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9.13 to 9.14 Diesel engines

Comment 1: Engine sizes greater than 750 HP are needed.

(B)

Response:  This project involves developing general permits for the equipment typically found at the majority of mid-stream compressor stations.  Our permit files show few if any diesel engines larger than 750 HP at mid-stream facilities so we chose not to include larger engines at this time.    

Comment 2: Stack height of twenty feet in many cases is outside the manufacturer’s recommendations and warranty.
References to “oil” should be changed to “diesel.”

(B)
Response: The stack height requirement will be deleted from all of the spark-ignition and compression-ignition general permits. Instead, case-by-case evaluation, supported by dispersion modeling where needed, will be done to assure that the ambient impact of the exhaust is not excessive.
We agree with the comment concerning oil to diesel, and have made several changes to make the permit language follow 40 CFR Subpart IIII more closely. 

14 Lean and Rich-burn NG fired engines (general)

Comment 3: Suggested under Facility-Wide T & C's: citation of OAC 3745-279, "Used Oil Management Standards."



(A)
Response:  This permit does not allow for the use of used oil as a fuel for the engines so we did not see the need to include this rule cite.  
Comment 4: C.1(b)(1)(g) lists the same emission limits as C.1(b)(1)(a), but with a different rule citation. Why?




(C)
Response:  Thank you for the comment.  We have corrected this issue in the current draft.
Comment 5: In C.1.e(3), the phrase "initial notification to the local OEPA office upon startup" needs clarification as to the time requirement, e.g. "within 30 days of startup."




(G)
Response:  We have made the suggested change to all the spark ignition permits.

Comment 6: C.1(f)(2) says if required, compliance shall be determined through Method 9 VE observations. Under what circumstances will this be required?; C.1(f)(3) says if required, compliance with emission limitations shall be demonstrated by Methods 1 through 5. Under what circumstances will exhaust emission tests be required?

Response:  Ohio EPA uses the “if required” approach when no initial test is required by rule but the compliance method must be defined.  Either Method 9 VE observation or emissions testing will be required if the director determines that the source is not operating correctly in order to ensure compliance with the various limits.  

Comment 7: What is the regulatory basis for the stack height requirement?  (C)

Response:  The requirement was based upon air dispersion modeling using a simple screening model like TSCREEN. The prescribed height was intended to prevent an exceedance of any NAAQS standard at the secured perimeter, based on assumptions as to “typical” parameters such as stack temperature and velocity, and distance to fence line. On the grounds that the required height could be contrary to manufacturer’s recommendation, and “typical” properties are in any case difficult to define, we have decided to delete the stack height requirement and require site-specific estimates of total facility impact, as described in the "Additional General Permit Guidance for Natural Gas Compressor Stations" guidance document available at http://epa.ohio.gov/dapc/genpermit/genpermits.aspx#127854017-permits-available-for-comment 
14.1 to 14.9 NG fired engines

Comment 8: A muddle was made of the size category boundaries of the reciprocating engines, in terms of keeping "greater than," "less than" and "equal to" consistent in the public notice, QC document, and internal to the GP's.



(K)

Response:  Following is our amended table of horsepower ranges. Note that a new, larger size category for lean burn engines has been interpolated, in response to commenters’ request, with renumbering of the GP’s succeeding in the list. Also, mistakes were made in the statement of the initial allowable date of manufacture for two permits (14.3 and 14.4), which have been corrected to match 60 CFR Subpart JJJJ.

	GP
	rich/lean
burn
	HP range

	14.1
	LB
	≥100 to ≤300

	14.2
	LB
	>300 to ≤500

	14.3
	LB
	>500 to ≤1000

	14.4
	LB
	>1000 to ≤1350

	14.5
(new category)
	LB
	>1350 to ≤3600

	14.6
(prev. 14.5)
	RB
	≥100 to ≤300

	14.7
(prev. 14.6)
	RB
	>300 to ≤500

	14.8
(prev. 14.7)
	RB
	>500 to ≤1000

	14.9
(prev. 14.8)
	RB
	>1000 to ≤1350

	14.10
(prev. 14.9)
	RB
	>1350 to ≤3600

	9.13
	n/a
	≥175 to ≤350

	9.14
	n/a
	>350 to ≤750


14.1 to 14.4
Lean-burn NG fired engines

Comment 9: We should provide a GP for lean burn engines greater than 1350 HP, in accordance with recent industry trends in installed engines.







(B)

A GP for lean-burn engines larger than 1350 HP is needed. Examples of engines that should be accommodated are Caterpillar G3516B, G3608, G3612, and G3616.

(F)

Response:  We have added a GP for lean burn engines in the range 1350 to 3600 HP, in response to commenter requests. However, to avoid calculated allowable emissions too large for a general permit, we have included BAT requirements not present in the other GP’s in the lean burn series. 

