taken. 

Exxon Company, U.S.A. noted that the 
monit0ring, repair, and recordkeeping re­
quirements In the proposed regulations 
are similar.to those required under current 
federal NSPS regulations for onshore 
natural gas processing plants, 40 Code of 
Federal . flegulatlons .60, Subpart KKK.. 
While the CTG Is Intended to provld'e 
RACT requirements for existing facilities 
and the NSPS program affects only new 
sources or modifications, an. unnecessary 
dupllcat.lon of effort could occur if a com­
pany was required to comply with the pro• 
visions of both programs. A source, 
therefore, should be required to satisfy on­
ly the more stringent provisions of the two 
programs. The contro.l plan to be submit­
ted by the company must Include ade· 
quate documentation to demonstrate 
compliance with the provisions of the 
NSPS program and any additional mea­
sures to address provisions of the CTG re­
quirements which may be mo're stringent 
or may not be covered by NSPS regu­
lations. 

Three proposed exemptions concerning 
Inaccessible valves, temporarynonoper' 
ating facilities, and valves of two Inches 
or less, were challenged In the testimony, 
while three additional exemptions con• 
cernlng rellet valves at unmanned faci­
lities, reciprocating compressors, and 

. positive displacement pumps, Were re­
commended, Industry representatives 
also advocated raising the proposed ex­
emption level for components contacting 
process fluids less than 1.0% VOC by 
weight to components contacting pro­
cess fluids less than 10% by weight not 
Including components used In wet gas 
service before the liquid extraction step 
In the.process. 

EPA and Srandt Mannchen suggested 
that the components to be covered by the 
exemption for Inaccessible valves be 
clearly limited .to avoid abuse and tl)at 
evan those valves legitimately excluded 
from quarterly Inspections be monitored 
at l.e~st' ann~ally, The CTG specifically 
prq,vldes for annual monitoring of valves 
whiCh are elevated more than two meters 
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above any permanimt struc.ture. A clari.' 
flcation of the term 'lnaces.slple" to limit· 
It to valves elevated more than two meters 
will be ln.cluded in the TACB regulation, 
as well as the ann~al monitoring require· 
men!. 

EPA objected to the proposed exemption 
for temporary nonoperating facilities 
because VOC concentrations In process 
lines may still exceed 1.0% by weight 
whether the facility is being operated or 
not. The TACB's Intent was to exclude only 
those facilities which not only have been 
removed from any service, but have also 
had all VOC containing materials purged 
from process lines and equipment. The 
language proposed tor §115.284(d), there­
fore, may b~ revised to require facilities 
qualifying for this exemption to concur­
rently satisfy the criteria of §115.284(b)·(c). 
This change would essentially require all 
applicable facilities to drain all VOC fluids 

·from process lines and should adequately 
address i;PA concerns. 

EPA also objected to the proposed exemp­
tion for valves with a nominal size of two 
inches oi l.ess,.statir\g that a significant 
traction of valves that are less than two 
Inches have average leakage no dlfferen't 
from any other valve. While the TACB 
agrees tha,t any individual two-lnoh valve 
which is leaking may result in exisslons 
similar to a larger valve, the exemption is 
conditioned on a demonstration by the af' 
fected source that the combined Impact 
of all valves covered by the exemption 
would be Insignificant. The TACB has pro­
vided this exemption for other types of In­
dustrial sources required to meet fugitive 
emissions regulations and continues to 
feel this conditional exemption is rea­
sonable. If EPA, in conjunction with more 
stringent SIP guidelines or formal policy 
determinations, requires states to eli­
mina.le this exemption for all. Industries, 
the TACB will respond with appropriate 
rulemaklng. 

Representatives of the Gas Processors 
Assoclatlon.aod Exxon Company, U.S.A. 
recommended revising the proposed ex­
emption for components contacting pro­
cess fluids of 1.0% VOC or less to be 
more consistent with the existing federal 
NSPS regulations . 

