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Summary

GPA Midstream supports many aspects of the Proposed Rule, which corrects flaws
inherent in the original OOO0a 2016 regulation. However, urges EPA to revise certain of its
proposed changes to better reflect the avail able data and operating practices in the midstream
sector. Theseissuesinclude asfollows:

e EPA should reduce monitoring at gathering and boosting compressor stations to annual
monitoring. Actual leak frequency data and site component information from the
gathering and boosting sector establish that annual monitoring will be more than
sufficient — and that more frequent monitoring would not be cost-effective. EPA’s
proposal had established the monitoring frequency based on outdated data from other
industry sectors that are not comparable to gathering and boosting sector.

e EPA has properly proposed to redefine the “well site” and added definitions for “ custody
meter” and “ custody meter assembly.” These revisions would provide much needed
clarity to the regulation, as the existing regulation has created numerous, unnecessary
difficulties for midstream operators.

e EPA should adjust how it calculates the maximum average daily throughput to determine
potential emissions from storage vessels at gathering and boosting facilities. Given the
nature of the operations, to review throughput after the first 30-days is not going to be
representative, and as such, instead, facilities should be allowed to use generally accepted
engineering models.

e EPA should retain “compressor” horsepower rating as the correct measure for
determining when a modification may occur at a compressor station. That is consistent
with the plain language in the current OOOQa regulation, which should be retained — and
the preamble in support of the final rule clarified, to avoid any unintended ambiguity in
how the regulation should be interpreted.

e EPA should extend the time period to complete aleak survey to 180 days after initial
startup for the affected fugitive emissions components at compressor stations. Given the
way in which operatorsin fact install, test, and phase-in components at a compressor
station, the current 60-day timeline means compressors and associated components are
not yet in service and are being missed in the initial survey.

These and further issues are detailed more fully below.
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Comments

I. Fugitive Emissions M onitoring at Gathering and Boosting Compressor Stations
Should Be Finalized as an Annual Requirement

EPA has properly reduced the frequency of fugitive emissions monitoring at gathering
and boosting (G& B) compressor stations to no more frequent than semi-annua monitoring.
However, GPA Midstream believes that the record and additional data clearly support annual
monitoring as more than sufficient for G& B compressor stations. Accordingly, GPA Midstream
submits the following comments and corrections to the assumptions made in the cost-benefit
analysisin support of annual monitoring as the best system of emission reduction (BSER) for
both volatile organic compounds (VOC) and methane emissions at G& B compressor stations.*

A. In the Final Rule, EPA should reduce the assumed leak frequency rate from
1.18% to0 0.24% for the G& B sector.

In the Final Rule, EPA should reduce the assumed leak frequency for the G&B sector
because the datarelied on by EPA in the Proposed Rule come from an emission source that is not
comparable to G&B compressor stations. Instead, EPA should rely on available, reliable G& B
sector-specific data to establish the leak frequency rate.

In Section 2.6.1 of the Background Technical Support Document for the Proposed
Reconsideration of the New Source Performance Standards 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OO0OOa
(TSD), EPA statesthat, “1.18% of the fugitive emissions components would be identified as
having fugitive emissions.” TSD at 39. Thisisthe assumed baseline initial leak percent at all
the G&B sites and as such, equates to emissions that EPA has assumed would be prevented by
the OOOOarule. However, the 1.18% value is not from the G& B sector. Rather, it was
obtained from Table 5 of a Memorandum from Cindy Hancy, RTI International, to Jodi Howard,
EPA/OAQPS, Subject: Analysis of Emission Reduction Techniques for Equipment Leaks
(December 21, 2011) (RTI Memo). See EPA-HQ-OAR-2002-0037-0180. The referenced study
was an evaluation of emission reduction techniques for the synthetic organic chemical
manufacturing industry (SOCMI) and evaluated small to large chemical manufacturing and
refining facilities. According to EPA’s TSD: “The 1.18% value is the baseline leak frequency

L EPA has focused these technical revisionsto its OOOOa regulation in response to petitions for reconsideration,
including a petition filed by GPA Midstream 83 Fed. Reg. 52060. In providing these comments, GPA Midstream
reserves al rightsin any proceeding to argue that EPA must complete a separate significant contribution
endangerment determination for methane emissions from the oil and natural gas sector before issuing regulations
under Section 111 of the Clean Air Act that may regulate methane emissions. Section 111 of the CAA prohibits
EPA from regulating a pollutant from a specific source category unless the agency first determines that such
emissions “ cause[], or contribute]] significantly to, air pollution which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger
public health or welfare.” 42 U.S.C. 8 7411(b)(1)(A). EPA has not made such an endangerment determination here,
as EPA’s prior endangerment determination for the oil and gas sector did not address methane emissions.
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for valvesin gas/vapor service. None of the other baseline frequenciesin this table were used
because the equipment arein liquid service (e.g., pumpsLL, valveLL, agitatorsLL).” TSD at
28, n.29.

EPA’ s use of numbers from SOCMI facilities as a baseline for the G& B sector isa
wholly inappropriate comparison. While refining and chemical sites tend to be large, manned
facilitiesin more urban areas, compressor stations are small, remote and typically unmanned
facilities. SOCMI facilities are much more operationally complex facilities than G&B
compressor stations. |f any comparison is to be drawn from other industry segments, G&B is
much more like natural gas production than it isto alarge SOCMI facility.

By contrast to the data EPA chose to rely on in the Proposed Rule and supporting TSD,
GPA Midstream previously provided sector-specific data to EPA to demonstrate the substantially
lower leak frequency observed for the G& B sector. E.g., Company Data— Compressor Station
Leak Rates— Final, available at EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0483-0027. To further document that leak
the frequency is substantially lower for the G& B sector and that EPA’ s proposed comparison to
SOCMI facilitiesisinappropriate, GPA Midstream has expanded upon the data set that it
previously provided to EPA in March 2018. The consolidated data set (provided here at
Attachment 1) represents 11 companies and 262 sites across the country.? The trend
demonstrated by these datais absolutely clear - initial leak percentages start low and remain low
—and are well below the 1.18% leak frequency that EPA has assumed and used in the Proposed
Rule. Specifically:

Initial Monitoring Frequencies: Across the 11 companies and 262 sites, the average
initial leak frequency is 0.24%. The data includes both optical gasimaging (OGlI)
monitoring and Method 21 (M21) monitoring. When M21 monitored sites are
excluded, the initial leak frequency average drops even further to 0.23%. There are
only two sites of the 262 that have an initial leak frequency over 1.18%.

Final Frequency: The data also show aclear trend that the leak frequencies start low
but reduce further as monitoring continues. Using data from 203 sites, the final leak
frequency was 0.17%. Facilities that had not performed at least four quarterly
monitoring events were not included in the average. The final leak frequency was
obtained by averaging the percentage of total leaking components from the last
monitoring event where available.

The data that GPA Midstream has gathered and presented also clearly disputes EPA’s
assertion that the nature of the characteristics of the compressor stations may support more

2 See GPA Midstream - Attachment 1 - Company Data— Compressor Station Leak Rates— 12-17-2018.
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frequent monitoring — because the equipment there “ are subject to vibration and temperature
cycling.” EPA also points to studies that indicate that component subject to vibration and
temperature cycling are most leak prone. 83 Fed. Reg. 52070, n.57. The empirical data gathered
by GPA Midstream demonstrates this assertion is not valid given the substantially lower leak rate
observed.

Given thelow initial and final leak frequencies demonstrated by the data provided, GPA
Midstream urges EPA to lower the monitoring frequency to annual for compressor stations.
Annual monitoring would still meet EPA’s goal of alow final leak frequency while limiting the
burden of unnecessary costs on the industry. In addition, EPA should utilize the data that GPA
Midstream and other industry stakeholders have provided, including API, to update the TSD as
these industry data are more representative of actual field conditions for the G& B section than
the SOCMI datarelied upon by the Agency.

B. EPA’smodel plant assumption isincorrect and must be updated to reflect
thesmaller size of G& B sites across the United States.

In the Final Rule, EPA should revise and update the model plant assumptions to reflect
the smaller size of G& B sites. The model plant assumptions are critically important, because the
monitoring frequency cost-benefit analysis hinges upon the assumed model plant size found in
Attachment 2 — Proposed Rule OOO0Oa TSD Section 2 — OGI Compressor Model Plant Costs
that EPA included for stakeholder review in the docket. When the model plant assumptions are
updated, the spreadsheet automatically recalculates.®

However, EPA did not use G& B sector data in developing the model plant. See Section
2.3.1 of the TSD (EPA discusses the basis for the model plant that was used in the cost-benefit
analysis). Instead, when determining the model plant for G& B, EPA relied on areport that is
over two decade old (1996 EPA/GRI report). TSD § 2.3.1a 6. AsEPA acknowledged in the
TSD, the 1996 EPA/GRI report “does not have specific information on major production and
processing equipment counts for the gathering and boosting segment.” TSD § 2.3.4 at 15-16.
Lacking those data, EPA based all of its model plant information for G& B compressor stations
on component counts that were done for compressors in the production segment — again, not the
G&B sector. Hence, the data for the model plant are not only outdated - over 20 years old — but
not from the G& B industry segment regulated under the OOOQOa Rule.