Comment 10: C.1.e.4 requires performance test results to be submitted within 30 days of completion of the test, whereas JJJJ allows 60 days. Multiple engines are commonly tested within a fixed period of time, and 30 days may not allow the tests to be run without interruption, due to the need for analysis and report-writing. 60 days, consistent with JJJJ, is requested.


(F)
Response:  Ohio EPA has consistently required performance test results to be submitted within 30 days of completion of the test.  Upon request, Ohio EPA can consider extending the submittal date for good reason.  The footnote to C.1.e.4 makes it clear that a request for extension to 60 days can be submitted to the field office. The director may grant that extension unless the language of 3745-15-04(A) “ . . . director has reason to believe that an emission in excess of that allowed by the rules is occurring or has occurred from time to time” suggests that it should be denied.  
Comment 11: C.1.b)(1)a has a reference to the 100 to 500 bhp range of engine sizes, where a reference to the 500 to 1000 bhp range was clearly intended; the same error occurs in C.1.f)(1).
 [GP 14.3]









(G)

Response:  The reference should have been to the line in Table 1 to Subpart JJJJ of Part 60 that applies to engines in the 500 to 1350 horsepower range. The correction has been made in both places. Also, the manufacture date July 1, 2010 should have been referenced instead of January 1, 2011 and this has been corrected here and in the qualifying criteria document.

Comment 12: In regard to the C.1.b)(1) applicable emission limits for particulate emissions, clarification is needed of how 2.93 TPY was computed. Also, the method of conversion to g/hp-hr of the parameters expressed as lb/MMBtu should be explained. [GP 14.4]







(G)

Response:  The calculation is 0.062 lb/MMBtu   x   0.008 MMBtu/HP-hr  x  1350 HP  x 8760 hr/year = 5866 lb or 2.93 tons per year. The factor of 0.008 MMBtu or 8000 Btu/HP-hr is a generic engine efficiency rating appropriate if no better information is available. Had the emission limit been expressed in g/HP-hr, it would be

0.062 lb/MMBtu  x  0.008 MMBtu/HP-hr x  453.6 g/lb  = 0.225 g/HP-hr

if this approach is followed.
Note a mistaken value of the PE emission limit (0.310 instead of 0.062 lb/MMBtu) appeared in C.1.f)(3) and has been corrected.

14.5 to 14.9
Rich-burn NG fired engines

Comment 13: Is a limit of 0.20 g NOx/hp-hr achievable?


(A)

Response:  The proposed limits on NOx, CO, and Non-Methane Non-Ethane Hydrocarbon (NMNEHC) are the same as those in the GP-5 permits being issued by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, and to confirm that they are achievable, we are relying on the Pennsylvania’s BAT analysis described in the Technical Support Document available here:

http://files.dep.state.pa.us/Air/AirQuality/AQPortalFiles/Permits/gp/Technical_Support_Document_GP-5_4-9-2013.pdf
In C.1.c)(1), the citation of 40 CFR 60.4243(g) appears to be a clerical error, where 60.4243(e) was intended.
Comment 14: The lean-burn emission limits for NOx, CO, and VOC match Subpart JJJJ of Part 60, but, for rich-burn, the limits are substantially stricter, with no reason given. An explanation is requested.







(F)

Response:  The NOx, CO and VOC (but not PM) limits for rich-burn were patterned after those in Pennsylvania’s SB-5 general permit issued in 2015, available on their website at http://www.elibrary.dep.state.pa.us/dsweb/View/Collection-9747.  Pennsylvania discusses the combination of test data, manufacturer’s guarantees and cost analysis that formed the basis of their BAT determination in the technical support document accompanying GP-5, at http://files.dep.state.pa.us/Air/AirQuality/AQPortalFiles/Permits/gp/Technical_Support_Document_GP-5_4-9-2013.pdf.

Comment 15: The rich-burn limit for particulate matter is unreasonably strict, and cannot be demonstrated using manufacturer's information. Applying the AP-42 emission factor of 0.01941 lb/MMBtu for combined PM10 filterable + PM10 condensible with manufacturer’s efficiency  ratings of 7696 and 7792 Btu/HP-hr for two example engines gives predicted emissions in excess of 0.067 g/HP-hr, indicating that 0.040 cannot be met.