· The proposed regulations were intencled 
to satisfy the commitment to adopt con­
trols consistent with the requirements 
stipulated In the CTG published by .EPA. 
Those guidelines, based on a technical 
and economic evaluation of RACT, stip­
ulated the 1.0% VOC concentration limita­
tion Incorporated Into the proposed regu. 
lations; no less stringent limitation can 
be considered without violating that com­
mitment. Furthermore, TAGB evaluation ot 
the proposed exemption level Indicates It 
will, In effect, require the monitoring and 
repair of all cpmponents of an affected 
process except tor product natural gas 
streams. This Is consistent with the ap­
plication of NSPS requirements forall pro­
cess streams with greater than 10% VOC 
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by weight or In wet gas service. 

The Gas Processors Association re· 
quested that an additional exemption be 

· Included for principally unmanned natural 
gas/gasoline processing operations 
whlchwould allow for the testing of relief 
valves venting to the atmosphere at the 
next routine monitoring Inspection rather 
lh.an within the proposed 24.-hour period. 
The commenter contended that the re· 

. source requirements needed to respond 
tq the proposed monitoring of such vents 
at unaltended facilities was unreasonable 
ahd unnecessary. Furthermore, the ex· 
tende~ time period for relief valve testing 
at unmanned facilities should be consis­
tent with existing NSPS requirements of 
monitoring within 30 days. The staff feels: 
this Is a legitimate concern and recom· 
mends the adoption of an approprillte ex· 
emption for relief valve monftoring at 
unmanned facilities. 

The Gas Processors Association also 
suggested exemptions be allowed .for two 
specific types of process equipment, re· 
clprocatlng compressors and positive 
displacement. pumps. According to the 
testimony, this equipment is Intentional· 
ly designed to have a small amount of pro· 
cess fluid ·leakage .and, even when well 
maintained, wll.iilkely exceed the 10,000 
ppm i!lak thre.shold established in. the 
regulations. While the CTG document 
discusses the particular prpblems as­
sociated with. these types of equipment, 
It does not specifically provide for an ex­
emption frol)'l control requirements except 
for wet gas service reciprocating com­
pressors In plants that do not have a voc 
control device s~ch as a flare or a con· 
tlnuous burning process heater or boiler. 
Furthermore, NSPS requirements for 
nat.ural g~s· pr.ocessing plants exempt 
req1procatmg compressors in wet gas ser­
vice, The staff Is unaware of anY feasible 
method of 9ontrolllng these designed 
leaks or any practical alternative to the 
use of.the affected equipment in most ap­
plications. and;therefqre, .concurs with the. 
Industry recaml)'lendation. 

Finally, l;lrandt Mann chen opposed all of 
the exemptions · propo.sed In §115.284 
since he stated. that Harris County con­
tinues to be severely nonattalnment a.nd 
need(s) to have maximum controls ap­
plied. Th.e elimination of ajl exel)'lptions 
unrealistically assumes the availability of 
unlimited private and public resources. to 
Implement an~f enforce control measures. 
The exemptions allowed In the proposed 
regulations are consistent with the pro· 
visions of the CTG published by EPA 
which provide for consideration of eco­
nomic reasonableness when establishing 
control mea~ures ·.for noni:ltl.alnment 
areas, 
EPA recomn)en<;led two. additions to the 
proposed recordkeeplng requlrem.enls to 
provide Information regarding the es­
timated emlsslqns from leaking. ·com­
ponents and the reasons for delaYs In 
Moessary repairs. While no accurate 
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method for estimating actual emissions 
from a leaking component is currently 
available, a reasonable. measure of the 
relative benefit of the program may be ob· 
tal ned by comparing test readings before 
and after completed repairs. Since the In­
strument read lng of the recheck pro­
cedures. was proposed, only the Instru­
ment reading of the initial monitoring of 
a leaking component Is needed. This can 
be easily accomplished by expal'ldlng the 
proposed §115.283(a)(4) to Include record­
Ing of the additional data. 

