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Chapter 115. Volatile Organic
~ Compounds '

Vent Gas Control

*31 TAC §§115,162-115.164

The Texas Alr’ 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, 1987, issue of the Texas
Register (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 §118.163(b}2) for Harrls County fo
require controls on genseral vent gas
streams from air oxidation synthetic
organlo. chemical ‘fanufacturing pro-

cesses having a true partial.pressure of,

volatlle. organic compounds. (VOC) of
morethan 0.009 pounds psia. The amend-
ments also reduce thése exemption limits
to. require. controls on generai vent gas
streams:from liquid phase polypropylene
manufacturing processes, liquid phase
siurry: high-density polyethylene' manufac:
turing.-processes, and continuous poly-
stytene manufacturing processes having
a-true partial pressure of YOC of more

than 0.006 psia. The existing limit of 0.44 .

psia remains in effect until the final-com-
pliance -date of the amendment. The
. amendment to §115.164 requires persons
affected by the changes to §115:183(b){2)
to submit control plans to the TACB by no
later than six months from the effective
date of these sections and to bein final
compliancée nolatér than two years from
that ef-fecFve date. The amendments also
replace ail references to the term “true
vapor pressure” with the term “true par-
tlal pressure;” as defined In concurrent
reviglons to the TACB general rules, to
more accurately describe the generalvant
gas streams to be' affected by these
. sections.

These amendments satlsfy United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
requirements and state implementation
plan (SIP} commitments for the implemen-
tation of reasonably avallable control
technology (RACT) as defined in the

“Guideline Seties, Gontrol of Volatile -

Organic Compounds From Alr Oxjdation
Processes in Synthetic Organic Chemical
Manufacturing industry,” published in

. December, 1984, and “Guideline Series,

Control of Volatile Organic Gompounds
From Manufacture of High-Density Poly-
ethylene, Polypropylene, and Polystyrene
Resins/" published In November, 1983.

The Adminlistrative Procedure and Texas
Reglster Act, Texas Clvil Statutes, Article
626213a, §5(c)(1), requires categotization
of comments as belng for or against a
proposal. A commenter who suggested
any changes In the proposal Is.catego-
rized as againgt the proposal; a com-
menter who agreed with the proposal In
its entirety is classifled 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 Assoclation, and EPA. No

-commaenters were in favor of the proposal.

A complete summary of comments and
adiscussion of issues follows. Copies of
the written testimony and the hearing
transcript are available for inspection at
the TACB central office, 6330 Unlted
States nghway 290 East, Austin, Texas
78723.

Three commenters represennng the Oc-
cldental Chemical Corporation, the Amer-
ican Lung Association, and EPA raised
issues which require a clarification of the
administration and developmerit of varl-
ous. provisions of the proposed general
vept gas regulation, While no resulting
change to the proposed text of the regula-
tion appears-necessary, a brief explana-
tion of the Intent behind the proposai may
be appropriate. .

Occiderital Chemical Corporatlon in-
dicated that vent gas from its air oxida-
tlon process for prodifétion of ethylene
dichloride Is- currently “controlled by
catalytic incineration well below the cur-
rent exemption leve|of 0.44 pounds psia.
According to the testimony, this inciner
ator will satisfy the proposed exemption
limit of 0.009 psia under normal operating
conditions. However, the company ex-
pressed concern that additional incinera-
tion capacity would be required to handle
emisslons during start-up, shutdown, and
upset conditions. TACB general ruies,
§101.8, goncerning notification raquire-
ments for.major upsets, and §101.7, con-
cerning notificatlon requirements for
maintenance, allow for legitimate cir-

“cumstances when start-ups, shutdowns,
planned maintenance, or upsets may.

cause sltuations where emission limita-
tions are temporarily éxceeded. Therefore,

- Ogcidental’s concem s unnecessary.

The American Lung Assoclation ques

tioned-the rationale ysed by the TACB to .

establish the economic reasonableness

of the 100 pounds per day exemptian limit

and the ceiling of $1,000 per ton.to deter-
/ .

mine cost-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 signifi-
cant portlon of .the staticnary source
emisslons inventery. EPA publishes con-
trol techniques - guidelines. (CTGs} for
specific processes to define for industry
and regulatory agencles 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 psia appears to satisfy that EPA
criterion. However, addltionai contrai re-
quirements on industrial sources may be
necessary in response to additiornal SIP
guldelines 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-
trols, will be performed at that time. .

EPA requested an explanation of the pro-
posed exemption for vent gas sireams

-‘with emissions greater than 100 pounds

of VOC per {fay, but less than a daily
average of 250 pounds per hour and hav-
ing a speclfied 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 petween the 100 pounds per
day and the 250 pounds per hour levels
should be solely based on the concentre-
tion or partial pressure of VOG in the vent
gas stream, not on the absolute lgvel of
emlssions. The concentration which de-
termines the exemption limit for alr oxida-
tion synthetic organic chemical manufac-
turing processes and various polyethyl-
ene,-polypropylene, and polystyrene resin
manufacturing processes has been deter-
mined by the cost-effactiveness of Incin-
erating these dilute gas streams. The
primary Increase in the cost is associated
with the additional fuel which must be in-
jected into the eombustion device In order
to.achieve an efficiently combustible mix-

* ture. Sources which may emit more than
- 260 pounds per hour are considerad large

enough to require incineration of all vent
gases regardless of goncentratlon or
cost.