(F)

Response:  For PM, Ohio felt that an emission limit stricter than that in OAC 3745-17-11 was appropriate for a General Permit. The limits in 3745-17-11(B)(5)(a) and  (B)(5)(b) are very lax for engines like these, and would have given an unrealistically high calculated annual potential to emit had they been used. A quick review of data showed that a limit of 0.040 g/HP-hr would probably allow most engines to pass. A closer review now shows that this limit is too strict, at least for smaller engines, and consequently we have decided upon a tiered schedule of limits, with a slight relaxation for large engines and greater relaxation for the small ones.
The terms “particulate emissions” or “particulate matter” in conjunction with Part 60 Appendix A Methods 1 through 5 should always be understood to refer to the filterable portion of PM, only. Hence, the AP-42 emission factor of 0.0095 lb/MMBtu for PM10 filterable is relevant to this context, and an AP 42-based emission limit of around 0.0345 g/HP-hr would actually be stricter than what we are proposing.
Here is our new proposal for rich-burn PM limits:






g/HP-hr
TPY


100 – 300 HP

0.18

0.52


300 -   500 HP

0.12

0.58


500 – 1000 HP

0.08

0.77


1000 – 1350 HP

0.051

0.66


1350 – 3600 HP

0.044

1.53

The conversion from g/HP-hr to TPY is based upon 8760 hours/year and 8000 Btu/HP-hr.

Comment 16: “ . . . the GP requires significant additional cost to conduct a Method 5 test for PM. By some estimates, this would double the cost for engine testing which is already approximately $3000 per unit to test even though the fuel is considered “clean burn” with regards to particulates. With the exception of the Cleveland area, the state is in attainment for this NAAQS pollutant. This requirement seems excessive given the lack of controls for demolition, road construction and agricultural activities around the state.”
 






(B)

Response:  We believe that engine manufacturers generally make emissions performance sheets available that can be used to demonstrate initial compliance with emission limits, with no need for a special Method 5 test to be run for that purpose. Commenters (B) and (F) cite Waukesha models P9390 and L7042 specifications to support an argument for excessive stringency of our proposed PM limits, but in fact their performance sheets could be used to document compliance.  Emissions testing will only be needed if the director believes the engine is not likely to be operating correctly.  

Comment 17: In GP 14.9, C.1(b)(1)(g) does not include a CO emission limit pursuant to OAC 3745-31-05(E). 



 (C)

Response:  The GP for the largest rich-burn size range (now renumbered as GP 14.10) deliberately omits an entry for CO under -05(E) “voluntary BAT” because the potential to emit for that pollutant is greater than 10 TPY, and hence the -03(A)(3) BAT limit  is not affected by the 10 TPY exemption mentioned under C.1(b)(2)(b). 

15.1 Glycol dehydrators

Comment 18: The maximum sizing of the dehydrator is inadequate to cover expected future installations.                                             (B)(F)

Response:  Thank you for your comment. A new GP 15.2 with allows dehydrators up to 150 mmscf/day has been created.
Comment 19: The term requesting revised calculations if emissions results are “significantly different” is too vague.                                       (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. This term was modified to make it clear when revised calculations may be necessary. 
Comment 20: NSPS Subpart HH only requires annual sampling of incoming gas and semi-annual sampling is unnecessary.                           (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Ohio EPA agrees and the sampling frequency was changed to annually.
Comment 21: Routing flash gases back into the process is not listed as a control option.                                                                                    (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Ohio EPA agrees and this option has been added.
Comment 22: Please increase the allowable VOC emissions.                     (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. This request is not supported by data. The addition of GP 15.2 allows a great VOC emissions limit when the equipment in use is larger. 

Comment 23: Add the option of remote notification if the pilot flame is out.  (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. There is still a need from a safety standpoint for on-site personnel to be able to hear an alarm and avoid the area in case gas has built up in concentrations greater than the LEL. However, the additional option of remote notification has been added to the terms.
Comment 24: Allow the option to use other software besides GRI-Glycalc for calculating emissions.                                                            (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. This is acceptable to Ohio EPA and the change was made.
16.1 Open flares

Comment 25: The use of GRI-Glycalc is not an appropriate method to calculate emissions from flares.                                                              (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Ohio EPA agrees and this method was changed to a standard calculation method that does not use this software.
Comment 26: An updated emission factor for flares is available in AP-42.     (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Ohio EPA agrees and emissions factors have been updated to the latest version. 
Comment 27: Request clarification on flares and their relationship to the dehydrator.                                                                                (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. The flare is allowed to be used for any of the equipment on site. 
Comment 28: Quarterly Method 22 testing is unnecessary.                             (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. This testing is required by the NSPS and the frequency cannot be modified.
16.2 to 16.3 Enclosed flares

Comment 29: The use of GRI-Glycalc is not an appropriate method to calculate emissions from flares.                                                                (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Ohio EPA agrees and this method was changed to a standard calculation method that does not use this software.
Comment 30: An updated emission factor for flares is available in AP-42.     (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Emissions factors have been updated to the latest version. 
Comment 31: Requesting clarification on flares and their relationship to the dehydrator.                                                                                (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. The flare is allowed to be used for any of the equipment on site.
Comment 32: Quarterly Method 22 testing is unnecessary.                          (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. This testing is required by the NSPS and the frequency cannot be modified.
Comment 33: Method 9 is too onerous and Method 22 should be used instead for opacity.                                                                                (F)
Response:  Thank you for your comment. Method 9 is the best way to determine opacity and is required by OAC 3745-17. The change has not been made.
17.1 Reciprocating and centrifugal compressors