In, addition, a company should be 
reasonably expected to report the reasons 
for a delay In any indicated repair until the 
next .shutdown. This can be accomplished 
by expanding proposed §115.283(a)(8). 

Brandt Mannchen suggested facilities af. 
fected by the. proposed control require­
ments be required to maintain records for 
a. minimum of five years, rather than the 
proposed two years: Since naturalgas/ 
gasoline processing operations affected 
by these regulations wiU be routinely in­
spected by TACB or local agencies, t.wo 
years of data from the fugitive monitoring 
p,rograms should enable enforcement per­
sonnel to adequately det~rl)'line compli­
ance with all requirements. Furthermore, 
the TACB maintains compliance records 
on file indefinitely, providing the oppor· 
tunity to observe consistent or rec·urring 
problems or violations at any Individual 
source. · 

The Gas Processors Association and Ex­
xon Company, U.S.A., questioned the rea· 
sonableness of a control which apparent­
ly would affect only two sources In Har· 
rls County and would achieve only limited , 
VOC reductions .. EPA published the CTG 
for the natural gas/gasoline processing in­
dustry to establish RACT based on a na· 
tional assessment of control methods 
and cost-effectiveness. The TACB pro­
posed to adopt regulations consistent 
with the CTG guidelines In order to satisfy 
a commitment In the SIP. Failure to adopt 
these regulations Could be considered by 
EPA to be nonlmplementation of the SIP 
which would subject Harris County to. the 
threat of economic sanotions. , 

These two commenters also expressed 
concern that the controls adopted as a 
result of this rulemaklng process may be 
proposed for additional areas of the state 
In the future. Brandt Mann chen advocated 
the Immediate expansion of these ·require· 
ments to all of the counties adjacent to 
Harris County to address the regional 
nature of ozone formation. While EPA 
guidelines for post-1987 ozone nonattaln­
ment areas have not been officially 
published, It Is expected that control re· 
qulrements for additional areas, including 
the consolidated metropolitan statistical 
areas for most urban areas, will likely 
stipulate the application of all CTG 
measures. The TACB will aqdress these 
requirements during the development of 
the post-1987 SIP revisions after careful 
consideration of all P,iannlng. options. 
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The new section is adopted under Texas 
Civil Statutes, Article 4477-5, §3.09(a), 
which provide the TACB with·the authori­
ty to make rules and regulations consis­
tent with the general intent and purposes 
of the Texas Clean Air Act and to amend 
any rule or regulation the TACB makes. 

§l/5.281. Control Re@irements. . No 
person shall operate a natural gas/gasoline 
processing operation, as define<;! in §lOLl 
of this title {relating to Definitions), without 
complying with the following requirements. 

(l) No component shall be allowed. 
to leak, as defined jn § 101.1 of this title 
(relating to Definitions), volatile ·organic. 
compounds (VOC) with a VOC emission 
concentration exceeding w,ooo p~rts Per 
million by voh:tme (ppmV). Leak detection 
shall be performed in accordance with 40 
CFR 60, Appendix A, Method 21, hereby 
incorporat,ed by r~ferenCe. _ 

(2) · All technically feasible repairs to 
a leakins _ componept, as specified in 
paragraph (l) of this subsection, shall be 
made withi!t15 days after the leak is found. 
If the repair of a component would require 
a unit shutdown which would create more· 
emissions than -the reP~ir _wOuld euminate; 
the repair may be delayed until the next 
scheduled shutdown. 

(3) All leaking components, as de­
fined in paragraph ( 1) of this sec(ion, wbich 
cannot be repaired until the unit is shut down' 
for turnaround shall be identified for such 
repair by tagging. The executive director at 
his _discretion may requ.ire eariy unit t~i-n~--1 
around or other appropriate action ba_se.d on 
th¢. number and severity of tagged. leaks· 
awaiting tt,Irnaround. 