EPAs testimony'noted that, in éccordance
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 reguiation Alternatively, sources
must provide emissions test results which

.demonstrate that the “incinerator “will

achieve greater than 98% reduction effi-
¢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, and emissions
testing reguirements 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
practlce 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 -

compilance plans submitted to the TAGB
in.accordange with these regulations
must Include. provisions for appropriate
emissions .testing to provide the nec-

essary documentation of control efficien-.

cles or final emissions rates within. EPA’
prescrlbed 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 Air Act and

"to amend any rule or regulation the TAGB

makes

§IJ5 164, Compkance Scheduie and Cpufz—-

tes.
(a} (No change )

“ (b) ~'The provisions of §115.163 of this '_

title (relating to General Ycr.g‘1 Gas Streams

* in Dallas, Harris, and Tarrant Counties) .

shall apply in_ Dallas, I-larr1s, and Tarrant
Counties, .

(1) Al persons in Harris County af-
fected by the provisions-of §113,163(b}2)(C)
of this title (refating to General Vent Gas
Streams- in Dallas, ‘Harris, and Tarrant
Counties) shall 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 Courity af--
fected by the pirovisions of §115.163L)}2)(CY

of this title (relating to Genéral Vent Gas
Streams in Dallas, Harrls, and Tarrant
Counues) shall remain in compliance 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- -

rls, and Tarrant Counties).
(3)-(4) (No change.) .

"~ (5) All per gons in Harris County af- -

fected by the provisions.of §115.163(b)(2)(A)
or §115.163(b)(2)(B) of this title (relating to

General Vent Gas Streams In Dallas, Har—'
ris; and Tarrant Counties)

(A) shall submit a final control
plan to the Texas Air Control Bord no later

than six months from the effective date of
this section which includes documentation of
"emission .testing resulis demonstrating in-
cinerator reduction efficiency of greater than
98% or a volatile organic compound emis-

sion rate of no more than 20 ppm, whichever

is less stringent; and -

(B) shall be in comphance with

this section as soon as practicable but no

later than two years from the effectlve date

of thls section.

©® Al persons in Harris County af-
fected by the provisions-of §115:163 (b)(z)(A)
ot §115.163(b)(2XB) of this title (relating 16
General ‘Vent' Gas Streams in Dallas, Har-

ris, and Tarrant Crmntaes) shall rémain o
compliance with the provisions of § 115,163

BY2)B) of this title (relatmg to General Vent
Gas Streams in Dallas, H::lrrls1 and Tarrant

‘Couinties) Until compliance is achjeved thh
the provisions of §115.163(b)(2)A) -or

§115.163(b)(ZXB) of this title (relating to

General Vent Gas Streams in Dallas, Har-.

tis, and: Tarrant Counties), .

Thls agency hereby certlfles that the rule
as ‘adopted has been reviewed by legal
counsel and found to be a valid exercise
of the agencys Iegal aulhority

Issued In Austin, Texas, on January 8, 1988

TRD-8800097 AHen Et Béll
E Execuiive Directar’

Texas Air Control Board s

Effective date: January 27 1988

Proposal publication dats: August 7, 1987 .

For further information, ptease call
(‘312) 451 5711 ext ‘354, :
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*31 TAC §§115 281- 115 285
The Texas Air Control Board {TACB)

adopts new §§115.281 115,285, Sactions’

115.281-115.284-are adopted with changes

to-the proposed- text published in ‘the
issue of the Texds:
Register (12 TexReg -2552-2654). Section
115.285 s adépted without ohanges and‘_;

August 7, 1987,

will not be republlshed

New §115. 281 concernlng control fe -
. quirements, requires the detection: and-re-
palr of volatile organic compound {VOC) -
leaks exceeding 10,000 parts per miilion:
by volume {(ppmv) from any component of

a natural gas/gasoline processing opera-
tion. New §115.282, concerning inspection

requirements, describes the leak monitor-

ing schedule and tagging requirements
for specified components iocated at oper-
ations affected by §1156.281; This sectlon
also identifies those components exemp-

ted from periodic inspections and .pro- -

vides the procedurs for modHying the
monitoring schedule. New §115,283, can-

cerning recordkeeping. 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-,
matlon regarding the identification and.
disposition of all leaks detected by the-
monjtoring program. New §115.284, con-.

cerning exemptions, exempts: valves with
a nominal size of two inches or less under
specific conditlons, componants which

contact flulds that contaln less than 1.0%

VOC by weight, and components.which

contact liquids having a ftrue vapor

pressure equal to ot greater than 0147
psia at 68°F from the inspection, repair,

- monitoring, and recordkeeping requlre.
ments of §§115.281115.283. Alsc exempt”
from these prowsions are natural gasl_-

gasoline processing operatic ‘Es in_tem-
porary’ nonoperating statug or’ hilch have
a total desigri throughput of less than 10,
million standard cubic feet of gas per day
and dg not have the capabillty to frac-
tionate mixed natural gas fiquids, New

§115.288, concerning counties.and coni-. O
pliange $cheduls, “specifies that only’ @
natural gas!gasollne processing opgra:; -
tions in Harris County will be affected by
§8115.281-115.284 and requires submittal”

.of -, final-compliance plan. within six

months:of the effective date of these revi-:
slons with compllance no later-than one
year fram. that effective date. -

These new controls satisfy the Unlted_
States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) requirements and State Implemen:

tatlon Plan (SIP) ormmitments for theim-
plementation of Reasonably -Available
Control Technology. (RACT) as defined in_
the “Guildeline Serles, Control of Voiatile
Organic Compound EI’T‘IISSIO[’\S from Nat-

ural Gas/Gasoliné Processing, publ|shed ‘

in Dacémber 1983; The Admmrstratlve .
Procedure and Texas Register Act, Texas.
Civil Statutes, Article 6252-13a, §5(c)(1), re-
quires categorizatlon of comments as be- )

ing fot or'againsta proposal "A'commen:,
ter who suggesied any’ changas in the

proposal js categorized 3s against the
proposal; a commentar who agreed with
the proposal in its entirety Is classifiéd as™.
being for the proposal .