To counter the outdated, inapposite data from the EPA/GRI 1996 report, GPA Midstream
has gathered from member companies an inventory of equipment found at current-era G& B

3 GPA Midstream has recalculated EPA’s Attachment 2 mode! plant with the corrections proffered in these
comments. An excerpt from GPA Midstream’s proposed model plant is attached to these comments at GPA
Midstream’ s Attachment 2. A full model plant spreadsheet including the proposed updated data is Attachment 2A.
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facilities. GPA Midstream gathered these data, in part, from the publicly available data found in
the greenhouse gas (GHG) Subpart W reports for the G& B segment. However, because Subpart
W (at 40 CFR Part 98.236(a)(9)) directs operators to report equipment types (separators,
meters/piping, gathering compressors, in-line heaters and dehydrators) across a basin, GPA
Midstream could not gather a per-site count directly from the reported data.*

Accordingly, GPA Midstream solicited member companies to submit facility-level data.
Table 1 below lists the comparison between GPA Midstream’s model plant and EPA’s model
plant. EPA assertsthat each facility has 11 separators, seven meters/piping, five gathering
compressors, seven in-line heaters and five dehydrators. These numbers are not representative of
G&B facilities and the datain Attachment 2 should be updated with GPA Midstream’s current,
G& B-specific datato more accurately reflect the actual rulemaking.

Table 1- Updated Gathering and Boosting Model Plant

Equipment Model GPA
Plant Model
(GRI) Plant
Separators 11 5
Meter/Piping 7 6
Gathering 5 3
Compressors
In-Line Heaters 7 1
Dehydrators 5 1

GPA Midstream’s model plant numbers are compiled from 8 companies and includes
1,821 sites. Due to the basin-wide reporting required by Subpart W, we observed minor
disparitiesin ahandful of the data points for meters. In particular, the basin level reporting
requires that companies report all equipment, even equipment outside of atraditional G& B
facility boundary, such as meters at production well sites where they gather gas. Hence, some of
the rolled up basin dataincluded meters from the production well pads. Depending on the size of
the basin and the way in which companies document their inventory, this can mean many
reported meters are not within the G& B facility but are included in the basin data set and could
not be readily separated out in this analysis. When this was the case, to be conservativein its
approach, GPA Midstream used the EPA’s assumption of 7 meters/site. However, GPA
Midstream believes this to be a conservatively high number.

4 GPA Midstream has long advocated for Subpart W reporting for the GHG Reporting Rule to be on a per-facility
basis. Had the regulation required equipment to be reported at an individual facility level and not abasin level, the
data would have been even more precise in informing this rulemaking.
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GPA Midstream’s model plant numbers can then be entered directly back into EPA’s
Attachment 2 analysis. The spreadsheet cal culates the number of components per site from
which EPA calculates the total emissions per site of methane, VOCs, and Hazardous Air
Pollutants (HAPs). These total site emissions assumptions are used to calculate the anticipated
controlled emissions and the expected emission reductions from the Proposed Rule. Taking that
astep further, EPA further uses these data in turn to calcul ate the cost/ton of emissions removed,
acentral if not the central element in evaluating the cost effectiveness of EPA’s entire regulatory
approach. All of these calculations hinge upon the model plant analysis, and as that model plant
is demonstrably incorrect and not a proper model for the G& B sector, so are the subsequent
calculations derived from the model.

C. EPA should not use the cost savings calculations to calculate the cost/benefit
analysisin the midstream industry segment.

EPA should further revise its cost analysis to exclude cost savings calculations from its
analysis of the midstream industry. In Section 2.5.1.1 of the TSD EPA states as follows:
“Because the gas handled by transmission and storage facilitiesis not typically owned by these
facilities, we do not consider the value of the gas saved as an offset to the cost. However, for
gathering and boosting stations, the gas savings could be considered. Therefore, we calculated
the cost of control for compressor stations considering the gas savings contributed by gathering
and boosting stations.” Based on this statement, EPA uses the gas savings model, which isa
lower cost/ton to control methane and VOCs, as the primary analysis for the G& B industry.
However, EPA’s statement isincorrect. Midstream operators do not typically own the gas, they
are only paid to transport it from point A to point B. Hence, the gas savings should not be
considered for G& B compressor stations.

D. The average monitoring cost within the TSD is accurate for GPA
Midstream’s aver age model plant and should not be adjusted downward.

EPA has suggested it should adjust the cost for monitoring afacility from $2,300 down to
$1,200 based on information received from one monitoring company. 83 Fed. Reg. 52070-71.°
GPA disagrees with this proposed adjustment. In fact, the reduced costs proposed by EPA do
not match the actual monitoring costs observed by GPA Midstream member companies and do
not include all of the costs associated with monitoring.

5 In the Proposed Rule, EPA has chosen to rely most significantly on the single presentation by one monitoring
company. NSPS OOOOa Monitoring Case Study Presentation by Terence Trefiak with Target Emission Services
(April 6, 2018), EPA—HQ-OAR-2017-0483. GPA Midstream presents actual data from companies having to
conduct the monitoring.
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To establish this, GPA Midstream collected updated cost information from 6 member
companies encompassing 86 facilities which are reflected in Table 2. Costs for these facilities
averaged $2,076 — with the costs ranging from $450/monitoring event to $5,700/monitoring
event. It isimportant to note that the facilities that reported a cost of $450 did not include the
costs of reporting the monitoring results and were at facilities close together so travel time and
costs for monitoring staff was deemed minimal. Hence, overall, these data support EPA’s
original estimate of $2,300/site per monitoring event and EPA should not adjust those costs
downward.

Table 2 — Average Cost of Fugitive Emissions Survey

Facilities|High Cost |Low Cost |average cost|Locations
Company 1 38 $3,358 $1,445 $2,088 | OK, East TX
Company 2 4 $2,500 $1,200 $1,841 | LA
Company 3 31 $2,600 $450 $1,121 | CO, OK, TX, WY
Company 4 29]S 3,492|S$ 1,180 $2,568 | OH, PA, OK
Company 5 3 $5,700 $5,700 $5,700 |UT
Company 6 27 $3,735 $1,245 $2,444 |1CO
Average $2,076

E. EPA Should reviseits Attachment 2 — Proposed Rule OOOOa TSD Section 2
—OGI Compressor Model Plant Coststo include additional costs associated
with company personnel

Any full estimate of monitoring costs should include the costs associated with company
personnel. Company personnel must also spend time at the facility escorting the monitoring
team and conducting the maintenance at the sites to fix the leaks. Because most of these
facilities are remote and unmanned, company personnel often must accompany third-party
monitoring staff to provide the monitoring company access to the relevant facility. In EPA’s
Attachment 2 — Proposed Rule OOOOa TSD Section 2 — OGI Compressor Model Plant Costs,
EPA “assumes compressor station inspection would take 10.6 hours per survey based on
information from the CO Cost-Benefit Analysis.” GPA Midstream therefore submits that EPA
should include operations staff costs to escort the monitoring companies in the Agency’s
Attachment 2 analysis, as should the additional travel time for company personnel to and from
sites. In order to account for this GPA Midstream has added aline into its recal culated
Attachment 2 for one operations staff member for 12.6 hours. The labor rates obtained from
EPA’s public record assume that operations staff make $22.72/hour. See Table 11 of RTI
Memo, supra, available at EPA-HQ-OAR-2002-0037-0180. This totals an extra $286 per
monitoring event.
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II. GPA Midstream has serious concernsregar ding the proposed requirement that
each compressor at an affected G& B facility must be monitored at least once per
calendar year while operating. Thisrequirement isnot based on reliable data, not
reasonable, and not cost effective.

GPA Midstream understands that EPA relied largely on one presentation from asingle
monitoring company, Target Services, to justify imposing a requirement to monitor each G& B
sector compressor in operating mode at least annually. Thisisnot a credible, robust basis for
this requirement. First, the underlying data compiled in the presentation have not been made
available for review by EPA or interested stakeholders. To determine if the conclusion EPA has
drawn from the data is reasonable, the Target Services data would require further review such as
astatistical analysis of the underlying raw datato determineif thereis a statistically significant
changein leak rate at a transmission compressor station when a unit or units are or are not
operating. In addition, the Target Services data were gathered from transmission compressor
stations, which operate very differently than a G& B compressor station. The two different
segments not only differ in demand and usage schedules, but also in the size of compression
capacity. Transmission compressors are designed to send gas long distances across the county;
therefore, more horsepower is usually needed, and the piping is larger, while G& B compressor
stations are only compressing the gas to a nearby gas processing plant or transmission pipeline.
As such, the underlying data that drove the insertion of this requirement needs to be made
available to stakeholders for analysis and further review by interested parties and the Agency.
Only if after that additional review EPA still believes this requirement should be considered,
EPA should gather additional data from industry and academiato assess the validity of the data
and related conclusions.