Comment 34: Capturing and controlling gas releases is neither technically nor economically feasible. These may be released through any number of blowdown vents at a given facility which cannot be reasonably routed to a centralized control device. Additionally, VOC accounts for only a small fraction of these releases (often less than 10 percent by weight at transmission compressor stations), and a given facility may operate for more than a year without conducting a blowdown event; therefore, the reduction in VOC emissions achieved by an add-on pollution control device would not prove cost effective on a $/ton basis." Subpart OOOOa limits are suggested as an alternative.



(J)
In several paragraphs "subject to NSPS OOOO" should be interpolated into the text in order to properly restrict the applicability of those paragraphs.



(J)
The requirement for 100% capture of compressor seal, isolation valve and blowdown vent emissions is financially very burdensome and often will require that a flare system be built specifically for that purpose, since a rich gas cannot be fed into the fuel system of a lean-burn engine.



(E)

Response:  Section VII.B of the preamble of the proposed Subpart OOOOa new source performance standard signed by the EPA Administrator on 8/18/2015 states the following: 
“In the 2012 NSPS, we did not regulate fugitive VOC emissions from dry seal compressors because we did not identify any control device suitable to capture and control such emissions. For the same reasons we explained in the 2012 NSPS, we are not proposing methane standards for dry seal compressors.”

We are proposing to follow U.S. EPA’s lead for dry seals in that no capture or control will be required.  However, after a review of U.S. EPA’s Natural Gas Star program best practices for compressor emissions, Ohio EPA believes that for most mid-stream facilities, it will be cost-effective (and in many cases, profitable) to control wet compressor seal, isolation valve and blowdown vent emissions through the use of equipment designed to capture and route the emission to nearby low-pressure fuel or product systems.  Therefore, the general permit requires control of emissions from wet seals, isolation valves and blowdown vent emissions, but not dry seals.   
18.1 Equipment/Pipeline leaks

Comment 35: “Expand the scope of the leak detection and repair requirements to apply to components in hydrocarbon service rather than only those in VOC or wet gas service . . ."



   (D)
Response:  We have decided to expand the scope of GP 18.1 to natural gas service generally following the lead of U.S. EPA’s proposed Subpart OOOO, regardless of whether the equipment is in VOC or wet gas service, and we intend that the GP should continue to be usable after the proposed Subpart OOOOa new source standards become final.

Comment 36: “Set a 500 ppm leak threshold for all components subject to LDAR, not just compressors and closed vent systems . . ."
(D)
Response:  We have decided to adopt the proposed Subpart OOOOa leak definitions, which are a mixture of 500, 2000, and 10,000 ppm, depending on type of equipment.

Comment 37: "- Remove the step-down provision in the LDAR requirement that allows operators to move to less frequent monitoring . . ."
(D)
Response:  Ohio EPA decided to keep the step-down approach because we feel it will require more frequent monitoring for those facilities that experience frequent leakages and less frequent monitoring for those facilities that experience less frequent leakages.  This approach helps encourage facilities to keep on top of their equipment to minimize leak emissions.  
Comment 38: C.1.b)(1)c: "The VOC limit is "shall not exceed 10 tons/year." If the facility is not subject to BAT, why does the GP implement a work practice/monitoring requirement as BAT?"

(E)
Response:  The citation of OAC 3745-31-05(E) refers to a voluntary restriction, which the applicant agrees to as a condition of obtaining a general permit. This limitation will be used to limit leak-type emissions instead of the similar BAT limit once U.S. EPA approves the less than 10 ton BAT exemption into the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  

Comment 39: "Federal LDAR rules exempt facilities with less than 10% VOC service from LDAR reporting. Several fields in Ohio are considered "dry-gas" fields that have much less than 10% VOC service. Please add an exemption [for] equipment operating in less than 10% VOC service." 




(F)
Response:  We have decided not to make the requested change because we intend that methane be the subject of leak detection and minimization, as well as VOC. This is consistent with the draft Subpart OOOOa new source performance standard.
Comment 40: In C.1.b.1.b, please change wording to say "every pneumatic controller at a natural gas processing plant must have a VOC bleed rate of zero." It is not reasonable to expect that air-driven pneumatics will not bleed air, adding "VOC" addresses the issue.









(F)

Response:  The language exactly matches 40 CFR 60.5390(b)(1), but that passage is subject to the definition of “bleed rate” in 60.5430 which refers to natural gas. We have added “natural gas” for the sake of clarity.