'Four. commenters testified concermng‘

adoption of the amendments. Thosa com-
menters against the proposal were the':
EPA, Brandt Mannchen, Exxon Company;”
US.A., and the Gas- Processors Assocler:
tion. No commentars were In favor of the
pl’Oposal :

Coples of the wrltten testlmony ancl the .
hearing transcript are ayailable for.inspeg: .
tlon at'the TAGB central office, 6330 Un-..
tied States Highway 200 Easf Austln,
Tokas. 78723.0 . e

Two commanters, EPA and’ Brandt Mann
chen, raised Issues regarding tHe pro-
posed procedures and schedules required,
at affected facilities for the monltdring -
and repair of VOG leaks, Several changes
10 the proposed regulation were recom:
mended to satisfy Control Tachrique
Guldellnés {CTG) provisions while other,
comments called for clarification of

_speclfllc requireme;n_ts anhd methods.

EPA indicated that-the GTG requires-that
EPA Sampling Methoed 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-
mym gquality assurance procedures | be in-
cluded, but did not specify a method-
ology. The TACB has tradltlonally chosen
not to specify sampling methods in’In-
dividual regulatlons in orde( to allow the'.;;
staff flexibility in responding 16 rapidly ..
changing technology and unforeseen cir- |

 cumstances, and to evaluate alternatlvef-}"

methodologies proposed by’ speclflc;_;
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souroes based on’ thelr own techniCal_
" merits, Howeéver, the TACB also recog:

nizés EPA authority-to tequire specific
methodologies to engure nationai con-

sistengy - and.” federal “enforceability..
Therefote, the TACB considers it ap-

propriate’ to require ali affected natural
gaslgaeollne processing operations to
conform to EPA 'Method 21 in their-mon-
itormg programs.

Two commeénts were made regarding the
proposed monitering schedule. EPA ins
dicated that the proposed: annual mon-
itoring of pump. seals' and vaives In

light-liquid service was in¢onsistent with.

the requirements of the CTG which re-

qulres quarterly monitoring, The staff -

recognizes this discrepancy and recom-
mends appropriate changes to the mon-

itorihg schedule. Brandt .Mannchen ob-

jected to any revision to the monitoring
schedules for industries which would
reducé the frequency of Inspections. The
proposed regulation allows the TACB ex-
ecutive dlrector the authority to grant a
revigion td a source's. monitorifig sahedule

only after historical documentatlon of a.

low frequency of detected leaks, The a¥-
ecutive’ director's decision can be re-

varsed if subsequant monitorlng indicates

an increasing frequendcy irithe. ocourrence
of leaklng compOnentef .

The proposed §116.281, cencefnlng conE
trol - reguirements, requires sources -to

make every freasonable effort to make re-

pairs -of detected leaks, but allows’

saurces to delay repairs which: would

create: more emissions -until the next

scheduled unit shutdown. EPA requested
a clarification “of the term. “every rea-
eonable effort” and suggested an initial
attempt at repairs be performed within
five days. Brandt Mannchen requested a

similar clartflcation and suggested that

delayed repairs be tequired dufing either

the next schieduled or unscheduled shut-

down. Subsequent discussions with EPA

“have conifirmed a pfimary concern that ail

repairs that are technically feasible are
performed within the first 15 days follow

ing detection of a Ileak. Appropriate’

ianguage can be added to the proposed
text without substantive change to the

" original Intent, The repalr of leaks which
must be delayed until a unit shutdown’

often requlires vonsiderable planning and

preparation. Such preparation cannot
always be made before ar during an unan-
_ticlpated shutdown and, therefore, cannot_

be reasonably requrred

EPA and. Brandt Mannchen requeeted a

clarification of the criterla for determining
the term “In good working order” used in
the proposed §115.282, concerrilng in-
-requirements to identify equip-
ment exempted from spe¢ified menitaring

requirements. EPA suggested two por-.
 tions of the New Source Performance

Standards (NSPS) procedurés for natural
gas’ processing operations, 40' Code of
Federal Regulations 60.482-2 and ,482:3,

be mcorporated ley reference into the:

TACE regulations to provide this clarifica-
tion, The TACB staff does not believe
adoption. of these NSPS provisions is
necessary or appropriate. While the cited
NSPS may define certain design criteria
for affected equipment, it does not define
operatlonal standards - and, In some
cases, actually conflicts with |eak
monitoring requirements published in the
applicable CTG. Assuming equipment
used In an affected operation Is designed,
installed, and maintained in accordance
with good gngineering 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 TACB or other agencies. If a viola-
tton of any provision of a TACE regu-
lation, including the requirements of an
exemption, s observed, appropriate en-
forcement action will be taken.

