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FOREWORD

This document provides responses to public comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA’s) Proposed Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule Subpart W -
Petroleum and Natural Gas. EPA published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the Federal
Register on April 12, 2010 (75 FR 18576). EPA received comments on this proposed rule via
mail, e-mail, facsimile, and one public hearing in Arlington, VA in April 2010. Copies of all
comments submitted are available at the EPA Docket Center Public Reading Room. Comments
letters and transcripts of the public hearings are also available electronically through
http://www.regulations.gov by searching Docket ID EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0926.

Due to the size and scope of this rulemaking, EPA prepared this document in multiple volumes,
with each volume focusing on a different broad subject area of the rule. This overall Response to
Comments document provides EPA’s responses to significant public comments regarding the
Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule Subpart W — Petroleum and Natural Gas. In certain
cases, EPA has summarized comments or groups of similar comments and then has responded to
these summaries. In addition, footnote numbers in this Response to Comments document do not
correspond to the exact footnote numbers in the commenter’s original submissions.

Comments were assigned to specific volumes of this Response to Comments document based on
an assessment of the principal subject of the comment; however, some comments inevitably
overlap multiple subject areas. For this reason, EPA encourages the public to read the other
volumes of this document relevant to their interests.

While EPA has made every effort to ensure the accuracy of the discussion in the response to
comment document, the obligations of the regulated community are determined by statutes,
regulations or other legally binding requirements. In the event of a conflict between the
discussion in these responses to comment and the Subpart W rule or any statute or regulation, the
response to comment document would not be controlling.


http:http://www.regulations.gov

The primary contact regarding questions or comments on this document is:

Carole Cook (202) 343-9263

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Atmospheric Programs
Climate Change Division

Mail Code 6207-J

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20460

ghgreportingrule@epa.gov


mailto:ghgreportingrule@epa.gov
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VOLUME 1: SELECTION OF SOURCE CATEGORIES AND LEVEL OF
REPORTING

1.0 SELECTION OF SOURCE CATEGORIES AND LEVEL OF REPORTING

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-13
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:

Lastly, the proposed rule requires clarification as to whether petroleum and natural gas systems
will be added to the list of facilities in 40 C.F.R. SECTION 98.2(a)(2). As currently drafted, the
applicability provision of Subpart W references SECTION 98.2(a)(2), even though Subpart W is
not proposed to be listed in SECTION 98.2(a)(2) and EPA’s direct final rule amending the
format of the list in SECTION 98.2(a)(2) was withdrawn. Kinder Morgan asks that EPA’s final
rule clarify which of the applicability provisions in Subpart A will apply to petroleum and
natural gas systems.

Response: EPA has reviewed the comment and has clarified in today’s final rule that it is
amending Table A-4 referenced in Section 98.2(a)(2) to include the petroleum and natural gas
systems source category. In addition, EPA is amending Section 98.2(a) so that 40 CFR Part 98
applies to facilities located in the United States and on or under the Outer Continental Shelf.
This revision is necessary to ensure that any petroleum or natural gas platforms located on or
under the Outer Continental Shelf of the United States will be required to report under this rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-11
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:

Safety Implications of the Proposed Rule. Protecting the health and safety of our employees is a
top priority at Kinder Morgan, and it surely is a key consideration for EPA in crafting the
Mandatory Reporting Rule. Kinder Morgan believes that EPA would agree that while the
collection of emissions data is important, it cannot justify placing workers in the field in physical
jeopardy.

Our experience in field-testing the methodologies in the proposed Subpart W shows that those
methodologies require testing at some units or components that are unsafe to monitor or are
physically inaccessible. Some source types for which the proposed Subpart W requires direct
emissions measurement are commonly located high off the ground, above uneven ground where
a manlift cannot be safely placed. Source types that are often unsafe to monitor include
reciprocating compressor rod packing venting, onshore production and processing storage tanks,



transmission storage tanks, and centrifugal compressor wet seal degassing venting. In some
cases, emitting components are located in extremely hazardous environments, such as near high-
temperature exhaust vents or pressurized piping. Indeed, some units that would require direct
measurement under Subpart W are located in areas with high ambient concentrations of
hydrogen sulfide, a condition that would raise safety concerns under the Occupational Health and
Safety Administration’s (OSHA) 29 CFR 1910.1200 workplace safety regulations. EPA has not
adequately considered these hazards or the hazards associated with working at height, as
regulated under 29 CFR 1910 Subpart D and Subpart F. These safety conditions would greatly
complicate employee access even under the best of circumstances, and even more so when
employees must carry emissions monitoring equipment, protection harnesses, and clipboards.

The photograph below graphically illustrates the perilous conditions our employees and
contractors would regularly face if asked to carry out the proposed rule as it is currently written:

[See Original Comment for Photograph]

The above photograph depicts an exhaust stack and a vent stack at a Kinder Morgan natural gas
transmission compression facility. The vent is the smaller diameter pipe on the left, angled
towards the exhaust stack. Seal gas vents on centrifugal compressors are routed in the above
configuration to allow the exhaust stack stream to destroy the lube oil vapors contained in the
vent stream. Because the exhaust stream normally contains gas at a temperature of 800-1000
[temperature degree symbol] F, the above unit would be impossible to directly meter in a safe
manner.