(4) Except for safety pressure relief 
valves, no valves shall be installed Or 
operated at th.e en<! of a pjpe or line cqn­
taining VOC unless the pipe or line Is sealed 
with a secon<l valve, a blind flange, a p)ug, 
or a cap.'The sealing device may be removed· 
only while a sample is being taken or, dur­
ing_ maintenance openitjo,hs. ·. 

(5) Pipeline valves and pressure 
relief valves in gaseous VOC servic_e shaU pe 
marked in some manner tbat will be readily 
obviqus to monitoring personnel. 
§l/5.282. Inspection Requirements. 

(a) The owner or operator of a natural 
gas/ gasoline processing operation shaU ·cOn .. 
duc_t a monitoring. program consistent with 
the fpllowing Provision~. 

(I) Measure yearly (with a hydro­
carbon gas analyzer) the emissions from all 
valves elevated more than two meters abov_e · 
any permanent structure. 

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

{A) compressor seals; 
(B) pipeline valves: 
(C) pressure relief valves . in 

gaseous _ s~rvicei .and · -· 
(D) pump· seals. .. ··o·.'·.!) 

1
' · (3) Visually inspect, weekly,' 'all . )j! 

pump.seals. 



. . (4) M:ea8llre (with a hy~rocarbon 
~a~ anplyzer) t)Je emissions from any pqmp 
"'ill from which liquids having a true vapor 
pr~ssure greater than 0.147 psia, (1.013 kPa) 

~-
~.t 68'F (20'C) are observed dripping. 

(5) . Measure (with a· hydrocarbon 
8a~ analyzer)" emissiqn$ ffom any relief valve 
wliich ha:s·v~nted to the atmosPhere within 
24 -hoUrs ~t-manned facilities or wi.thin 30 
days· at umhanned facilitie_s. 

(6) Measure (with a hydrocarbon 
gas ani!Jyzer)imrilediately after repair, the 
emissiOns ffot:n arty CompOnent· that was 
found leaking. · 

(b) The following items are exempt 
from the moQitorjng requirements o~ s_ubseq· 
tion '(a) ofthis section: · 

(I) · pressure relief devices connected 
to an opefatihg: flare h~ader, components in 
contiriuouS vacuum serVice, and Valves that 
are not externally regulated (such as in-line 
check valves); 

(2) pressure relief, valves that are 
dOwnstream of a r.Upture disk wh~ch is intact; 

(3) positive displacemeni pumps 
· and puinps in liquid service that areequip­

ped with dual pump seals, bar.rier fluid sys­
tem-, seal degassing ve·r,ltl,l, and vent Contfol 
sYStems kept" in good wOrking order; and 

(4)_ reciprocating cotnpres~ors and 
compressors that ar~·equipped with degassw_ 
ing vents ani:l"verlt control systems kept in 
good working order. · 

(c) The OWI1er or oper.ator of a natural 
gas/gasoline.pfoceSSirig operadOn upon the 

-

.. · ... ·· . detection ·of a component l~aking mQre than 
~ I 0,000 pprtiV of vola,tile Org~ni~ CompoUnds 

shall affix to the leaking colliponent a wea" 
therproof and readily visible tag, b~aring ·an 
identification number and the date the leak 
wit.s located. This tag shall remain in place 
until :the: ieaking component is repaired. 

(d) the monitoring schedule of 
subsection (a)(1)-(3) of this section may be 
mOdified iis follows. 

(I) ·After at least two complete an' 
nual checks; the-Openttor of a process may 
r'eqi.iest in writing td the Texas Air Control 
Board that the monitoring schedule be re­
vised; This request shall include. data that 
have been developed to justify any modifica­
tion in the-monitoring-schedule. 