Exxon Company, US.A. noted that the

monitoring, repair, and recordkeeping re- .

quirements In the proposed regulations
are similar to those required under current
federal NSPS reg_ulations for onshore
natural gas processing plants, 40.Code of
Federal Regulations. 80, Subpart KKK,
While the CTG Is intended to provide
RACT raquirements for existing facilities
and the NSPS program affects only néw
sourges or modlifications, an.unnecessary
duplicatjon of effort could occur if.a com-
pany was requirad to compty with the pro-
vistons of both programs.. A source,
therefore, should be required to satisfy on-
ly the ' more stringent provisions of the two

programs. The control plan to be submit- -
ted by the company must include ade-.

quate documentation to demonstrate
compliarice with the -provisions of the
NSPS program and. ahy additional mea-
sures to address proviglons of the CTG re-
quirernents-which may be more stiingent
or-may- not be covered by NSP$S regu-

Iatlons

Three proposed exemptlons ooncernlng.

inaccessible valves, temparary nonoper-
ating facilities, and valves of two Inches

‘or less, were challenged in the testimony,

while three additional exemptions con:
cerning relief valves at unmanned facl-
litiés, reciprocating compressors, and

.positive displacement pumps, were re-

commended. Industry- representatives
also advocated raising the proposed ex-
emption level for components contacting

process flulds 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 liguid extraction step
In the process. - '

EPA and Brandt Mannchen suggested
that the components to be covered by the
exemption for ‘inaccessible valves be
clearty Himited to avoid abuse and that
aven. those valves legltimately excluded
from quarterly inspections be monitored

at 'least’ annually: The CTG speoifically.

provides for annual monitoring of valves
which are elevated more than two meters

above any permanent structure. A clari-

fication of the term ‘inacessible” to limit

it to valves elevated more than twe meters

will be included in-the. TACB regtilation,
as well as-the annual monitorlng requlre
ment.

EPA- objected to the proposed exemptlon
for temporary " nonoperating facilities
because VOG concentrations in process
lines may still exceed 1.0% by weight

whether the facility is belng operated or -
-not, The TACB's intent was 1o exclude only;

those facllities which not only have been

removed from any service, but have also

had all VOC containing materlals purged
from proecess lines and equipment. The
language proposed for §115.284(d), there-
fore, may: be tevised to require facilitles
qualifying for this exemption to concur-

rently satisfy the criteria of §115.284(bx(c). ..

This change would essentlally require all
applicable facilities to drain all VOC fluids

“from process lines and should adequately

address EPA concerns.

EPA also objected to the proposed exemp-
tion for valves with a nominal size of two
inches or less, stating that a significant

fraction of valves that are less than two

inches have average leakage no different

from any ‘other valve. While the TACB

agrees that any individual two- inch valve
which is leaking may result In exisslons
stmilar to a larger valve, the exemption ig

condltioned on a demonstration by the af:

fected source that the combined impact
of all valves covered by the exemptigh

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 js fea-
sonabie. if EPA, in conjunction with-more
stringent SIP guidelines or formai policy
determinations, requires states to. eli-
minate this exemption for all industties,

the TACB will respond WIth appmpnete

rulemaking

Flepresentatives of the: Gas Proceseors.

Association.and Exxon Company, US.A.

recommended revising the proposed ex-

emption for components contacting pre-
cess fluids of 1.0% VOC or less to be
more consisterit with the existing federal
NSPS regulations.

" The proposed regulatlons were sntended-.

to satisfy the commitment to adopt con-
trols consistent with the requirements
stipulated in the CTG published by EPA.
Those guldelines, based on a technical
and economic evaluation of RACT, stip-
ulated the 1.0% VOEC concentration IImlta
tion incorporated into the proposed regu-
lations; no less stringent limitation can
be considered without viclating that com-
mitment. Furthermore, TACB evaluation of

the proposed exemption level indicates it .
will, in effect, require the monitoring and-

repair of all componente of an affected
process except for product natural gas
streams. This is copsistent.with the ap-

* plication of NSPS requirsments for all pro- .
cess streams with greater than 10% VOC
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by welght or in wet gas setvice.

The Gas Processors Association re-
quested that an additional exemption be
" included for principally unmanned natural
gasl/gasoline processing operations
which would allow for the testing of relief
valves venting to the atmosphere at the
next routine monitoring inspection rather
than within the proposed 24-hour period.

" The commenter contended that the re-

_source requirements needed to respond
to the proposéd monitoring of such vents
at unattended facilities was unreasonable
ahd ‘unnecessary. Furthermore, the ex-
tended time period.for rélief valve testmg
atunmanned facilities should be consis-
tent with existing NSPS requirements of

. monitoring within 30 days. The staff feels:

this is a legitimate conoern and recom-
mends the adoption of an appropriate ex-

emption for relief vaive monitormg at

unmanned facilities.