In addition to the concerns about the data provided in the docket, this newly proposed
requirement is not feasible to manage at a gathering and boosting facility, because compressor
demand is usually not in the hands of the station operator, but rather due to producer demand for
service. G& B compressor stations typically transport gas from the producer well siteto a
downstream processing plant and/or transmission pipeline. As such, compression capacity
demand is largely based on the producer and its activities. For example, a producer could bring
more gas online or take it offline anytime based on its drilling schedule or operational issues.
This change can be communicated to the G& B operator without much notice. The change in gas
volume directly impacts the compressor capacity needed at the downstream compressor station,
which in turn changes how many units must be in operation. Another example of the
impracticality of this requirement occurs when a producer sends the G& B facility natural gas that
doesn’t meet quality specifications (e.g., too much water). In these cases, the producer’s well
pad(s) will have to be shut-in immediately until the problem is corrected. Asaresult, the
associated compression capacity at the G& B compressor station isimmediately no longer needed
and the unitswill go offline. In both of these cases, when the G& B company scheduled the
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survey with the contractor, it would not have known how many or which units would be called
upon to operate during the time of the survey. A third example would be in an area where the
field isin decline and gas volumes are reducing over time, a compressor could still be on-site for
the scheduled annual survey but will be offline due to lack of demand. Sinceit isvery costly to
move a compressor unit, units can remain at a compressor station for months in not operating,
depressurized mode. (Moreover, as discussed further below, starting up these compressors will
create more emissions than might otherwise be reduced, even if aleak wereidentified.) These
three operating scenarios demonstrate how hard it would be to manage a fugitive emission
monitoring program at G& B compressor stations that requires all compressors to be monitored at
least once per calendar year in operating mode.

Further, to meet this proposed requirement, there would be additional emissions — likely
more than would be reduced, even assuming aleak were identified. Companieswould have to
pay for contractors to come to its site more often than what is currently evaluated in the cost
analysisto catch all of the compressor units in operating mode. The emissions caused by driving
back out to the site have not been evaluated in the Proposed Rule to each of the multiple
locations. Alternatively, operators would have to startup and shutdown compressors and their
associated drivers for the sole purpose of restarting units during agiven survey. If aleak isfound
on aunit that was restarted solely for the leak survey and is not otherwise required for operation
of the compressor station, and if the leak could not be repaired immediately, the compressor
would then have to be started up and blown down again to confirm that the leak was repaired at a
later date. These non-essential unit startup/shutdowns cause additional emissions that also should
be considered in any full analysis. For example, atypical G&B compressor engine could emit
anywhere from 77 scf to 10,345 scf of gas for each startup and shutdown depending on the
compressor size, pressure and number of compression stages. These startup and shutdown
emissions are reasonably expected to be significantly greater than any additional leak that could
be identified and corrected if the associated compressor was operating.

In view of these issues, GPA Midstream urges EPA not to revise the Rule to include this
requirement. Inthe alternative, at a minimum, EPA should include language that requires
monitoring be conducted during “ representative operating conditions.” EPA should clearly
define “representative operating conditions’ as “as found” since the number of units operating at
any given timeis constantly in flux at a G&B compressor station. EPA should aso clarify that
“representative operating conditions” does not include times when the entire facility is shut down
for scheduled maintenance to address their concern that an operator might conduct a survey
during periods of scheduled maintenance. This approach would alleviate the obligation to
conduct more surveys than required to catch all unitsin operating mode or create unnecessary
startup/shutdown emissions for the purpose of conducting aleak survey.
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III. GPA Midstream supports EPA’s changesto the well site definition and the addition
of a definitionsfor custody meter and custody meter assembly.

In these proposed technical changes, EPA has proposed arevised definition of well site
and adds definitions for custody meter and custody meter assembly. Proposed Rule, 40 C.F.R. §
60.5430a, 83 Fed. Reg. 52105. GPA Midstream fully supports these changes and additions as
they provide much needed clarity to the regulation.

GPA Midstream has previous explained in detail why the definition of well site needed to
be revised because the OOOQa regulation erroneously encompassed midstream assetsin the
definition of well site, GPA Midstream aso explained why the terms custody meter and custody
meter assembly are essential, additional defined terms, now included, correct the previous error.
E.g., GPA Midstream New Source Performance Standards Subpart OOOCQa Petition for Review,
Technical Issues (March 1, 2017) (GPA Midstream White Paper) and related materials, available
at EPA Dkt. ID EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0483-0027.° The explanations and supporting materials
arereferenced here asif set out in full in these comments.

Briefly, EPA’s definition of well sitein the 2016 OOOOa rule has created numerous
problems for midstream operators. The definition of awell site and the explanatory statements of
EPA in its preamble to the 2016 OOOOa rule, the Response to Comments to the 2016 OOO0a
rule, and the 2017 Notices of Data Availability (see 82 FR 51788 and 82 FR 51794) underscore
the confusion in the interpretation of whether collocated midstream equipment at awell site
could become subject to fugitive emissions monitoring at the well site, despite the midstream
equipment being owned and operated by separate entities from the well site. For example, under
one interpretation of the 2016 Subpart OOOOa well site definition, existing midstream
equipment that is co-located at awell site could become subject to Subpart OOOOQaif an
upstream producer constructed a new well, refractured an existing well, or undertook a number
of other actions that could increase upstream emissions at the site. Such a modification by an
upstream operator would trigger Subpart OOOOQa fugitive emissions monitoring for both the
upstream and midstream assets without any action by the midstream operator. It was patently
unreasonabl e to subject a midstream operator to costly fugitive emissions monitoring due to
actions taken by the upstream producer. E.g., GPA Midstream White Paper at 8. Moreover, in
most cases, midstream equipment located on well sitesis propriety, such as awell site custody
transfer meter which serves as the commercial point of exchange between producers and

5 Including midstream assets in the definition of well siteis also unlawful and unreasonable GPA Midstream White
Paper at 7-9. For one, including midstream assets in the definition of well siteis unlawful because it is inconsistent
with the statutory limitations on the scope of stationary source covered by Section 111 of the Clean Air Act. There
isno lawful basis for EPA to have defined well site to define as a single source entirely distinct sources that are part
of different industry segments and owned/operated by legally distinct entities. Moreover, the original well site
definition was arbitrary and capricious, as EPA failed to account for the extraordinary costs midstream
owner/operators would have had to incur to conduct leak detection surveys at awell site.
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midstream operators. Hence, upstream producers lack the authority to access the equipment to
conduct monitoring and repairs — and given the core commercial nature of the midstream
equipment located at the well site, these are not matters that can be merely addressed by
additional contractual terms. GPA Midstream White Paper at 8. Therefore, as a practical matter,
it isinfeasible to conduct a single monitoring survey that encompasses both upstream and
midstream assets; instead midstream operators would have to separately conduct leak detection
monitoring at well sites that contain co-located equipment.

Y et, thiswould be an extraordinary costly and burdensome effort, without any measured
benefit or cost effective options. E.g., GPA White Paper at 5; GPA Midstream Supplemental
Comments, available at Dkt. ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7552. Indeed, it is commonly
the case that a midstream operator has only a single meter on awell site. The cost of
mobilization would outweigh the benefits that could be gained from leak detection programs for
such alimited amount of equipment. These costs are compounded because well sites are often in
remote locations and a technician may spend hours driving to spend 30 minutes or lessto
conduct on-site monitoring of this single piece of equipment. Such minimal leak detection
monitoring is not cost-effective for midstream operators who may have comparatively few assets
located on well sites.

IV. Tanks

A. EPA should allow the use of generally accepted models and calculation
methodologies as well asloadout ticketsto determine liquid throughput of
storage vessels.

In the proposed rule, EPA is soliciting comments on maximum average daily throughput
and calculation methodology to determine potential emissions from storage vessels. 83 Fed.
Reg. 52084. The first 30-day period to determine maximum average daily throughput for
midstream facilities is challenging as these assets are built for future production growth beyond
the initial 30-day period after liquids first enter the storage vessel. Utilizing the first 30-day
period typically resultsin an extremely low value as throughput volumes at G& B facilities
increase as producers increase flow and bring on additional wells. G&B facilities typically utilize
process simulations based on representative or actual liquid analysis to determine potential VOC
emissions and volumetric condensate rates from the storage vessels based on the maximum gas
throughput capacity of each facility. These generally accepted engineering models and
calculation methodologies are then utilized to obtain Federal, State, local or tribal authority
issued permits to set legally and practically enforceable limits to keep potential VOC emissions
lessthan 6 tpy. Since most G& B facilities are required to obtain a duly issued permit with
federally enforceable emission limits, a significant number choose to proactively and voluntarily
install control devices on the storage vessels to reduce the VOC emissions below the 6 tpy
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applicability limit. Therefore, it isnot surprising that there are very few storage vessel affected
facilities under the 2016 NSPS OOOQa. Due to the operating nature of G& B facilities, EPA
should allow the use of these generally accepted models and cal cul ation methodol ogies to project
future maximum throughput volumes in lieu of the maximum average daily throughput
determined within 30 days after liquids first enter the storage vessel.