(2) After at least two complete 
quarterly checks of pipeline valves in gaseous 
service, the operatm; of a proce-ss may' re­
quest in writing to the Texas Air Control 
Board that 'the monitoring schedule for 
pipeline valves in gMeous service be. revised. 
This request shall include data tha.t have been 
developed to justify any modification in the 
monitoring sche\lule. 

(3) If the executive director of the 
Texas Air Control Board determines that· 
there is an excessive number of leaks in any 
given process, he may require an i_nctease in 

_ the·frequency of mpnitorin~ for that process . . b,l- (e) The executive director of the Texas 
~Jl Air. Control. B~ard may ap~rove an alter-

, · native momtonng method- tf the process 
opera~or can demonstrate that the alternate 

monitoring method is equivalent to the 
lllethod required by this section. Any request 
for an alternate monitoring method must be 
made in- writing to the exec;utive direct9r. 

§115,283. Recordkeeplng Requirements. 
(a) The owner or operator of a natur~ 

gas/gasoline_· prOcessing operation _sh_all 
maintain a leakihg components mOnitoring 
log for all leaks 'of more than 10,000 ppmv 
of volatile organic compounds detected by 
the monitoring· .progfarn ·required by 
§ 115.282 of this title (relating to Inspection 
Requirements). This log shalf contain, at a 
minimum, the. following data: 

(I) the name of the process unit 
where· the compone~t is located; 

· (2) ·the type of component (e.g., 
valve or seal); 

(3) the tag number of the compo­
nent; 

( 4) the date and instrument reading 
of the initial cl]eck procedure when a leak­
ing -component'_ iS. discoVered; 

· {5) · the date on which a leaking 
cotnpoherit is. rePaired; ' · 

. (6) the date and instrument reading 
of the recheck procedure after a leaking 
comppnellt is repaire4; 

(7) . a record of the calibration o( the 
monitoring ·instrumentj . 

(8)' identification of those leaks that · 
cannot be repaired until . turnaround and 
jusiification for the delay· in making 

, necessaty repairs; and 
(9) the total number of CO!llponents 

checkecf .and· the total number of comp~:men~s 
found leaking. 

(b) Copies of the. monitoring log shill! 
be.teta~ned by th~ oWnef:or_operatof for a 
minimum .of two ye<;lfS .after the date on 
which the recoi-d was· tilade ·or the report 
prepc:tred. ·- · 

.(c) . Monitorjngrevords shall be main­
tained for two years- and,. be made avaU.able 
for review, by authOriZed~ representatives of 
the Texas Air COntrol Board or local air 
pplllltion cOntrol agenc~es. 

§115.284.' Exemptions. 
(a) Valves with a nominal·Size of two 

inches (5.0 em) or less are exempt from the 
r~quirements of § ILS.28l of this ·title 
(relating to Control Requirements}, § 115.282 
of this title (relating to Inspection Re­
quirements), and §IL5.283 of this .title 
(relating to Recordkeeping Requirements) 
provided allowable emissions at any plant 
from soUrces affected by these sections after 
controls ar.e applied with exemptions will not 
exceed by more than 5.0"1o sucb allowable 
embsions-with no ~;xemPtions. Any pe.rs'on 
claiming an exemption for Valves two 'incheS 
(5.0. em) l)ominal size or smaller under this 
section shall at the time be. provides his con­
trol plan also provide the following infor­
mation: 

(i} -identification of valves or classes 
of valVes to be exempted; . 