Comment 41: C.1.f.1: 50% VOC is too high. Analyses from 58 well sites and compressor stations show the highest VOC content to be less than 30%. Many dry gas well and stations are well under 5% VOC with some less than 1%. Site-specific data should be used to compute VOC emissions. 




(F)
Response:  We intend to allow site-specific data, as shown by this language on the draft Qualifying Criteria Document:

The applicant may use the worst-case assumptions concerning VOC content of the gas provided on the Ohio EPA-supplied worksheet, or he may supply his own appropriately-documented worst-case estimate based on project-specific knowledge of equipment and reservoir characteristics.
We have adjusted the formula to show that the % VOC value is a variable from site-specific data.  
Comment 42: C.1.f.1 says that high and low-bleed controllers are not allowed under the GP, but C.1.b.1.b says every controller at a natural gas processing plant must have a zero bleed rate. The inconsistency should be fixed.






(F)
Response:  The citation of 40 CFR 60.5390(b)(1) associated with C.1.b.1.b refers to a natural gas processing plant, and provides the justification when the GP is applied to such a facility. Where the facility is not of this type, the OAC 3745-31-05(E) voluntary-BAT citation in C.1.b.1.c was intended to be the justification for the zero bleed requirement, but that requirement (outside of NG processing plants) has been dropped from the latest draft.

Comment 43: Absence of "OEPA-supplied worksheet" noted.

(G)
Response:  It is now provided, and can be downloaded from the page where all the  April, 2016 draft model permits can be found.

Comment 44: Questions relevance of OOOO "natural gas processing plants" to compressor stations in regard to the prohibition of non-zero bleed controllers. Wish to use low-bleed controllers.

(G)

Response:  Ohio EPA has dropped the requirement for zero bleed controllers at facilities other than NG processing plants from the latest draft GP, and is no stricter than Subpart OOOO and OOOOa in terms of the allowable use of these devices. It should be noted that our interpretation of the federal regulations and associated literature is that “zero bleed” in this context means “zero continuous bleed,” and in fact very substantial intermittent bleeds are allowable under the definition. In the draft fugitive emissions worksheet being released in this package, as an ancillary to several of the general permits, emission factors are proposed for so-called “zero bleed” controllers that are much larger than those factors that have commonly been used in the past for low [continuous] bleed controllers. And, a low-bleed emission factor is being proposed which represents the sum of intermittent and continuous bleeds, and is somewhat larger than the zero bleed factor. These factors, if adopted, may have a significant effect on estimation of plant-wide emissions, and whatever modeling needs to be done. This worksheet (which includes improved emission factors for other fugitive sources as well, such as valves and compressor seals) is a part of this package for which we are requesting comments.
Comment 45: Clarify that intermittent pneumatic controllers are subject to LDAR, unless required to be zero-bleed.

“We seek clarification as to whether or not OEPA intends the GP pneumatic controller requirement to apply to intermittent as well as continuous bleed controllers. To the extent OEPA intends to allow operators to utilize natural gas powered intermittent controllers, we urge OEPA to require operators capture such emissions and route to a closed loop system. Wyoming requires operators capture intermittent controller emissions for both new and existing controllers.” 





(D)
Response:  At this time, we propose to follow Subparts OOOO and OOOOa as they relate to “zero bleed” controllers. The definition of “Bleed rate” in 60.5430a of Subpart OOOOa is:
“Bleed rate means the rate in standard cubic feet per hour at which natural gas is continuously vented (bleeds) from a pneumatic controller.”
Thus intermittent-bleed controllers are zero-bleed, unless they happen to have a continuous bleed as well. This interpretation is inconsistent with much that can be found in the literature. For instance, the document “Oil and Natural Gas Sector Pneumatic Devices” report for Oil and Natural Gas Sector Pneumatic Devices Review Panel (April 2014), prepared by U.S. EPA/OAQPS, uses the term “zero-bleed” in a true zero-bleed sense. This document is available at

https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/oilandgas/2014papers/20140415pneumatic.pdf
Nonetheless, Subpart OOOO/OOOOa provides the definitions relevant to this context. See also our response to the comment immediately above.
Comment 46: C.1.c.2.e: If the 2 percent leakage threshold is exceeded, sampling frequency should revert to semi-annual, not quarterly









(J)
Response:  Ohio EPA believes that switching the sampling frequency to quarterly from the annual makes sense because if the 2 percent leakage threshold is exceeded, then we believe that more frequent follow-up testing is appropriate to verify the systems are properly operated. 
Comment 47: C.1.c.2.f: A first attempt at repair should be required within fifteen days of determining a leak, not five days.


(J)

Response:  Ohio EPA believes that it is important to stop leaks as soon as possible and believes the five day restriction is reasonable.  

Comment 48: C.1.d.1.c and d: "Pressure relief valves are designed to actuate when necessary to prevent catastrophic over pressurization. As a result, personnel may not be present at the time of a pressure relief event, and calculating the duration and magnitude of emissions is not practical."