GPA Midstream also appreciates EPA soliciting comment and suggestions on how to
clarify or simplify the calculation for application by stakeholders such that the potential
emissions from storage vessels may be determined. 83 Fed. Reg. 52084. Inlieu of liquid
throughput meters on each individual storage vessel, automated tank gauges, daily tank
measurements, or calculating change in liquid height based on loadouts, GPA Midstream
recommends allowing the option of a simpler approach of utilizing the actual oadout tickets.
Loadout tickets are always provided by the truck haulers, readily accessible, easily trackable,
verifiable, and are typically used in enhanced tracking systems for revenue and accounting
purposes. Due to the accuracy of these tickets, most companies utilize them with tracking
systems to determine revenue which is then used for other State and Federal reporting
requirements. This method would eliminate costs and accuracy issues associated with liquid
throughput meters, costs associated with automated tank gauges, manpower and accessibility
issues of daily tank measurements, and accuracy issues associated with performing calculations
based on changesin liquid heights. Additionally, EPA made clear in the 2012 NSPS OO0O
Response to Public Comments in multiple responses that NSPS OOOOQ does not require the
installation of costly equipment to monitor throughput. 1f EPA is now considering the use of this
type of equipment in NSPS OOOQOa, GPA Midstream requests EPA reassess all the technical
and cost issues previoudly identified by multiple commentersin the 2012 NSPS OOO0O.

As EPA identified in these proposed amendments, using the throughput to the entire
battery by using records of liquids collected from the battery over time and dividing that figure
by the number of storage vesselsin the battery is appropriate where all liquids flow in equal
amountsto all storage vesselsin atank battery with acommon header and splitter system. 83
Fed. 52085. GPA Midstream agrees with this approach and would like to clarify that this
method would also be appropriate for those tank batteries that are installed and operated in such
amanner that only allowsfilling one tank at a time before switching to other tanks individually
so that all storage vesselsin atank battery receive equal amounts of liquid. Similar to EPA’s
position in the preamble of the 2015 NSPS OOOO amendments, EPA already has sufficient
provisions under the General Provisions at 40 CFR 60.12 “ Circumvention” to address the
situations where storage vessels may be configured or operated in such a manner to avoid
applicability of therule.
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B. GPA Midstream Supports Continued Tank Thief Hatch AVO Inspections.

While GPA Midstream agrees that a“ no detectable emissions’ standard has been the
traditional standard for fugitive components that by design are not expected to leak (e.g. valves
with no external actuating shaft in contact with process fluid), thief hatches are inherently
designed to vent to relieve pressure at certain set points as a safety and mechanical integrity
protection measure. Therefore, a*“no detectable emissions’ standard - OGI inspection or
aternative Method 21 - is not an appropriate leak inspection method for storage vessel thief
hatches.

GPA Midstream also submits that requiring awork practice standard in lieu of afugitive
emissions leak inspection would not yield the desired result of reducing emissions. Further, due
to the inherent variability of storage vessel operations (e.g. product composition, throughpuit,
environmental factors, etc.) across the oil and gas industry, a one-size-fits-all approach would
likely not work for all G& B operators. Indeed, requiring either work practice standards or a“no
detectable emissions’ standard places an unnecessary burden on small businesses, without a
demonstrable, cost effective reduction in emissions.

Instead, GPA Midstream believes that Audio, Visual, and Olfactory (AVO) inspections
would be a more practical method to detecting fugitive emission leaks from storage vessel thief
hatches. In the experience of GPA Midstream’s member companies, if a storage vessel thief
hatch is dlightly misaligned, the leaking of fugitive emissions from that hatch are easily detected
by an AVO inspection. Therefore, an AV O inspection would effectively determine whether a
storage vessel thief hatch is closed and properly sealed or if maintenance (e.g. gasket cleaning or
replacement) is needed.

In the preamble, EPA discusses that they have observed fugitive emissions using OGI on
thief hatches, even where the closed vent system (CV S) has been properly designed and certified.
EPA also states that deteriorated gaskets are aroot cause of the observed emissions. 40 CFR
860.5416a(c)(2) provides detailed instructions on how to conduct AV O inspections on storage
tank covers, including inspection of thief hatch gaskets by looking for defects that include
“broken, cracked, or otherwise damaged seals or gaskets on closure devices.” These
requirements are adequate for ensuring that thief hatch gaskets are checked for damage or wear
that would warrant maintenance or replacement. Because the inherent function and operation of
cover openings, treating them like a CV S as operating with no detectable emissionsis not
practical. Rather, ensuring that the cover openings are operating as designed can be
accomplished by conducting monthly AV O inspections and following the requirements of
§860.5416a(c)(2).
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V. M odification of a Compressor Station
A. EPA should retain compressor hor sepower (hp) asthe correct measur e of

increased emissions from the collection of fugitive emission components.

EPA has sought comment on whether the “engine horsepower” is the correct measure of
increased emissions from the collection of fugitive emission components at a compressor station
for the purpose of determining whether a“modification” has occurred. 83 Fed. Reg. 52074.
GPA Midstream supports “compressor horsepower” rating as the correct measure, as clearly set
forth in the 2016 OOOOafina rule (see 40 CFR § 60.5365a(j)(2)) and urges EPA to retain its
existing regulatory language.

Specifically, GPA Midstream urges EPA to maintain and apply the plain language of its
current definition of modification which triggers a modification based on a change in compressor
horsepower. As40 C.F.R. 8§ 60.5365a(j) currently provides, a modification occurs when “(1) An
additional compressor isinstalled at a compressor station; or (2) One or more compressors at a
compressor station is replaced by one or more compressors of greater total horsepower than the
compressor(s) being replaced. When one or more compressorsis replaced by one or more
compressors of an equal or smaller total horsepower than the compressor(s) being replaced,
installation of the replacement compressor(s) does not trigger a modification of the compressor
station for the purposes of 60.5397a.” (emphases added).

Engine horsepower is not a correct unit of measure to indicate increased emissions from
the collection of fugitive emission components — and there is not regulatory basis to use that
metric, asthere is no reference to enginesin the regulatory definition. GPA Midstream therefore
requests that EPA continue to use compressor horsepower as stated in the current definition. This
interpretation has been confirmed by regulatory agencies that reference discussions with EPA
itself which provide confirmation that it is the compressor itself that is the key aspect of the
modification standard, not the engine or the unit driver.” In one agency applicability
determination, the agency stated it had recently contacted EPA for guidance to interpret the 2016
NSPS Subpart OOOOa. As stated in that |etter,

[i]n determining whether this NSPS applies to modified sources with
respect to the collection of fugitive emission components at a compressor
station for the purpose of 40 CFR § 60.53973a, the rule states that a
modification to a compressor station occurs when one or more Compressors

"E.g., Letter from L. Cole, ADEM to S. Roberts, Florida Gas Transmission Company Re: Rule Applicability
Information — NSPS, Subpart OO0O0 and OOOOa - Crude oil and Natural gas Facilities (June 6, 2018) (“ADEM,
June 6, 2018 Letter”) (EPA explained to ADEM *“that the replacement of an engine with one of greater horsepower
would not trigger modification of the compressor station for the purposes of 40 C.F.R. § 60.5365a(j), if the design
capacity (compression horsepower) of the compressor it powers was not increased.”) (Attachment 3).

15

GPA Midstream Association



Comments of GPA Midstream Association
Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0483
December 17, 2018

at a compressor station are replaced by one or more compressors of a
greater total horsepower that [sic] the compressor(s) being replaced.
When one or more compressors are replaced by one or more compressors
of an equal or smaller total horsepower, then the compressor replacement
doe s not trigger applicability of this NSPS at the compressor station. The
EPA explained that the replacement of an engine with one of greater
horsepower would not trigger modification of the compressor station for the
purposes of 40 CFR § 60.5365a(j), if the design capacity (compression
horsepower) was not increased. The rule applies to the horsepower of the
compressors at the compressor station regardless of whether the
compressors are driven by electric motors, combustion turbines, or
reciprocating internal combustion engines.®

Thisanalysis provided in the |etter is both consistent with the actual language of the rule,
and common logic regarding compressor station upgrades. There are many circumstancesin
which an engine at a compressor station can be replaced to increase horsepower to match a
compressor with a higher horsepower rating that actually reduces emissions, because the engine
ismore efficient or constructed/operated with better controls.