(2) -an estimate of uncontrolled 
emissions ffom exempted. valves ~nd an-"esw 
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ti~ate of emissions if co,QtroJs.were applied 
plus an explanation of how the estimates 
were derived; 

(3) an estimate of the total volatile 
organic compound (VOG) emissions within 
the process. from sourves affected by 
§ ll5.48l of this tiile (relating to Control Re­
quirements), §115.282 of this title (relating 
to Inspection Requirements}, and §115.283 
of this title (relating to Recordkeeping Re­
Quirements) after cqntrals are applied and 
assuming hd ·eXemptiohs foi·small valVeS, 
plus an explanation of how the estimate was 
derived. · 

(b) Components which contact a pro­
cess fluid that contains less'th.an l.Oo/o VOC 
by ·weight are· exempt from the requirements 
of §115.281 of!his title (relating to Con(rol 
Requirements), § \15.282 of this title (relating 
to hispection Requiiell)ents), and §115.283 
of this title (relating to Recordkeeping Re­
quirements). 

(c) Components which contact a pro­
cess liquid Coritaining VOC having a tr·ue 

:Sfa6[i~~j·~~:le~~:~!~ ({o~~) ~~=~x~~~; 
from the requirements of§Jt5.281 of this 
title (relating to Control Requirements), 
§ll5.282 of this title (ielating to Inspection 
Requirements), and §tl5.283 of this title (re-. 
lating to Recordkeeping Requirements) if the 
components ·are inspected visualJy according 
to the inspection schedUles specified within 
thes¢ same sections. 

(d) Natural gas/gasoline· processing 
I units in a temporary nonoperating status and 
which satisfy the conditi.ons .of. subsections·· 
(b)-(c) of this section are exempt from the 
requirements· of §115.281 of this title 
(relating. to Control Requirements)• §115.282 
of this tl.tle (relating to Inspection Require~ 
ments), §115.283 of this title (relating to 
Recordkeeping RequirementS), and § 115.285 
(b) of this title (relating to Counties and 
Compliance Schedule). All natural gas/ 
gasoline processing operations affe~ted. by 
this subsection shall notjfy'the Texas Air 
. Control Board of any nonoperadng proces~ 
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 natural 
gas/ gasoline processing are exempt from the . 
requirements of this undesigriated heit~. 

(f) Natural gas/gasoline processing 
units where the total design thrqughput at 
a property is less than lO million standard 
cubic feet of gas per day and there. is no 
capability to. fractionate the mixed natural 
gas liquids are e"etnpt from the requirements 
of this undesignated head, 

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. 

lssu~d in Austin, _Texas,_ on :Ja.n~~ry 6, 1988:. 

TRD·880009B Allen Ell Bell 
Executrve· Ptrebtor· · 
Texas Air Control Boelrd 
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Effective date: JanUary- 27, "1988 
Proposal publication. date: August 7, 1987 
For further Information, pLease call 

{512) 451-5711, ext. 354. 

Chapter 116. Control.of Air 
Pollution by Perrnit~ for 
New Construction or 
Modification 

*31 T~C §§116.5, 116.7, 116.10 

The Te~~s Air Control. Board . (TACB) 
adopts amendments to §§116.5, 116.7, and 
116.10. Section 116.5 is adopted with 
changes to the proposed text .published 
in the October 2, 1987, Issue .of the Texas 
Register (12 TexReg 3533). section 116.7 
and §116,10 are adopted without changes 
and will not be republished. 

The amendments respond to. new re­
quirements of House Bill 5, 70th legis­
lature, 1987 (Texas Civil Statutes_, Article. 
6252-13(b).1), wh.lchrequlres the TAQEUo. 
es\abli.sh time limits and an appeals pro­
cess· for staff review of permit appllca­
Uons ar)d the issuance of. permits, An 
additional amendment to §116.,7 reflects 
recodification of the federal rules cited in 
the section. 

The amendments add requirements for 
th.e executive director to notify a permit 
applicant within a specified period of time · 
of receipt of a complete application and 
of any deficiencies in an application If It 
Is Incomplete. The _amendments to §116.7 
(e) and to §116.10(c)(1) proVide that a public 
hearing or any delay In public notification 
could ·;engttJOn the specified period of 
time. The amendments to §§116.5, 116.7(h), 
and 116.10(!) provide for an appeal process 
rel~tlng to the time limits for Issuance or 
denial of permits, special permits,· a.nd 
amendments. · · 

The amendments to §116.7(e)(3)(D) include 
the replacemenfofthe old federal section 
numbers with new numbers which were 
published by th.e United States En­
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) In 
November, 1986, as a recod.lfioatlon of 40 
Code of Federal Regulations §51. The n~w 
section numbers replace the old ln. order 
to make accurate the citation in 
§116. 7(e)(3)(D). 