The Gas Processors Aesocratlon also
suggested exemptions be allowed for two
specific types of process equipment, re-
ciprocating compressors. and positive
displacement. pumps, Accordmg to the
testimony, this equipment is intentlonal-
ly designed to have a small amount of pro-
cess fluld leakage .and, even when well
- maintdined, will /ikely exceed the 10,000

ppm leak threshoid established in the.
régulations.- While the CTG document

discusses the particular problems as-
soclated with.these types of equipment,
it doas not specifically provide for an ex-
emption from control requirements except
for wet gas service reciprocating com-
pressors in'plants that do not have a VOC
control device such-as a flare or a cOon-
tinuous burning process heater or boiler.
Furthermors; - NSPS requirements for
natural--gas: processing -plants exempt
reciprocating compressors in wet gas ser-

vice. The staff Is unaware of any feasible -
method of controlling -these designed:

leaks or any- practical alt_ern'ative to the
usé of the affected equipment in most ap-

plications and, therefqre, concurs wlth the.

Industry recommendation

Finally, Brandt Mannchen opposed aliof’

the  exemptions ' proposed in- §115.284
stnce he stated that Harris Gounty con-
tinues to be severely nonattainment and

need(s) o have maximum contrals ap-

plied. The elimination of all exemptions
unrealistically assumes the availability of

unlimited private and public resources to’

implement and enforce contrgl measures.

The exemptions allowed in the proposed

regulations are consistent with the pro-

visions. of the GTG published by EPA"
which provide for consideration of eco- -

nomic reasonabléness when establlshmg
control - measures - for nonattainment
areas,

EPA recommended two addltlons to the
. ptoposed recordkeeping requirements to
ptovide Information regarding the es:
timated emisgsions from leaking."com-
ponents and the reasons for delays-in
negessary repairs. While no accurate

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--

tained by comparing test readings before

- and after completed repalrs. Since the in-

strument reading of the recheck pro-
cedures was proposed, only the instru-
ment reading of the initidi monitoring of
a leaking component is needed. This can

bie easily accomplished by expanding the -

proposed §115.283(a)(4) to Include record
ing of the additlonal data. - :

In, addition, a company.- should be'j

reaeonably expected to report the reasoris

for a delay in any indicated repair until the

next shutdown: This-can be accomplished
by expanding proposed §1.15.'283(a)(8).-'_

Brandt Mannchen s.uggested-facillﬂ‘ee 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 naturat.gas/

gasoline processing operations affected.

by these regulations will be routinely in-
spectéd by TACB or focal agencies, two
years of data from the fugitive monitorlng
programs should enable enforcement per-
sonnel té adequately determine compli-

ance with all requirements. Furthermore,

the TACB maintains corpliance records
on file indefinitely, -providing' the oppor-
tunity to observe consistent or recurring

problems or violations at any Indivndual

source..

The Gas Processors Association and Ex-
xan Gompany, U.S.A,, questioned the rea-
sonableness of a control which apparent-
ly would affect only two sources in

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 régulations 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 nonimplementation of the SIP

which would subject Hartis: County ta the.

thréat of economie sanotions..

These two commenters also expressed;
concern-that the controls adopted as a
_result of this ruiemaking process may he.
proposed for addlttonal areas of the state

in the future. Brandt Mannchen 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 nonatfain- .

ment - areas have not been officially
published, it is expected that control re-
quirements for additional areas, including
the consolidated metropalitan statistical
areas for most urban areas, will likely
stipulate the application of all CTG
measures, The TACB will address these
requirements during the development of
the'post1087 SiP revisions after‘careful
consideration of all plansing. options.

h Har-
ris County and would achieve only limited -
VOC reductions. EPA published the CTG

The new section is adopted .under Texas

Civil Statutes, Article 4477-5, §3. 09(a), -

which provide the TACE with- the authoti:
ty to make rules and regulations conS|s-
tent with.the general Intent and purposes
of the Texas Clean Air Act and to amend
any rule or regulation the TAGB makes.

§115.281." Control Reqmrements " Ne
person shali operats.a natural gas/gasolme
processing operation, as defined in §101,1

of this title (relating to Definitions), without

complying with the following requirements.

(1) " No component shall be allowed,

10 leak, as deéfined in §101.1 of this title
(relating to Definitions), volatile organic.

compounds {VOC)-with a VOC emission
concentration exceeding 10,000 parts per
million by volume (ppmv) Leak detection

-shall be performed in accordance with 40

CFR 60, Appendix A, Methed 21, hereby
mcorporated by reference. -

(@) All techrijcally feembie repaits to

a leaking: componenpt, as specified 'in
paragraph (1) of this subsection, shall be
made within 15 days after the [ealc is found.

If the repair of a component would 1 require.
a unit shutdown which would create miore.

emissions than the repair. would eliminate,
the repair may be delayed unul the next
scheduled shutdown.

(3 All leaking components, as de-

fmecl in paragraph (1) of this sectlon, which

cannot be repaired until the unit is shut dowi
for turnaround shall be identified for such
repair by tagging. The executive director at

his discretion may require early unit turn-
around or other appropriate action based-on. |

the, number and severity of tagged leaks.

awaiting turnaround

(4) “Except for safety pr cssuw rehef :

valves, no valves shall be installed or

operated at the end of a pipe or line con-

taining VOC unless the pipe or line issealed

with a second valve, a blind flange, a plug,
or a cap. The sealing device may. be removed -

only while a sample is being taken or, dur-.

ing maintenance operations.. .

(5 PJpeline valves and 'p}essuret .

relief valves in gaseous VOC service ghall be.
marked in some manner that will be readlly.

obvious to monitoring personnel.
§II5 282. Inspection Requ!remems

(a) . The owner or operator of a natural_‘ '
gas/gasoline processing operatlon shall¢on- -

duct a monltormg program conmstent w1th
the following provisions.