(J)
Response:  Ohio EPA agrees that it is not always possible to estimate the duration and magnitude of emissions released from a pressure relief valve so we have removed this requirement.  
19.1 Tanks

Comment 49: B.2.: The permit language should include new NSPS Subpart OOOOa.  Can applicants comply with NSPS OOOO as an alternative to the ORs and MRRs?  



(E, J)
Response:
At the time of this writing, USEPA has not yet finalized NSPS OOOOa (proposed September 18, 2015, to regulate sources from that date forward).   Sources must comply with all permit requirements, including the BAT requirement for use of capture and control of emissions when operational, not just any applicable federal standards.

Comment 50: B.4. and 5.: Term should be removed or revised because it applies only for Dehydration (GRI-GLYCalc).  Some Stations don’t have incoming liquid, just pipeline condensation (liquids at well).  Suggest +20% beyond PTI application would be significant.  Would like frequency to be only once per year; annual, after 2 consecutive semi-annual showing no increase. The need for a pressurized gas sample was questioned.  









(B, F, G, J)
Response:
Revisions have been made to the language and timeframe as appropriate.  The purpose of the sampling is to determine VOC/HAP content of the material (a pressurized sample helps ensure accuracy).

Comment 51: C.1.:  Commenters wanted description changes such as an unlimited or larger, 500 barrel tank (and needed for gun barrel tanks), or support for the size and emissions limits, or additional General Permits as needed.  




(B, F)
Response:
The VOC limitation and the tank size has been increased to 500 barrels per the comments and to correspond to other typical site tanks that have been permitted.
Comment 52: C.1.b) and c):  A commenter wanted strict no venting from access points (thief hatch, pressure relief valves, etc.) during normal operation and a requirement to certify designed to meet this no venting and the VOC limit (to ensure all vapor captured/routed to control); Colorado STEM Plan.  A commenter desired clarification of derivation of limits and whether the permit applies for all site tanks.  A commenter said that NSPS allows 6 tons per year with no control.  Commenters only want to use control only when it would be necessary to meet the emissions limits (some have lower emissions, ex. produced water tanks), or think there should be a downtime/maintenance allowance, so any wells do not need to be shut in.  A commenter said the vapor balance requirement should be in the truck loading permit.  

(B, D, E, F, G, J)
Response:
The permit, which is for just one storage vessel (each tank will need to apply for a permit/GP), requires capture and control levels as part of Ohio BAT when the source is in operation regardless of the actual emissions, consistent with permits issued for many sites and US EPA’s PRO Fact Sheets (Gas Star) recommendations, as well as the applicable NSPS requirements. 

Comment 53: C.1.c)(3): Commenter suggests the requirement for a system to automatically close shut-down valves is too burdensome.  
(E)
Response:
At this time, Ohio EPA believes these terms are necessary.
Comment 54: C.1.d)(1): Commenter says they don’t have tank meters (suggest use of simulation model/lifting records).  


(F)
Response:
At this time, Ohio EPA believes these terms are necessary.
Comment 55: C.1.d)(3): Sites should only be required to report these when the permit limit is exceeded; releases from thief hatches are qualitative, RMP violations (not permit violation) and requests this be removed.  






(E, F)
Response:
See the responses to Comment 52 and others concerning capture and control requirements.

Comment 56: C.1.d)(4): The commenter says this will exceed the cost of a tank, too burdensome and should not be required of water tanks. (E)
Response:
At this time, Ohio EPA believes these terms are necessary.
Comment 57: C.1.f): A commenter said visible emissions requirements should be in the flare emissions unit.  




(F)
Response:
The requirement has been removed to be part of the flare unit.
20.1 Truck Loading

Comment 58: B.3. and 4.: Term should be removed or revised because it applies only for Dehydration (GRI-GLYCalc).  Some Stations don’t have incoming liquid, just pipeline condensation water.   (B, F, J)
Response:
These terms have been removed from this GP.

Comment 59: C.1.b): Commenters asked about the 0.81 tons per month BAT levels, and requested higher throughput (3.3 million gallons for wet gas and more for water) or more GPs.  

(B, E, F)
Response:
The VOC emissions and total material throughput levels have been set in order to develop a GP that can be useful to the greatest number of non-Title V facility applicants.  The annual throughput has been increased to 32,000,000 gallons, but Ohio EPA welcomes any further comments.
Comment 60: C.1.b) and c): Commenters think control should not be required if the emissions limit can be met uncontrolled (based on volume, composition), which may not be cost effective for low emitters (like produced water handlers).  


(B, E, F, J)
Response:
Many sites to date have been permitted using capture and control for loading operations, and this is a recommendation of US EPA’s PRO Fact Sheets (Gas Star).