The Administrative Procedure and Texas 
Register Act, Texas Civil Statutes, Article 
6252-13a, §5(c)(1), requires categorization 
of comments as being for or against a 
proposal. A commenter who suggested_ 
any changesln the proposal Is catego­
rized as against the proposal. A commen­
ter who agreed with the_proposal In its 
entirety Is classlfi.ed as being for the 
proposal. · 

A public hearing was held November 5, 
1987, In Austin. TestlrrlOny was received 
from 10 ~ommenters during the comment 
period concerning the. proposed amend· 
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ments and other related matters. 13randt 
Mannchen cbmmentetl In favor of the pro' 
posal. Those commenting_· agit_lns,t the 
proposal were Rohm and Haas Texas, .In· 
corporated; Jexas Mid-CoriilnenJ.Oil and 
Gas Assqciatiori (TMOGA); Natural Gas 
Pipeline Company of America; Texas E&st­
man Company (Kodak); the Texas Chemh 
cal Counc;il (TCC); Dow Chemical compa-
ny; the Sierra Club; and EPA.. · 

Most of the corrfmenis addressed the 
specific time frames proposed In §§116.5, 
116.7, and 116.10. A few additional com­
ments addressed the preamble language 
which accompaniQq the proposed amend­

. ments, and some addressed adminis­
trative matters relating to the .TACB 
permitting prOcess and the suomlttal of 
proposed revisions to the State lrnplemen­
tatlon Plan (SIP). The following dlsc~silion 
addresses the comments on the specific 
revisions contained in the October2 pro'· 
posal first and the g'enerar 'comments 
second. ·· 

Eight comroenters su~mitted remarks 
conpernlng th.e proposed, cha_nges to 
§§11~.5, 116.7, a~d !16,10. Brandt Mann­
chen supported the proposal. The Sierr~ 
Club recommended that specific. lan­
guage be added to the se.qtior'ls to clarify 
that time delays due to public hearings 
and 'related majters, are not inchJcted in 
the computation ofthe"ti(Yle frames .as 
proposed. The preamble language wh!ch 
accompanied th9- proposed ainenqments 
in the October 2 proposal staled thatthe 
satisfaction of public interest. >!nd/or 
public oppositlon;by. way.of public hear­
ings and meetings,would e¥1end tt1e time 
for completion of appJicl!tion review. In 
addition, §116.7(e),pnd §116.10(c) contain 
language which prpyjdes an .. excepjlon for, 
any time delays due to.-public .hearings 
and public meetings. However; .§-116•5 
lacks any such language. Consequently, 
a similar statem<fpl has been added to­
§116.5 toclarlfy the Issue In t.h~t seqtion .. 

Rohm and H~as Texas,. Incorporated; 
TMOGA; Natwal Gas Pip,ellne company 
of America; Kodai<; TCC; and Dow otl· 
jected .to the time frames· proposed In 
§§116.$, 116.7, and 116.10.. These oom­
menters ·interpreted the proposed. time 
frames to be an exoe$sive lengthening of · 
the various steps of theTACB.permitting· 
process. The commenters explained in ' 
detail that many problems an~ additional . 
costs could result IU_he TACB used ~, .. 
greater length of time to complete each 
step In· Issuing a permit. · · · · 