(1) Measure yearly, (W1th a hydro-

carbon gas analyzer) the emissions from gl

valves elevated more than two metcrs above
any permanent structure.

- (2) Measure quarterly (w:th a

hydlocarbon gas analyzer) the emlsslons
from all;’ Lo
O(A) compressor seals,
(B} - pipeline valves;

(C) pressure relief - v'alvcs n;..

gaseous. service; and -
Dy purhp seals
“{(3) Visually mspect
pump. seals '
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(4} Measurd’ gwnh a hydrocarbon
gas analyzer) the emissions from any pump
s¢al from which liquids having a true vapor
pressure greater than 0.147. psia, (1.013 kPa)
at 68°F {20°C) are observed dr1pp1ng

. (8) - Measure (with a hydrocarbon

‘gas analyzer) emissions from any relicf valve

vhich has vented to the atmospheré within

24 hotirs at manned Tacilities or within 30

days at unmanned facilities,’

(6) - Measure (with a hydrocarbOn
gas analyzer) immediately after : reparr, the
emissions from any component that was
found leaking. ~ :

“(b) The followwg 1tems are exempt

. from the monitoring requtrements of subsec—

tion (a) of this section: -

()  pressure relief devices connected
to an operatlng flare header, components in
continuous vacuum service, anl valves that
are net externally regulated (such as in-line

‘ check valves),

{2) ~ pressure rehef Valves that are_

downstream of a rupture disk which is intact;

3y positive dtsplacement pumps

- and pumps in liquid service that are’equip-
ped.with dual pump seals, barrier fluid sys-.

term, seal degassmg vents, and vent control

- systerns kept in good working order; and -

(4). reciprocating compressors and

compressors that are¢ equippéd with degass-'

ing vents and"vent control systems kept in
gooc! Workmg order.’

‘(©) " The owner of operator of a natural
_ gas/gasolme processing operation upon the

detection of a component leaking more than

10,000 ppmv of volatile ¢ organic compounds .
shall affix fo the leaking: coniponent a wea-
therproof and readily visible tag, bearing'an

identification number and the date the leak
was [ocated, This tag shall rémain in place
until ‘the’ Ieakrng cottiponent - js repaired,
~(d} -The . monitoring schedule of
sybsection - (a)(l) ~(3Y of this sectron may be
mod1fted as follows.
(1) : After at least two complete an-
nual checks, the operator of a process may

© requiest in writing to the Texas Air Control

Boatd that'the monitoring schedule be re-

visedt; This request ‘shall-include data’ that.

have been developed to justify any moc_hf‘lca»

_tion in the menitoring. schedule.

(2) -After at least two' complete
quarterly checks of pipeline valves in gascous
service, the operator of a process may re-

guest in writing to the Texas Alr Control:

Board that the moniitoring schedule for
pipeline valves in gaseous service be revised

This request shall include data thar have been .

develaped to justify. any modtflcation m thie
momtormg schedule,
.(3) If the executive dlrector of the
Texas Ait Control Board determines thaf
there is an excessive number of leaks in any
given process, he may require-an increase in
the frequency of monitoring for that process.
(&) -The executive directot of the Texas
Air Control Board may approve an alter-
native. monitoring - method. if the process
operator can demonstrate that the alternate

_ monitoring method is equivalent to the

method required by:this section. Any request
for an alternate monrtorrng method must be
made in writing to the executive director.

§115,283. Recordkeeping Requirements..

() . The owner or operator of a natural
gas/gasohne processing operation shall
maintain a leaking components momtormg
log for all leaks of niore than 10,000 ppmv
of volatile organic compounds detected by
the monitoring program - required. by
§115.282 of thiis title (relating to Inspection
Requlrements) This log shall contain, at a
mipimum, the following data:

(1) the name of the proeess umt'

where the component is located; .
) ‘the type of component (e.z.,

- valve or seal);

(3) the tag number of thc compo—
nént;

(4). the daie and mstrument reading
of the ‘initial check procedure when a leak-
ing component is. discovered;

(5) the date on which a leaklng .

cornponent is repatred;

(6) _ the date and mstrument readang

of fhe techeck procedure after a leakmg'
component is repaired;.

(7} . arecord of the calibration of the
monltormg instrument;

(8) . identification of those Ieaks that ‘

cannot be repaited until turnaround and
justification -for the delay’ in makmg

. necessary repairs; and

(9 the total number of components
checked and the total number of components
found leaking, )

- (b). Copiesof the monttormg log shall -
be. 1etamed by the owner or operator-for a. -

minimum of two years after the date on

* which-the record: was made ot the report

prepared..

o {e) . Momtonng recotds shall be main-
tained for two vears and:be made avallable
for review by authorized representatives of
the Texas Air Contrdl Board or 10ca] alr
polluuon control agencies.

' §115.284. Exemptions.