Despite the relatively straightforward reading of the 2016 Rule on modifications, EPA
included language in the preamble to the Proposed Rule that misquotes the modification standard
and could result in undue confusion about the correct standard. Specificaly, EPA states
following in the proposed rulemaking:

Modification of Compressor Sations. For the purposes of fugitive emissions
components at a compressor station, a modification is defined in 40 CFR
60.5365a(j) as (1) the installation of an additional compressor at an
existing compressor station or (2) the replacement of one or more
compressors at an existing compressor station that resultsin a net increase
in the total horsepower to drive the compressor(s) that are replaced at the
compressor station. We are not proposing any changes to this definition;
however, we are soliciting comment on whether the engine horsepower is
the correct measure of increased emissions from the collection of fugitive
emi ssions components.®

EPA’ s preamble statement uses the phrase “the total horsepower to drive the
compressors’ which misstates the second modification standard for the 2016 OOOOarule

8 1d.
983 Fed. Reg. 52074.
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compressor station affected facilities. Rather, as set forth above, the regulatory text of 2016
OOOO0Oa Rule clearly uses the term the horsepower of the “compressors’ and not the engines or
other mechanism that may be used to drive the compressors. Continuing to rely on compressor
horsepower aligns with the approach that has been used since the original NSPS OOOOawas
proposed in September of 2015. Moreover, as noted, EPA Regional Offices and State Agencies
have already devel oped guidance, made applicability determinations and issued air permits based
on the definition as written.!® EPA should not at this juncture change the variable in question to
engine horsepower in the regulations or retain the confusing preamble language in the final rule.
Rather, the Agency should continue to adopt a clear path forward that isin line with the plain
language of the final 2016 OOOOa rule, and the approach that companies and agencies have
already taken under the regulations.

B. EPA must further clarify that vapor recovery unit (VRU) installation does
not trigger modification at compressor stations.

GPA Midstream appreciated the clarity the EPA provided in the preamble of the
Proposed Rule indicating that the addition of a VRU compressor, such as a screw or vane
compressor, would not be a modification for the purposes of the compressor station fugitive
emission standards. 83 Fed. Reg. 52074. However, since VRUSs can also be reciprocating, GPA
Midstream requests that the EPA provide further clarification. In the preamble EPA statesit will
not codify this clarification, but GPA Midstream believes EPA should include this clarification
in the rule language to provide regulatory certainty for industry and regulators. As such, GPA
Midstream recommends that EPA adopt the following language added below to 40 C.F.R.
860.5365a(j) in red underlined text:

(1) An additional compressor isinstalled at a compressor station.

(2) One or more compressors at a compressor station is replaced by one or more
compressors of greater total horsepower than the compressor (s) being replaced.
When one or more compressorsis replaced by one or more compressors of an equal
or smaller total horsepower than the compressor(s) being replaced, installation of the
replacement compressor (s) does not trigger a modification of the compressor station
for the purposes of 60.5397a.

(3) The addition of a vapor recovery unit (VRU) compressor does not trigger a
modification of the compressor station for the purposes of 60.5397a.

10 E.g., ADEM, June 6, 2018 L etter, supra.
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VI.  Fugitive Emissions Monitoring Requirements

A. EPA should extend the time period to complete a leak survey to 180 days
after startup for affected fugitive emissions components at compr essor
stations asthe current 60-day timeline means compr essor s and associated
componentsnot yet in service are being missed in theinitial survey.

EPA should extend the time period to conduct an initial OOOOa leak survey for
compressor stations to 180 days after initial startup. Monitoring within 180 days after the initial
startup of the first compressor at the facility would allow for more of the compressors to be
online and result in a more effective and thorough initial monitoring event. EPA states that a
longer lead time would result in more uncontrolled emissions from the industry. However, GPA
Midstream has shown that the industry’ s leak rates are well below the level EPA assumes and
therefore this should not be a concern.

In the G& B industry, operators commonly phase the startup of compressors at new or
modified compressor stations over a period of several or more months. Thisis primarily because
new compressor stations in the G& B sector are typically built for future production growth
beyond theinitial gas throughput of the facility. Staged compressor startup also results from a
gradual increase in upstream natural gas production; construction-related delays, and; scheduled
break in, tuning, and testing of engines and compressors. In many cases, compressors and
associated fugitive emissions components at a compressor station are installed, tested and placed
into service within 4 months of the first compressor startup, but an additional one to two-month
period is then required by the owner/operator to coordinate with the leak survey contractor and
get the leak survey on the surveyor’s schedule. Based on this timeline, most affected fugitive
emissions components could be captured in the first survey if the deadline to conduct the survey
is extended to 180 days after startup.

A requirement of 180 days after startup for compressor stations would also result in more
efficient leak monitoring. Extending the requirement from 60 to 180 days would allow
owner/operators to reduce cost and increase consistency by using one contractor to perform leak
surveys at multiple compressor stations located in the same area.  From an economic standpoint,
complying with the 60-day initial monitoring deadline has resulted in significant additional costs.
Typically, companies schedule third-party contractors on a quarterly basis to complete
monitoring events for all facilitiesin asingle trip to reduce costs. In those instances where a
company isinstalling multiple new compressor stations each month, it may require more one-off
trips by the third-party contractor to comply with the 60-day deadline which is not cost effective
or efficient. By allowing 180 daysfor the initia survey, the costs would be reduced by being
able to group the new compressor stations into the next regularly scheduled monitoring event for
other facilitiesin the area.
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Lastly, aperiod of 180 days after startup for compressor stations is consistent with
general NSPS modification requirements contained in 40 CFR Subpart A — General Provisions at
40 CFR 60.14(g) and performance testing requirement in 40 CFR 60.8(a). Asnoted by EPA in
its preambl e to the proposed 2018 OOOQOarule, EPA currently allows reporters 180 days for
owner/operators to achieve and demonstrate compliance with plant LDAR requirements at a
natural gas processing plant when a process unit is constructed, reconstructed, or modified
(NSPS KKK, NSPS O000).

An example is shown below in Table 3 below.

Table 3 — Example of Tiered Compressor Station Startup

o

1

10

11

Unit #

AG 17134

AG17135

AG17136

AG17137

Make/Model

CAT 3516B

CAT 3516B

CAT 35168

CAT 3516B

Engine Family

4518

45LB

45LB

45L8

Serial Number

JEF03076

JEF03077

JEF03081

JEF03089

Manufacture Date

Oct-14

Oct-14

Oct-14

Oct-14

Maximum Rated HP

1380

1380

1380

1380

Engine Dispacement

69 Liters

69 Liters

69 Liters

69 Liters

Emission Control

oxidation catalyst

oxidation catalyst

oxidation catalyst

oxidation catalyst

Fuel Used

natural gas

natural gas

natural gas

natural gas

Construction Date

6/21/2017

8/18/2017

7/19/2017

7/31/2017

Start Up Date

7/21/2017

9/8/2017

8/9/2017

8/21/2017

To implement thisrevision, GPA Midstream suggests the following revised rule language
in 40 C.F.R. 860.5397a(f)(2), shownin red:

(2) You must conduct an initial monitoring survey within 180 60 days of the startup of a
new compressor station for each new collection of fugitive emissions components at the
new compressor station or by June 3, 2017, whichever islater. For a modified collection
of fugitive components at a compressor station, the initial monitoring survey must be
conducted within 180 60 days of the modification or by June 3, 2017, whichever is later.

B. GPA Midstream appreciates the continued progress EPA has made on the
“delay of repair” provisions, including removing therequirement tofix a
leak during a shutdown that was unplanned, but GPA Midstream still has
concernswith theruleaswritten today.

As GPA Midstream outlined in previous comments regarding unplanned shutdowns, in
some cases it isinfeasible to conduct arepair during a*“ planned” blowdown or shutdown at a
G&B compressor station. E.g., The Delay of Repair Obligationsin 40 C.F.R. § 60.5397a(h)(2)
Create Compliance I ssues that Need to be Addressed Through Regulatory Revisions, Joint
Submission by GPA and INGAA at 1-5, available at EPA-HQ-OAR-2017-0483-0027. G&B
compressors go up and down with very short notice. Thus, it is not always feasible to conduct
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repairs given short notice or in instances where the unit may only be down for afew hours. The
appropriate mechanical specialist may not be in the area or the required safety checks and
evaluations might need longer to conduct than the given timeframe to put the unit back into
service.

EPA has asked for comment on additional instances where delayed repairs may be
appropriate. 83 Fed. Reg. 52076. GPA requests that EPA recognize that alack of partsisavalid
reason to delay arepair. It is not always feasible for a company to maintain al of the
replacement parts it might need, nor isit feasible for a manufacturer to continuously hold
everything in inventory. If aplanned blowdown or shutdown occurs after the operator has
ordered a part, but before it has arrived, it should not be required to keep that unit down until the
part isdelivered. Given these concerns, GPA Midstream recommends that the regul atory
language be changed to allow owner/operators to defer leak repairs on the delay of repair
(“DOR”) list until the next scheduled shutdown for maintenance.

GPA Midstream also requests that EPA allow compressor stations to extend the DOR
beyond the two-year deadline when arepair would result in greater emissions than the leaking
component over the two-year timeline. There are times in which aleaking component could leak
for 10 years before the associated emissions would be greater than those caused by the
blowdown that would be necessary to fix the leak. For example, in some cases an inlet valve
could be leaking. To fix the valve, the operator would have to blowdown the 10 miles of pipe
that lead up to the station. Those blowdown emissions are substantially higher than those caused
by the leaking valve. As such, GPA Midstream asks that EPA allow compressor stations to
document this emissions analysis and provide it in the annual report as justification to extend
DOR beyond the two-year deadline currently required in the rule.