To avoid placing the safety of employees and contractors at risk, Kinder Morgan urges EPA to
include an exemption for components that are unsafe to access, or to allow use of emission
factors or best available monitoring methods (BAMM). Reporting entities could document their
use of the exemption by including photographs of the inaccessible components or an explanation
of the hazards associated with particular components. A useful model for such a provision is 40
CFR Part 60 Subparts VV and VVVa of EPA’s New Source Performance Standards (NSPS),
which address leaks of volatile organic compounds from equipment in synthetic organic
chemicals manufacturing. These subparts permit facilities to designate certain valves,
connectors, and pumps as “unsafe to monitor” or “difficult to monitor,” provided that the
designation is adequately documented and accompanied by a written plan for monitoring.! These
provisions also appear in Subpart KKK of the NSPS regulations, which establish performance
standarzds for equipment leaks of volatile organic compounds from natural gas processing

plants.

Response: EPA recognizes the importance of ensuring safety. Rather than provide exemptions,
EPA has added alternative reporting methodologies to ensure safety in the collection of data
from certain sources.

! See 40 C.F.R. SECTIONS 60.482-7a(g)-(h), 60.482-2a(g), 60.482-11a(e), 60.486a(f).
% See 40 C.F.R. SECTION 60.632(a) (incorporating portions of Subpart V'V by reference).



For example, EPA has added in today’s final rule alternative emissions estimating methods
which can be performed safely when direct, end of stack emissions measurement is deemed
unsafe or less economical for the reporter. For gas processing, transmission, storage, LNG
storage and LNG import/export terminals, today’s final rule provides options of installing ports
in vent lines which are unsafe to access the end of the vent stack, or, in the case of transmission
condensate tank emissions from malfunctioning compressor scrubber dump valves, the use of
acoustic detectors which have algorithms for equating detector readings with through-valve
leakage. Compressor unit isolation valves also have the option in today’s final rule to use the
acoustic detector for quantifying unit valve through leakage while compressors are in the shut—
down, depressurized mode when unit valves are not blinded. EPA recognizes that some
compressor vent piping, especially around reciprocating compressors, is manifolded with other
vents including blowdown vents, but that this piping is generally small diameter and suitable for
cost-effective installation of piping loops for installation of direct measurement instruments such
as a vane or hot-wire anemometer or pitot tube. With regard to equipment leaks, today’s final
rule allows use of any hand-held leak detection method listed in the LDAR regulations Method
21 for equipment leaks that can be accessed safely within two meters of the ground. For
inaccessible equipment leaks, the IR leak imaging camera is required for safe, positive
identification of those leaking sources. EPA concluded that all equipment leaks can be safely
detected using the IR leak imaging cameras, and that this equipment is cost-effective given the
leak survey is required only once per year. However, should such instruments or contractor
services be unavailable in time for meeting the first year’s date gathering, today’s final rule also
includes the opportunity for filing a BAMM request. For more information on BAMM, see
Section I1.F.4 of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-44
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
SECTION 98.232 GHGs to report.

(@) You must report CO, and CH, emissions from each industry segment specified in paragraph
(b) through (i) of this section. For each industry segment specified in paragraph (b) through (i)
of this section, only those emissions from the source types listed in the corresponding paragraph
must be reported.

(b) For offshore petroleum and natural gas production, report emissions from all “stationary
fugitive” and “stationary vented” sources as identified in the Minerals Management Service
(MMS) Gulfwide Offshore Activity Data System (GOADS) study (2005 Gulfwide Emission
Inventory Study MMS 2007-067).

(c) For onshore petroleum and natural gas production, report emissions from the following
source types: (1) Natural gas pneumatic high bleed device venting. (2) Natural gas pneumatic
low bleed device venting. (3) Natural gas driven pneumatic pump venting. (4) Well venting for
liquids unloading. (5) Gas well venting during conventional well completions. (6) Gas well



venting during unconventional well completions. (7) Gas well venting during conventional well
workovers. (8) Gas well venting during unconventional well workovers. (9) Gatheringpipehine
fugitives (10) Produced liquids storage tanks. (11) Reciprocating compressor rod packing
venting. (12) Well testing venting and flaring. (13) Associated gas venting and flaring. (14)
Dehydrator vent stacks. (15) Coal bed methane produced water emissions. (16) EOR injection
pump blowdown. (17) Acid gas removal vent stack. (18) Hydrocarbon liquids dissolved CO..
(19) Centrifugal compressor wet seal degassing venting. (20) Produced water dissolved CO..
(21) Fugitive emissions from valves, connectors, open ended lines, pressure relief valves,
compressor starter gas vents, pumps, flanges, and other fugitive sources (such as instruments,
loading arms, pressure relief valves, stuffing boxes, compressor seals, dump lever arms, and
breather caps for crude services).