(a) Valves with a nominal size of two
inches (5.0 em) or le_ss are exempt from the
requirements of §115.281 of. this -title
(relating to Control Requirements), §115.282
of this title (relating to Inspection Re-
quirements), and §115.283 of this fitle
(relating to Reeordkeepmg Requirements)
provided allowable emissions at any plant
from sources affected by these sections after
contiols are applied with exempt:ons will not
exceed by more than 5.0% such allowable
emissions with no exempttons Any person
claiming an exernptton for valves two inches
(5.0 cm) nominal size or smaller under this.
section shall at the time he provides his con-
trol plan also provide the following mfor-
matton

{1y 1dent1f1eatlon of valves or classes
of valves te be exempted;

(2) -an estimate “of - uncontrolled
emissions from exempted valves. and an’ e85~

timate of emissions Gif controls were apphed
plus an explanation of how the cstnnates
were derived; -

S (@) an est1mate of the total volatile
organtc compound (VOC) emissions within
the process from sources affected by
§115,281 of this title (relating to Control Re-
quirements), §115.282 of this title (relating
to Inspection Requlrements), and-§115.283.
of this title (relating to Recordkeeping Re-
quirements) after contrals are applied and

- assuming no exemptions. for small valves;

plus an explanation of how the est1mate was
derived,

" (b) Components whlch contact a pro-'
cess Tluid that confalnis Jéss than 1.0% VOC
by weight are exempt from the requirements
of §115.281 of this fitle (relatmg to Control
Requirements), §115.282 of this title (relating
to Inspection Requirements), and §115.283
of this title (relatmg to Recort:lkecpmg Re—
qu1rementb)

ey Components which contact a pro—
cess ligquid- conta1n1ng VOC having a(rue
vapor pressure équal to or less than 0,147
psia (1.013 kPa) at 68°F (20°C) are exempt .
from the reqiirements of §115.281 of this
title: (relatmg to Control’ Requtrements),

§115.282 of this title (telating to Inspéction.

Reqmrements), and §115.283 of this title (re-;
lating to Recorclkeepmg Requtrements) if the -
components are inspected visually according
to the inspection schedules spec1f1ecl within

* these same sections.

(d) Natural .gas/gasoline processmg
junits ina temporary nonoperating statis and
which satisfy the conditions af subsgctions -
(b)-(c) of this section are exempt from the-

© reqiirements’ of §115,281 - of  this fitle -

{relating to Control Redoirements); §115.282"
of this title (relating to-Inspéction Requiré-
mernits), §115.283 of this title (reldting to
Recordkeeping Requirements), and §113,285°
(b)-of this title (relating to Counties' and

l Compliance  Schedule). All ‘natural gas/-

gasoline processiiig operations 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 starf-ups as they oecur, .
{(e). Processes at the same location but
unrelated. to- the productton of natural
gas/gaso]ine processing are exempt from the

requirements of. this undesignated head.

() - Natural gas/gasoling - pro_c_ess'ing_
units'where the total design throughput at
a property-is-less than 10 million standard
cubie fest of gas per- day and there is no
capability to fractionate the mixed. natural
gas liquids are exempt from the requtrements;
of this undemgnated head

This. agenoy hereby certlfles that the fule
as adopted has been reviewed by Iegal
counseél and found to be a valid exercrse
of the agencys legal authorlty

Issued in Austln, Tean. on- Jenuary 6 1988.

TRD-8500096 Allen Ell Bell-
~Exacutive’ Ditector
Texas Alr Contrgl Board
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Effective date: January 27, 1988 © -

Proposal publication date: August 7, 1987

Far. further information, please call o
(512) 451 5711, ext. 354 R

Chapter 116, Control of Air -
Pollutlon by Permits for
New Construction or .
Modlflcatlon

*31 TAC §§116.5, 116 Ty 116 10

The Texas Air Gontrol 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 Bl 5, 70th Legis-

lature, 1987 (Texas Civil Statutes Article.
6252-13(b).1), which fequires the TAGB to.
-establish time limits and an appeals pro-

cess for staff revrew of petmit applica-
tions -and the .issuance of permits, ‘An

additional amendment 10 §116,7 reflects .
recodification of the federal rules cited i rn‘

the section. .

) The amendments add reqmremente for‘

the executlve director to notify a permit

applicant within a specified pertod of time
of receipt 6f a compleie application and -

of any__defr’ciencles in‘an application If it
is incdmplete. The amendments to §116.7

(@) and to §116.10{c)1) provide that a public

hgaring or any delay in.public notification
could ‘lengthen the specified .pefiod of
time. The amendments to §§116.5, 118,7(h),
and 116.10(f) provide for an appeal process
relating to the time 1imlts for [ssuance or

denial ‘of permits, special permits and‘_'-

armendments..

The amendments to §116. 7(e)(3)(D) |nclude L
the.teplacement of the-old federal section
numbers with new numbers. which'werg

published by the United States En-
vironmental. Protéction Agency (EPA) in
November, 1986, as a recodlflcation of 40
Code of Federal Regulations §51. The.new

section numbers replace the old in order
to make accurate the cltatlon in

§116.7(eN34D).