As an alternative to documenting a DOR extension emission analysis in the annual report
as requested above, GPA Midstream requests EPA at a minimum, provide compressor stations
with the ability to request awaiver from the agency to go past the two-year deadline to repair all
components on DOR. The waiver would be justified if it could be shown that requiring the
repair during the two-year period would cause greater emissions than allowing an extension to
repair the leaking component. GPA Midstream proposes the following text to accommodate
both of these requestsin 60.5397a(h)(2):

(2) If therepair or replacement istechnically infeasible, would require a vent
blowdown, a compressor station shutdown, a well shutdown or well shut-in, or would
be unsafe to repair during operation of the unit, the repair or replacement must be
completed during the next scheduled compressor station shutdown for maintenance,
well shutdown, well shut-in, after a planned vent blowdown or within 2 years,
whichever isearlier. The Administrator may grant a waiver to the 2 year limit in
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which the identified source of fugitive emissions shall be repaired or replaced for
instances in which the emissions released to conduct the repair or replacement
exceed those that would occur from the leaking component during a provided time

period.

C. GPA Midstream appreciates EPA clarifying the repair timeline language
with theinclusion of definitionsfor “first attempt at repair” and “repaired.”

These changes provide sufficient clarity to operators trying to repair leaks and conforms
with existing leak monitoring programs for the oil and gasindustry. Inthe NSPS OOOOa
Reconsideration, EPA proposed to amend the repair requirement to require a “first attempt at
repair” within 30 days of detection of the fugitive emission, followed by a requirement that
identified fugitive emissions be “repaired” within 60 days following detection.

GPA Midstream agrees with EPA’ s proposed language to include afirst attempt at repair
within 30 days of identifying the fugitive emission. Additionally, GPA Midstream agrees with
EPA’ s definition of repaired. This change will eliminate any potential non-compliance when a
repair attempt does not fully repair aleaking component.

D. The EPA’s proposed changesto the detailed and complex requirements for
compressor station monitoring plans continueto go far beyond what is
needed to ensur e that operator s ar e effectively monitoring fugitive emissions
and do not significantly reduce the burden to the program.

As GPA Midstream has explained in previous comments, complex monitoring plans
requiring operatorsto detail a“walking path” (or as referenced in the current rules, an
“observation path”) are wholly unnecessary for compressor stations. E.g., Gas Processors
Association, Comments on Oil and Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New and Modified
Sources, Proposed Rule (Docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505) at 21 (December 4, 2015).
Accordingly, we urge EPA to revise 40 C.F.R. § 60.5397a(d) and streamline monitoring
planning for compressor stations to provide that an operator training requirement, coupled with a
written certification that each monitoring survey was performed appropriately should be more
than sufficient to demonstrate that each component was monitored.

GPA Midstream appreciates that EPA has attempted to clarify requirements by allowing
aplot plan to be used to satisfy the sitemap requirement. However, that proposed revision and
the other alternatives for the “walking path” are still unduly burdensome and unnecessary, as the
requirements would have no material impact on the quality of an operator’ s monitoring survey
program at a compressor station and or otherwise improve compliance during an actual survey.
G&B sites arerelatively simple sites without many monitoring complexities. Hence, G& B sites
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are unlike complex SOCM I facilities and natural gas processing plants where EPA has
previously imposed LDAR programs.

In the alternative, if EPA continuesto include a“walking path” requirement in G&B site
monitoring plans, GPA Midstream agrees that the proposed changes and alternative approaches
to compliance offer some modest additional flexibility and should be included in the final rule.
However, we recommend that EPA remove the requirement of a narrative down to the
component level within 60.5397a(d)(1), as that is burdensome and unnecessary. Accordingly, we
propose the following revisions to § 60.5397a(d)(1)(iv):

(iv) For all other fugitive emissions components not associated with a closed vent system or
controlled storage vessel regulated under this section, a narrative description of how the
fugitive emissions components will be monitored, iretudinga-description-andlocation-of al
fugitive emissions-compeonents-The description and-tecation of fugitive emissions components
may be grouped by unit operations (e.g., separator, heater/treater, glycol dehydrator). The
sitemap or plot plan must include the location of each unit operation.

VII. Alternative Means of Emission Limitations (AMEL)

A. EPA should allow statesto make AMEL requestsin lieu of receiving
hundreds of requests from ownersor operatorsfollowing promulgation of
equivalent state standards.

EPA indicated in its proposal that the ability to make an AMEL request is limited to
owners and operators at the individual site level and cannot be made by state programs. GPA
Midstream submits the Act provides broader authority to allow the request to be made by any
person, which necessarily includes a state.

The relevant provision of the Clean Air Act, Section 111(h)(3), statesin part that an
AMEL may be granted “if after notice and opportunity for public hearing, any person establishes
to the satisfaction of the Administrator that an alternative means of emission limitation will
achieve areduction in emissions of any air pollutant at least equivalent to the reduction in
emissions of such air pollutant” as may be achieved through a design, equipment, work practice,
operational standard, or combination thereof, “then EPA shall permit the use of such alternative”
to comply with Section 111 requirements for that pollutant. 42 U.S.C. § 7411(h)(3) (emphasis
added). Further, the CAA definesa“person” as*... anindividual, corporation, partnership,
association, State, municipality, political subdivision of a State, and any agency, department, or
instrumentality of the United States and any officer, agent, or employee thereof.” 42 U.S.C. 8§
7602(e) (emphasis added).
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GPA Midstream further urges finding an easier path forward for the approval of
additional state regulations as meeting the AMEL criteria. Specifically, as noted, Section
111(h)(3) limits the use of an AMEL to instances where it has been demonstrated to EPA that the
AMEL would achieve an emissions reduction for a pollutant at least equivalent to the reduction
achieved under the NSPS for that pollutant. EPA has indicated that several states already meet
those requirements and so has proposed to approve certain existing state requirements as AMELs
for the fugitive emissions requirements for compressor stations. 83 Fed. Reg. 52080-81. GPA
Midstream supports EPA’ s determination to recognize those existing state programs.

However, GPA Midstream expects that other state regulations will or should qualify for
similar treatment, such as by mimicking NSPS OOOOa requirements (e.g., New York isusing
EPA'’ s control techniques guidance as a basis) or by mirroring a state regulation that EPA has
already approved as an AMEL (e.g. New Mexico is using Colorado Regulation 7 as abasis for
itsregulations). Asthese state programs follow already approved approaches that are presumed
thereby to meet the requirements of Subpart OOOOa, EPA should expedite its process for
determining that a state program should be approved asan AMEL. Moreover, EPA should issue
guidance to facilitate the use of the AMEL regulations during the interim period while the
Agency is undertaking the formal process of revising Subpart OOOQa to incorporate the state
program asan AMEL. Asan example, it would streamline the processif once a source notified
EPA of itsintention to comply with the applicable proposed state AMEL, that EPA utilized its
enforcement discretion for the time period between state promulgation of an equivalent standard
and revision of OOOOa to incorporate the AMEL.

B. GPA Midstream supports an option for an operator applying for an AMEL
to group facilitiesunder one AMEL.

In the Proposed Rule, EPA has proposed changes to streamline the application process
for emerging technologies, including allowing an individual application to include the same
technology for multiple sites. 83 Fed. Reg. 52080. These are helpful and useful changes, and
GPA Midstream urges EPA to adopt the proposed changes. Y et, there are further opportunities
to streamline and improve the regulatory process to expedite the approva and use of improved
technology. While an emerging technology may have limited use that may depend on site
conditions and seasonal variations, manufacturers of emission limiting or monitoring
technologies strive to develop products that have wide applicability. Accordingly, GPA
Midstream requests that if a particular AMEL has been approved by EPA, and if site-specific
conditions are not afactor in the AMEL’ s effectiveness, then new sites could apply the AMEL
by letter of notification (covering one or multiple sites) and therefore, utilize the AMEL upon
startup and before collection of field data.
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To facilitate sharing of information on approved measures, GPA Midstream recommends
the EPA post technologies to the EPA website that meet the performance requirements, similar
to how the EPA manages performance tested combustion control devices for NSPS OO0O,
NSPS OO0OOaand MACT HH and MACT HHH. Inthe posting, emerging technology
manufacturers would indicate the performance requirements met by the equipment, and they and
EPA could identify any limitations a device may have (e.g. weather, topography, etc.). Any
limitation of a new technology could be addressed in a site monitoring plan, rather than requiring
site-by-site review of each technology. Thisisthe same approach that is used for OGI to handle
the limitations of emission detection based on site ambient temperature or wind conditions.
Having alist of technologies that meet the performance requirements will help reduce operator
workload in applying for an AMEL and reduce workload for the EPA in reviewing the
applications. A list of emerging technol ogies shown to meet the performance requirements
would encourage the adoption of equipment most efficient at limiting emissions.

GPA Midstream understands that CAA 8111(h)(3) limits the use of an AMEL to sources
that are permitted by the Administrator. This approach would provide a precedent for other
sources to utilize new technol ogies shown to meet the performance requirements for the same
purpose. We note that EPA included footnotesin its list of “Performance Testing for
Combustion Control Devices’ which exempts companies from conducting performance testing
under several NSPS requirements without endorsing any of the manufacturers or their products.