The time frames were prop0se<;1 In each 
of the three sections to satisfy statutory 
requirements and to estab.llsh a maximum 
time for the TACB staff .to complete the 
review. ·of lengthy, complicated, worst 
case applications. TMOGA, among· 
others, suggested a different set. of time 
frames and stressed th!lt its proposal 
represents maximum reasonable peiiods 
for review and processing under normal 
conditions, and thatthey are not Intend­
ed to be treated as times routinely al-
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low<>l:lie f¢rtnese actlvl'tles. TMQ\>A an4 
the TACB. agree on this l~su0, the Of'\IYdlf, 
terence being the num):ier of days ine.acb 
time frame. Th.Ei TAGB·P.roposed time 
frames arebasedupon, rece.nt experl,enQ~ _,_.\ __ .; 
anq athorou(J\1 evaluation ofthe.range o( . 
time requirements lor rev,l,e\1!. Th~_TAcB 
staff does not propose to lengthen .the 
permit application review proc~ss to'.c9.in· 
cide with the stated time frames. 0~ tM 
contrary, the staff Intends to maintain cur-
rent pat.terns of tilnlhg and; whenever 

. possible, to'shorten the t.lmes needed to· 
complete the steps in the review proce~s. 
However, In ~worst case situation Involv-
ing a complicated review, delays in public 
notice by the applicant, and/or other 'fac-
tdrs, '\he. issuance or (lenial. o.f a permit 
could be delayed, causing the staff to 
miss. the s(ated de~dllne.and lose perrolt 
feerev~nue. The most Ukely aPplication 
to miss a deadline would be one submit-
ted for a'multimillion dollar project car-
rying a large· permit ·fee. The ag'ency 
cannot afford to ·forfeit large amounts of 
fee revenue or to shortcut the review pro.' 
cess. Consequently, while-the staffooes · 
not Intend to ·use the allotted time In most . 
instances, additional time has been built 
into the. prooess to cover the most dlf· 
ficult c_ases;·· 

Kodak, Dow, and Tee reques-t~d \hat a 
c6nipreherisive delinltion ofilpplioatlon 
completenesstirthat a list of oompletiic . 
ness criteria be added to the amended 
sections. The TACB' staff believes that for-
mal ruleniaklngls not an efficient means- ·e· 
for providing such information.Th.e many.-! :~1 
and various types and sizes of permitap.-• _ i · 
plications require that th.e staff treat each . -
one separately with special attention to 
inqividual qualifications and deficiencies. 
Placement of application completeness 
criteria within Regulation VI would ·In· 
crease the_ rigidity of the permitting rules 

:~~[~ r~=~:~\l~t~r~~u~~f~=~~~t~~ t~kt~~ 
rul~s to provide for specific, jndiv!dyal. 
criteria .. The. staff is, availa_i:)le to ,di~ouss 
with any potential appJioant the complete~ 
ness crit_eria for any type of proposed ~rQ· 
)eat. Much of the Information is also avai_i· 
able with .forms provided to each permit_ 
applicant · · 

Kodal< suggested that the stafi justifica· · 
tion·for the number of days established 
for each time frame be.lncluded in each 
of the revised §§116.5, 116.7, and-116.10. 
The statute (Texas Civil Statutes, Article 
252-13(b).1) requires that a justification of 
the proposed lime frames be published 
wltll the proposed sections, nofiri the pro­
posed sections. Since the i,ustiflcatlon 1~. 
nqt critical to the. section 1nwa9Hc,e, th11. 
staff believes ilshould not be part 9f _the. · 
section. Further, the preamble to the Qc· 
tober 2 proposal contained the required .. 
justification, and further publlc~tion ap-
,pears unnecessary. ' -· ·:_i. a_ )'~~_ 
EPA recommended.that its.comm_ents pf W 
September 7, 19e4, be addres.sM If th~ 
TACB plans to-adopt §116.7 In a manner· 

!'" 

' ,.,, 

>•; 

;.~ 

.;, ,, ,,, 
if. 
;;) 
~! 
i~ 
~-! 
t) 

~ 