The Administrative Precedure and Texas:

Register Act, Texas Civil Statutes, Article
‘6252133, §5(c)(1), require$ categorization

of comments as being for or against a.

proposal. A commenter who suggested
any changes in the' proposal Is catego-
_tized as against the proposal. A commen-
ter who agreed with the proposal in its
entirety is classified as being for the
proposal,

A public hearrng was held: November 5,

1987, in Austin. Testimony was reoeiyed
from 10 eommenters during the comment
perlod concerning the proposed amend-

ments and other related matters Brandt'
Mannichen commentéd in favor of the pro-

posal. Those commenting .against the
proposal were Rohm and Haas Texas, In-
corporated; Texas Mid-Continent Oii and

‘Gas Association (TMQGA); Natural Gas
Pipealine Company of America; Texas East-.
man Company (Kodak); the Texae Chemi-.

cal Council (TGC); Dow Chemical Oompa
ny; the Slerra Clyb; and EF'A

Most of the comments addressed the
specific time frames proposed in §§116.5,
116.7; and 116.10, A few additiorial com-
ments addressed the preamble language
which accompanied the proposed amend-

.ments, and some. addresséd adminis-

trative ‘matters relating to- the TACB

perniitting process and the submittal of

proposed ravisions to thia State linplemen:

tation Plan (SIP). The following discussion

addresses the comments on the specific

révisions coptained in ‘the October 2 pro: >
posal’ first and ‘the general c,omments‘

second;

Elght- commenters submltted remarksf

congerning the proposed: changes .fo
§5118,5, 116.7, and 118,10. Brandt Mann-
chen supported the proposal, The Sierra
Glub recommended that specific lan-
guage beadded to the segtions to clarify
that time delays dué to public hearings

and related matters are not ingluded: in’
the compiitation of the time franies as’
proposed, The preamblelanguage. which

aocompanled the proposed amendmente

in the October 2 proposal stated that the'

satisfagtion of public: mterest -andior

_ publie opposltion}by way.of .publjc hear--

- ings and meetings.would extend.the time"
for completion of.application review. In -
addition, §116.7(e) and. §116.10(c) contain-
- language which prayvides an.exceptionfor:

any time delays dug te.public hearings

and public. meetings. However; §116:5.
lacks any such language. Gonseguently,:
a similar. statemept.has been-added to:

§116 5 to clarify the issue In that seotlon

Rohm and- Haas - Texas, Incorporated
TMOGA; Natural. Gas Pipeline Company

of America; Kodak; TCC;-and-Dow ob-

jécted to_the time frames proposed in
§§118.5,. 116.7, and 116.10.. These com-
menters ‘interpreted. the proposed. time

frames to be an excessive lengthenlng of «
the various steps of the TACH permitting
process. The commenters explained In :
detail that many problems and additional
costs could result if the TACB used a
greater Fength of time to. complete each .

step in issumg a permlt

The time ftames were propesed in':each-'

of the three sections to satisfy statutory

requirements-and to establish a maximur.
time for the TACB stafi to complete the

review. of langthy, complicated, worst

case applications. TMOGA, among:

others, suggested a different set.of time

frames and stressed that its proposal .

represents maximum reasonable periods
for review and processing undey normal
conditions, and that they are not Intend-

ed to be treated: as timas -routinely al-

towatile for t"h'eee"a'otiv-i:tie'(s.' TMOGA and '

thie TACB agree on this Issue, the onty dif::
ference being the number of days in sach

time frame. The TACB-propoged fime

frames are based upon recent experlenoe_‘
and a thorough evaluation of the.range of,
time foquirements for review. The TAGB.
staff does not propose. to Iengthen the.
pérmit applleatron review. process te cain-.

cide with the stated time frames. On the
contrary, the staff intends to malntain cur-

rent -patterns- of ‘timing -and;- whenever
_possible, to'shorten the -tim‘es‘ needed to’
coinplete the staps in the review process.:
However, in a.worst case situation involyv-.

ing a complicated review, deldys in pubtie

notice by the applicant, and/or other fac-. -

tors, the issuance. or génial.of a-permit -

could be delayed, causing the staff to
miss the sialed degdline, and lose permit

fee revenue: The most Ilkely application.
to miss a deadliné would be one submit-

ted for a‘multimillion dotlar project car-
rying a Iarge ‘permit-fed. The agency.

cannot afford to forfeit large amounts of -
fee fevenui ot 10'shartcut the review:pro-
. cess, Consequently, while'the staff does

not intend to‘use the allotted time:in most:‘--
instances, additionaltime has been built..

inte the; prooeee ta cover the most dlf
ficult cases,~ :

Kadak, Dow,” and TCG requested t,hat a
comprehenswe ‘definition of application

completeness or'that a-list'of complete-"

ness criteria be-added 10 thé amendéd

sections. The TACB staff bélieves that for- -
malk rulemaking‘is not an efficlent means’ .
forproviding such information: The mary !
and varigus types and sizes of permit-ap--
. plications require that the staff treat each .

one separately with special attention 1o

individual qualifications and deficlencles..

Placement of application completeness -

criterla. within Regulation VI would- in-

craase the rigidity of the permitting. rules )
‘where flexibility .is neéded, andlikely
. would result in frequent revisions to the .

rulés to provide for specifle, Individual.

crlteria The staff is available to disouss

with' any potentlal applicant the complete-

ness criteria for any type of proposed pro-

fect. Much of the Information is also avail- -
- able’ with’ forms provided to each permltf_

applicant,

Kodalk suggested that the staff justrflea :

tien'for the number of days established

for.each time frame be Included in-each

of the revised.§§116.5, 116.7, and-116.10. -

The statute (Texas Civil Statutes, Article

25243(b}.1) requires that a justification of

the proposed timé frames -be published.

with the proposed sections, not In‘the pro-

" posed sections. Slncethelustlflcation is.

not gritical to the section in practice, the

section. Further, the preamble o the 00»

tober 2 proposal contained the required .
justificatlon, and further publlcahon ap-

pears un necessary

EPA recommended that its commente of
. September-7, 1984, be addressed If'the
TACB p!ans to ad0pt §116 7°in a maniier”
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