Footnote 1.

The purpose of the table is to inform owners or operators the combustion control
devices that have been manufacturer tested and for which the test results have
been submitted to EPA for review. Inclusion on thislist isfor informational
purposes only. EPA does not endorse any of these manufacturers or their
products.

Footnote 2:

“Yes’ means that the manufacturer has demonstrated that the specific model of
control device listed achieves the combustion control device performance
requirements in NSPS subpart OOOO and NESHAP subparts HH and HHH
through performance testing conducted as specified in these subparts. An owner
or operator who uses a device listed above as“ YES' is exempt from conducting
performance tests under 40 CFR 860.5413(a)(7), 860.5413a(a)(7), 863.772(e)
and/or 863.1282(d), and from submitting test results under 860.5413(e)(6),
860.5413a(e)(6), 863.775(d)(1)(ii) and/or 863.1285(d)(1)(ii), as applicable.
“Yes’ does not constitute an endorsement by EPA. Operation of such a device
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does not relieve the owner or operator of an affected facility from other
compliance obligations under the rule.

We urge EPA to adopt a similar approach here, specifically, GPA Midstream requests that
companies be allowed to submit AMEL requests on a broad basis, whether on a national or basin
level.

C. GPA Midstream contendsthat the entirety of state fugitive emissions
requirements, including a state’s component list, beregarded by EPA asthe
acceptable alter native fugitive emissions requirement in that state.

GPA Midstream disagrees with EPA’ s proposed requirement that the owner or operator
survey EPA’s entire list of OOOQOa fugitive emissions components, regardless of whether the
components are regarded as affected components in a state program. In its memorandum,
Equivalency of Sate Fugitive Emissions Programs for Well Stes and Compressor Sations to
Proposed Sandards at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OOOOa (EPA Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-
2017-0483), EPA made OOOOa equivalency determinations by considering state requirements
in the broader context of the state’ s overall fugitive emissions program. The entirety of a state
program’ s fugitive emissions requirements, including state’'s component list, should be regarded
by EPA as the acceptable fugitive emissions alternative to OOOOQa in that state. This approach
would further prevent confusion by owners and operators, allowing them to comply with one
fugitive emissions component list for all sitesin asingle state, rather than two - onelist for
O0OOC0a sites, another for non-O000a sites.

D. EPA should reduce the advance notice deadline for an owner/operator to
notify EPA of itsintention to adopt an alternative standard at a site.

GPA Midstream suggests that 60 days prior notice to EPA isamore reasonable
requirement for an owner or operator to notify EPA before adopting an alternative fugitive
emissions standard for awell site or compressor station. The current 90-day requirement
unnecessarily limits the source’ s flexibility without demonstrable benefit. Moreover, 60 daysis
consistent with the general NSPS notification requirement in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart A, see 40
C.F.R. 860.7(a)(4), for physical or operational changes made to an existing facility.

E. EPA should revise OOOOa to exempt companies from compliance with the
monitoring plan requirementsin 40 C.F.R. § 60.5397a(c) and (d) for state
programsthat have been deemed equivalent.

Sites complying with state programs are already required to do the recordkeeping and
reporting asis required by that program. |f a program has been deemed equivalent by EPA, then
the entirety of that state program should be deemed sufficient, including the recordkeeping and
reporting, in lieu of the overlapping requirements found in OOOQa . The NSPS OOOQa
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monitoring plan requirements are quite burdensome and having to comply with those
requirements on top of state requirements would severely diminish the benefit gained from the
equivalency determination.

F. EPA Should Allow Alter native Fugitive Emissions Requirements for
Compressor Stationsin Texas.

EPA should revise the Proposed Rule and approve Texas regulations as alternative
fugitive emissions requirements for compressor stations located in Texas. In support of its
proposal, EPA hasissued a memorandum entitled the “ Equivalency of State Fugitive Standards
for Well Sites and Compressor Stations to Proposed Standards at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
0O000a’ Memorandum dated April 12, 2018 (“ State Equivalency Memo” or “Memo”). Inthe
Memo, EPA proposed alternate standards in Texas for well sites only and did not include
compressor stations. GPA Midstream submits that G& B compressor stations were
inappropriately left out of this equivalency approval. The TCEQ Permit by Rule (PBR) and
Standard Permit language for oil and gas operations include production, gathering, processing,
and transmission. Those activities are not exclusive to production. Below are the applicability
definitionsfor Texas' Permit by Rule for Oil and Gas Facilities (30 TAC 106.352), Oil and Gas
Standard Permit (30 TAC 116.620) and Oil and Gas Non-Rule Standard Permit.

e TCEQ Non-Rule Standard Permit: 30 TAC 116.620(a) Applicability. This standard
permit appliesto all stationary facilities, or groups of facilities, at a site which handle
gases and liquids associated with the production, conditioning, processing, and
pipeline transfer of fluids or gases found in geologic formations on or beneath the
earth’s surface including, but not limited to, crude oil, natural gas, condensate, and
produced water ...

e TCEQ Permit by Rule: 30 TAC 106.352(a). This section appliesto all stationary
facilities, or groups of facilities, at a site which handle gases and liquids associated
with the production, conditioning, processing, and pipeline transfer of fluids or gases
found in geologic formations on or beneath the earth's surface including, but not
limited to, crude oil, natural gas, condensate, and produced water

e TCEQ Standard Permit: 30 TAC 116.620 is applicable to Oil and Gas Facilities. Qil
and Gas facilities for the purposes of standard permitsis defined in 30 TAC 116.14(2)
as “facilities which handle gases and liquids associated with the production,
conditioning, processing, and pipeline transfer of fluids found in geologic formations
beneath the earth's surface. These oil and gas facilities include, but are not limited to:
oil or gas production facilities, water injection facilities; carbon dioxide separation
facilities; or oil or gas pipeline facilities consisting of one or more tanks, separators,
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dehydration units, free water knock-outs, gunbarrels, heater treaters, vapor recovery
units, flares, pumps, internal combustion engines, gas turbines, compressors, natural
gas liquid recovery units, or gas sweetening and other gas conditioning facilities. This
definition does not include sulfur recovery units.”

These definitions include G& B sites, which include compressor stations. Therefore, the
evaluations of the requirements in these permit authorizations apply equally to well sites and
compressor stations, as defined in NSPS OOOOa. As such, EPA should amend Table 21 of its
State Equivalency Memo to show the same Initial Monitoring, Monitoring Frequency and Repair
Requirements for both well sites and compressor stations for Texas. In addition, EPA should
add an additional subpart in 40 CFR 60.5399a(m) applying to fugitive emission requirements for
compressor stations in the state of Texas.

GPA Midstream supports the Texas Pipeline Association’s comment on this subject.

VIII. GasPlants

A. GPA Midstream supports EPA proposed correction to the definition of
“capital expenditure” at 40 C.F.R. 8 60.5430a, replacing the year “2011" with
“2015" in the second paragraph in the equation to solvefor Y.

As EPA statesin the preamble of the proposed rule revision, this revision will ensure the
equation provides a usable mathematical result for onshore natural gas processing plants
constructed after 2011. Making this proposed revision will ensure sources more regulatory
certainty when determining if a modification has occurred. However, as outlined in the next
comment, GPA Midstream strongly suggests EPA revise the equation for Y so it better reflects a
widely utilized measure of inflation.

B. EPA should revise the capital expenditure calculation to connect the inflation
rateto the consumer priceindex.

Thevaluefor Y outlined in paragraph 2 of the definition for “capital expenditure” found
in 40 C.F.R. § 60.5430ais intended to adjust the annual asset guideline repair allowance (*A”)
by an inflation rate since the construction date of the onshore natural gas processing plant (“Y”).
As shown in GPA Midstream’ s previous comments*! on NSPS Subpart OOOOa and referenced
by EPA in the preamble to this proposed rule, the current equation for Y overestimates inflation
and no longer correlates with the widely recognized measure of inflation known as the consumer
price index (CPl). The CPI is calculated by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and is
utilized by many U.S. government entities as the measure of inflation. For example, since

11 See Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7237
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inflation is akey economic indicator reflecting the health of the economy, the Federal Reserve
System utilizes the CPI asits primary metric, along with a similar index named the personal
consumption expenditures (PCE) produced by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, to determine
current inflation rates. Further, the Social Security Administration bases its annual cost-of-living
adjustment on CPI data as the primary metric of inflation.

EPA should update the equation for Y to be asimpleratio of the CPI of the date of
construction divided by the CPI of the date of component price data (i.e.; date of component
purchase). Sincethere are severa versions of the CPI published by the BLS, GPA Midstream
suggests EPA specify that the “annual average of the consumer price index for all urban
consumers (CPI-U), U.S. city average, al items’ be used for the CPI for year of
construction/reconstruction. For the CPI used on the date of component price data, EPA should
specify that the “ consumer price index for all urban consumers (CPI-U), U.S. city average, all
items be used for the month of the purchase, or the most recent published month if the CPI has
not yet been released.” From recent releases of CPI data, the BLS will release the previous
month’ s data by the 15™ of the next month. For example, the October 2018 CPI datawas
released on November 14, 2018. The proposed equation and an example are outlined below:

Y = (CPI of date of construction or reconstruction/CPI of date of component price data)

Example: A replacement component is purchased in October of 2018 for a processing
plant that was constructed in 2000. For the example, the replacement cost of the
processing plant is $3,000,000.