Comment 61: C.1.c): Commenters suggested the gallons level is too low, or that it should be removed to rely only on the tons per month emissions limit.





(B, E, F)
Response:
Source size levels (gallons throughput) are typically part of permit determinations, and as described above, the annual level has been increased.

Comment 62: C.1.c): A commenter is concerned about water vapor entering the flare system from capture/control if it must be used.  
(F)
Response:
As per the above response, a number of facilities utilize control, so the nature of this comment is not clear and more explanation would be needed for further consideration.

Comment 63: C.1.c): Commenters expressed concern about requirements to follow procedures in the permit terms while loading trucks, or by truck drivers.  





(B, F, G, J)
Response:
These requirements have been included in other issued permits to date, and Ohio EPA believes measures like this are important to achieving good operation for lower emissions.

Comment 64: C.1.c): A commenter recommended the addition of a term to require capture/control to achieve and maintain >97/98% levels, per section C.1.f. (Testing) of the permit.  


(C)
Response:
Some related updates have been made to the Applicable Compliance Methods in the Testing section.
Comment 65: C.1.d): Commenters identified a typo and requested some terms be deleted.  






(F, J)
Response:
The recordkeeping items are necessary, and the typo has been corrected.

Comment 66: C.1.f): It was suggested the compliance method should refer directly to AP-42, for the “S” factor and the 98.7% capture for tested trucks, as used in AP-42 calculation method.  
(F)
Response:
Revisions in the Testing section have been made that relate to the comments.

21.1 Pigging

Comment 67: B.1.f): B.3. and 4.: Term should be removed or revised because it applies only for Dehydration (GRI-GLYCalc).  
(B, F, J)
Response:
These terms are being removed from this GP.
Comment 68: C.1.:  One commenter indicated they do not have flash emissions (per the Equipment Description), only pipeline natural gas released.  







(F)
Response:
A typical site may handle some degree of ‘wet’ natural gas, but the EU description has been simplified.

Comment 69: C.1.b)(1):  A commenter pointed out that the monthly emissions limit may need to be higher for a site with several pigging points/activities, or the EU could be de minimis.  

(F)
Response:
This GP has been crafted with the goal of being large enough for a majority of sites, while still keeping the VOC allowable low enough that, when totaled with the limits of all other GPs sites will need, the total site allowable will not be over the Title V thresholds (if exceeded, case-by-case permitting will be needed).

Comment 70: C.1.b)(1) and c)(3):  Commenters do not want to employ capture and control until the emissions limits is exceeded.  
(E, F, J)
Response:
Control is a recommendation of US EPA’s PRO Fact Sheets (Gas Star), and will be possible for many sites to use.

Comment 71: C.1.b)(2)c., c)(1) and d)(3):  Comments provided said that pigging is necessary maintenance, so a plan to minimize is not appropriate, that manufacturer’s documentation does not always specify a frequency, and that the ‘extent practicable’ wording is not well defined.  






(B, J)
Response:
Revisions have been made in these areas of the document.

Comment 72: C.1. f):  Comments expressed concern that the methodology needs clarified or revised.  Another comment was submitted that said the permit needs terms requiring that the control achieve set percent VOC reduction efficiency.  


(B, C, F, G)
Response:
Revisions to calculation methodology have been made.

General

Comment 73: OEPA does not make it clear whether the GP's serve as templates for incorporation into a single permit, or they will be multiple permits requiring multiple applications. It is preferable that the process be unified, with a common application and a single resultant permit. Among the advantages of this approach is to avoid the uncertainty in the allowable date of construction that would result from piecemeal issuance.



(B)

Response:  Ohio EPA set up the GPs as separate emissions units in order to (1) allow permittees to pick and choose the equipment that will actually be installed, (2) to minimize the overestimation of emissions thereby minimizing the need for a project to go through major New Source Review, (3) to allow individual GPs to be used when future equipment needs to be installed, and (4) to make the individual GPs available for other projects, not just mid-stream compressor stations.  

Comment 74: Need assurances that GP’s will be issued simultaneously – otherwise partial permitting does no good.




Response:  Ohio EPA intends to issue all of the GPs for a particular project simultaneously.

Comment 75: Express authorization should be given to like-kind replacements for permitted equipment and control devices, with a requirement that records be kept demonstrating that emissions are no greater than claimed for the original equipment.


(E)

Response:  Ohio EPA’s rules require that a new permit be obtained when an entire air contaminant source is replaced (see the definition of “new source” in OAC rule 3745-31-01).  This means for a like-kind replacement, a new permit must be obtained.  Ohio EPA recognizes that sometimes equipment must be quickly replaced due to age or failure.  In the case where an entire air contaminant source needs to be replaced, Ohio EPA believes that obtaining a new GP will not be burdensome because our process for issuing GPs is very quick.  These permits are often issued within one to two weeks of submittal of an application and can be done more quickly based on the permittee’s need.  Ohio EPA also has guidance concerning like-kind replacements in the case where parts of an air contaminant source (instead of the whole thing) needs to be replaced where no new permit is required to be obtained.  