Calculation using existing definition for Y with the proposed update using 2015 as the base year:
Y = 1-0.575*0g(2015 — 2000)
Y =0.49984
Calculation using GPA Midstream’s proposed CPI comparison value for Y:
Y = (average CPI vaue for 2000) / (CPI value for October 2018)
Y =(172.200) / (252.885)
Y =0.68094
When applied to the remainder of the capital expenditure equation:

Current Rule Definition: Proposed GPA Midstream Definition:
A=Y x(B/100); B=45 A=Y x(B/100); B=45
A =0.49984 x (4.5/ 100) A =0.68094 x (4.5/ 100)
A =0.02249 A =0.03064
P = Replacement Cost x A P = Replacement Cost x A
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P = $3,000,000 X 0.02249 P = $3,000,000 X 0.03064

P=$67,470 P =$91,920

C. GPA Midstream supports EPA’s proposed monitoring exemption for
onshore natural gas processing plant equipment in VOC service lessthan 300
hours per year.

EPA has proposed to extend the monitoring exemption for onshore natural gas processing
equipment in VOC service less than 300 hours per year. As EPA statesin the preamble of this
Proposed Rule, planning monitoring for pieces of equipment that seldom operate in VOC service
is challenging and “the effort outweighs the limited potential gainin emissions.” 83 Fed. Reg.
52086. Extending this exemption from NSPS Subpart VV/VVato NSPS Subpart OOOOa
reduces regulatory burden on onshore natural gas processing plants and is greatly appreciated.

D. GPA Midstream would like clarification that monitoring two consecutive
months ar e not needed for existing valves when going from OOOQO to
OOO0O0a at a gasplant for existing valves.

The monitoring requirements do not change from one rule to the other, so the valves
should be allowed to remain on the quarterly monitoring frequency. Asimplementation of
OO000a has progressed, there have been inconsistent responses where some state agencies and
members of EPA have stated that two consecutive months monitoring are required since a new
ruleistriggered, while others have said that quarterly monitoring can continue. Requiring
consecutive monthly monitoring adds unnecessary costs to valves that have already been
operating under the exact same requirements as the OOOOa monitoring program 500 ppm leak
definition.

IX. Professional Engineer Certification

GPA Midstream supports EPA’ s proposed changes to allow a non-professional engineer
(“PE”) to certify the design of aCV'S, asthe revision will add much needed flexibility to the rule.
Proposed Rule, 40 C.F.R. § 60.5411a(d)(1). The proposed changes will allow engineers who are
more familiar with the process design systems to control emissions and avoid unnecessary costs
and time associated with obtaining a PE signature.

GPA Midstream believes EPA should additionally remove the “in-house” engineer
reference in the proposed language to allow other qualified individuals to provide the required
certification. 83 Fed. Reg. 52079. Removing the requirement for an “in-house” engineer would
also allow a company-hired contractor or consultant who may be designing the system to
approve the design. Thiswill provided valuable additional flexibility, but will not remove any
protections, as the Proposed Rule would still require the engineer to certify she/he has expertise
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on the design and operation of CVS. The company hired contractor or consultant isinvolved in
the design of the controlled system and will be familiar with the needs of the CVS.

GPA Midstream appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the Proposed Rule. We
look forward to continuing to work with EPA as it continues to refine and improve its approach
to address air emissions from the oil and natural gas sector. Thank you for consideration of these
comments.

Sincerely,

Purs

Matthew Hite
Vice President of Government Affairs
GPA Midstream Association

Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Company Data - Compressor Stations Leak Rates

Attachment 2 — Updated Cost of Implementing Equipment Leak Monitoring Program at a
Compressor Station (Gathering and Boosting)

Attachment 2A — Updated Model Plant including Updated Cost Information

Attachment 3 - Letter from L. Cole, ADEM to S. Roberts, Florida Gas Transmission Company
Re: Rule Applicability Information — NSPS, Subpart OOOO and OO0OOa - Crude oil and
Natural gas Facilities (June 6, 2018)
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Attachment 2 - Updated Cost of Implementing Equipment Leak Monitoring Program at a
Compressor Station (Gathering and Boosting)

Tab “MP OGI Cost” of Attachment 2 — Proposed Rule OOOOa TSD Section 2 — OGI
Compressor Model Plant Costs

Annusl Semiannual | Cuarterly
MNumber of
Number of Labor Cost ©
tem Houry. Total Hours Comment
Prople pa ($/hour)* | OGI [$/year) | OGI ($/year) | OG! ($/year)
Level Costs
Read rule and instructions. 1 4 4 seLn 5248 S48 5245 |Hours from PES Memorandum’ (Note: one Lime cost per company)
it lop g plan. Bated on sverage number of
° quip Leaks g Plan 23 T 0| s 52,672 51672 3,672 Ei s PO M P s e ek
Initial Activitied Planning 2 165 » 6L 51959 51959 S1L95% |Hours from PES " (Note: one t 5t per
Notification of intial Compliance Status 1 f fl s s S8 sa8 ‘::" 05N 1 500k 5 AP ANt 40 YRR iy Acuitation Jor Sacs compeaior
OG! Monitoring Device N/A WA NfA /A | OG! cost provided in AP1 comments, 12/14/201%
Cost of certification from infrared Training Center. FUR recommends
OG! Operator Certification N/A /A N/A N/A l“""""“‘“’ trainng every 3 years
AS3urmers 508D 30MTION I3 used TOf resurvey whan repsirs are not possible
L Device N/a N/A /A N/A
Monitonng uring monitoning
= = ey
First Yeor per Company m $6.00¢ 56304 6304 - i e -
First Yiear Cost per Compressor Stoton Ss01 Ss01 S0t company uses 1 OGI for 7 compressor stations,
Compressor Station Cowty
Subsequent Activities Planning 2 12| E ssiLn 51,409 51,489 $1.449 |Hours from PES Memorandum®
gt station would take 10.6 howurs per wurvey baved
OGI Camera Survey 1 10,84 10.8 sLn 52,300 %4000 45,200 |on information from the CO Cott-Benefit Analyiis. Contractor aisumed 1o be
52.300 pet survey
. W Assumes That operations penonnel ($22.72/)" would need to be pretent on
Openstions Dueleg 4 3 us s i s o s vite during 10,6 hour survey 10 10 SCOMPany Contractor « 1 hours of travel time
& Assumart 0.24% or 3 total leaks found per survey, 1.3 fined online (4 * 017 howr
Repair Costs /A Nfa N/A N/A 82 o S1I09 | o 34/} and 1 fiued offiine (1 * 4.0 howrs * $66 20/m]", adpusted to 20165,
COStS a13umes 3 minutes per loak at $37.80 per hour, adjusted to
Repaired Component Resurvey (M21 Device) N/A N/A N/A N/A s 54 L] Mool L el d dass
2 Estimated 4,000 miles/yr and 50.54/mile (GSA) for each monitoning survey for 7
Travel toffrom Compresscr Station N/A N/A N/A N/A - e fLxe compressor stations. Dollar vilue listed on & per 1e basis
[ Assumes that 4 hours are spent 1o prepare the annual report for sach
Annual Report 1 4 4 s 5245 5245 S5 station and inc) fting of recers
Cost per Stotion 512 35,166 68 £15,527 [Sum of planning. . % g of records
Captal 5116 55769 S15,673 [First year cost per well site B years at 7% interest
* Labor rates sbeained from Table 11 in the Memorandum from Cindy Mancy, AT1 10 Jodi Mowsrd, EPA, Anaiys:s of mission Redk Techa for Leaks, December 31, 2011 for general and operations managers (337 80/h) and leak repair and labor
chanpe (566 24/ M) adpusted to 20165
* Wours obtained from Tinthe from Ken M PES 10 John Schaeter, EPA, Equipment Leak Analysis for Aming and Phenohic Resins NESHAP
¥ 0GI monitoring cost obtained from Appendix 1 in the Carbon Limits Report CL-13-27, fying Cost-eff of Sy Leak and Repair Progr Using infy Cameras
* The leak ge was from Table 5 of from Cindy Mancy, RTI 1o Jodi Howard, EPA, Anabyuis of Emision Reductions Tech for Leaks, 21,2011
" The companent returvey Cost Based on the sverage subs foe in Table 13 of from Cindy Handy. KTI 3 Jodi Moward, TPA, Analvais of Imission B Tech for & Decomber 21, 2011

" Cost values are adjusted for 20165 uting the GDP Deflator value 03 1058919 as updated by the Federal Reserve Economic Data on January 26, 2018.
L.058919 GO Deflator
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