Comment 76: Many of the GP's have language to the effect of "if the emissions results are significantly different from those results submitted with the application [when calculating emissions with an updated liquid/gas analysis], then the applicant shall submit the revised calculations to the appropriate DO/LAA." A definition of "significantly different" is needed, and it is suggested that submission of revised calculations should not be required if the source still qualifies for a GP.  




(E)

Response:  Ohio EPA has reviewed those situations and added clarity concerning when updated information should be submitted.  

Comment 77: We assume that the de minimus level of <10 lb/day still applies to whether a general permit is required for each piece of equipment. I.e. if a dehydrator with associated reboiler has less than 10 lb/day of emissions of each air pollutant then a general permit would not be required and this source should only be listed on the NSR summary page. This would also hold true for pigging, leak detection, truck loading and storage tanks. 


(F)

Response:  If the air contaminant source qualifies for the de minimis exemption, then no permit is required.  However, permittees should be very careful to make sure they understand the de minimis rule and apply it correctly.  For instance, we have found some cases where some mid-stream compressor station permittees believed their facilities were de minimis for leaking components and Ohio EPA staff came to a different conclusion.  It is highly recommended that permittees discuss the applicability of the de minimis rule with their appropriate District Office or Local Air Agency permit writer to ensure everyone agrees with the determination.  

Comment 78: Many of the permits reference throughput limitations, in units such as gal/year or scf/day. These restrictions are unnecessary, so long as monthly emissions limitations are complied with.
(E)
Response:  In developing the GPs, Ohio EPA must define the source so that appropriate rules and regulations can be determined.  One way to define the source is to establish the maximum capacity of the equipment.  The gal/year or scf/day limitations perform the function to properly define the source and are necessary in order to develop the GP.

Comment 79: Radiological parameters are improperly ignored. 

Response:  Ohio EPA does not have the authority to regulate radioactivity through our air permit.  Instead, radioactivity is regulated through the Ohio Department of Health. 
Comment 80: We should have a general permit for combustion turbines.

Response:  We have had few or no permit applications for small turbines in the size range suitable to be addressed by GP’s, so they have not been given priority.

Comment 81: A general permit is needed for process heaters.

Response:  The small ones we have encountered at compressor/processing stations have usually been de minimis sources or otherwise exempt so they don’t require a permit.
Comment 82: For facilities that are not continuously staffed, it should be permissible to maintain all required records at a readily accessible off-site location, such as a regional office.
(J)

Response:  We agree, and language has been added to the “Facility-Wide Terms and Conditions” where appropriate.
Comment 83: Engineering Guide 76,  ("What is Ohio EPA's policy for incorporating MACT, NESHAP, and NSPS requirements in Ohio air permits") is not followed for references to federal rules in various places.






(A)

Response:  Thank you for your comment, We have made changes for conformity with EG 76 in several categories (such as glycol dehydrators) and intend to do so for the remaining ones (such as diesel and NG-fired engines).

Comment 84: Ohio EPA should clarify that it intends to perform source aggregation in a manner consistent with Clean Air Act regulations and case law, and in particular should adopt the general standard that sources beyond a quarter mile from the proposed source are by definition not “contiguous” and “adjacent” to the proposed source for the purpose of aggregation analysis.

(G)

Response:  This is a reference to the issues addressed by the U.S. EPA’s proposed rule “Source Determination for Certain Emission Units in the Oil and Natural Gas Sector” published in the September 18, 2015 Federal Register (docket at

 http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;rpp=100;so=DESC;sb=docId;po=0;D=EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0685 ).
The practice of the Ohio EPA has been to aggregate sources  in the oil and gas sector consistent with the guidance of  United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit Summit Petroleum Corp. v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 690 F.3d 733 (6th Cir. 2012), which in turn is the basis for “Option 1” of U.S. EPA’s proposed rule. Our comments in the rule docket support Option 1.  
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End of Response to Comments
Ohio EPA held a comment period ending on September 18, 2015 regarding Ohio EPA’s proposed general permits (GPs) for equipment typically installed at mid-stream compressor stations.  This document summarizes the comments received and the Ohio EPA responses to those comments.  





Ohio EPA reviewed and considered all comments received during the public comment period. By law, Ohio EPA has authority to consider specific issues related to protection of the environment and public health. Often, public concerns fall outside the scope of that authority. For example, concerns about zoning issues are addressed at the local level. Ohio EPA may respond to those concerns in this document by identifying another government agency with more direct authority over the issue.


	


In an effort to help you review this document, the questions are grouped by topic and organized in a consistent format. Capital letters are used to identify commenters, according to the key near the end of this document.
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