(d) For field gathering and/or boosting stations, report emissions from the following

sources: (1) Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting. (2) Centrifugal compressor wet seal
degassing venting. (3) Transmission condensate storage tanks. (4) Blowdown vent stacks. (5)
Natural gas pneumatic high bleed device venting. (6) Natural gas pneumatic low bleed device
venting. (7) Fugitive emissions from connectors, block valves, control valves, compressor
blowdown valves, pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters, regulators, and open ended
lines.

(d) For onshore natural gas processing plants, report emissions from the following sources: (1)
Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting. (2) Centrifugal compressor wet seal degassing
venting. (3) Produced liquids storage tanks. (4) Blowdown vent stacks. (5) Dehydrator vent
stacks. (6) Acid gas removal vent stack. (7) Flare stacks. (8) Gatheringpipetine-fugitives (9)
Fugitive emissions from: valves, connectors, open ended lines, pressure relief valves, meters, and
centrifugal compressor dry seals.

(e) For onshore natural gas transmission compression, report emissions from the following
sources: (1) Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting. (2) Centrifugal compressor wet seal
degassing venting. (3) Transmission condensate storage tanks. (4) Blowdown vent stacks. (5)
Natural gas pneumatic high bleed device venting. (6) Natural gas pneumatic low bleed device
venting. (7) Fugitive emissions from connectors, block valves, control valves, compressor
blowdown valves, pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters, regulators, and open ended
lines.

() For underground natural gas storage, report emissions from the following sources: (1)
Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting. (2) Centrifugal compressor wet seal degassing
venting. (3) Natural gas pneumatic high bleed device venting. (4) Natural gas pneumatic low
bleed device venting. (5) Fugitive emissions from connectors, block valves, control valves,
compressor blowdown valves, pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters, regulators, and
open ended lines.

(m) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, use the procedure specified in SECTION
98.233(aa) to estimate emissions from individual components for which reporting would
otherwise be required under paragraphs (b) through (i) but are designated as ““unsafe to
monitor” or “difficult-to-monitor’” in accordance with this paragraph.



(1) You must maintain a log in a readily accessible location providing identification numbers for
any components that you deem unsafe-to-monitor or difficult-to-monitor, along with an
explanation of why those components are unsafe-to-monitor or difficult-to-monitor.

(2) A component is unsafe-to-monitor if monitoring personnel would be exposed to immediate
danger as a result of carrying out the monitoring requirements that would otherwise be required
under SECTION 98.233.

(3) A component is difficult-to-monitor if monitoring personnel would have to be elevated more
than 2 meters above a support surface in carrying out the monitoring procedures that would
otherwise be required under SECTION 98.233. No more than 3 percent of the total number of
components that are required to be monitored at a given facility under this subpart may be
classified as difficult-to-monitor.

(4) Use the alternative monitoring methodology in SECTION 98.233(aa) to report emissions
from components that are unsafe-to-monitor or difficult-to-monitor.

Response: EPA has made a numbers of changes to Section 98.232 of today’s final rule. For
example, the Agency has revised the definition for natural gas processing and onshore petroleum
and natural gas production to not include gathering lines and boosting stations from the source
category. For more information, please see Section II.F of the preamble. EPA does not agree for
the need to define components which are difficult or unsafe to monitor for equipment leaks.
Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-11.

1.1 SELECTION OF SOURCE CATEGORIES TO REPORT

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0741-1
Organization:
Commenter: C. Hauschild

Comment Excerpt Text:
If the greenhouse gas reporting rule is to have any value, it must pertain to all industries. To let a
few opt out is extremely unfair and negates the entire purpose of the regulation.

Response: EPA has considered this comment, and while EPA can not respond to any specific
point as the comment is vague: the MRR is indeed economy-wide and therefore collects GHG
data from sources responsible for approximately 80% of all U.S. GHG emissions.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3568.5-4
Organization: Environmental Defense Fund
Commenter: Peter Zalzal



Comment Excerpt Text:

We are concerned, however, that the agency excluded waste pit facilities from the proposal, and
we are eager to look more closely at this issue and provide EPA with additional detail in our
written comments.

Response: Please see EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-28 for a response to this comment.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-12
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:
The proposed calculation for gas gathering pipelines is impractical.

EPA is proposing to not include reporting of fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission
pipelines due to the dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions and the fact that once leaks are
found, the emissions are generally addressed quickly. EPA fails to use this same logic for natural
gas gathering pipelines, which are significantly more dispersed than transmission pipelines. Gas
gathering lines are generally much smaller diameter and typically operate at much lower
pressures than transmissions lines, resulting in a lower potential for emissions. Some gathering
pipelines even operate on a vacuum. It is also important to note that many gathering and
processing companies have implemented robust programs to find and fix pipelines leaks.
Contrary to the transmission pipelines, EPA appears to propose that gas processing plants and
producers conduct a physical count of piping components on gathering lines and use population
factors to determine emissions. Operators then apply another factor (scf/hour/mile) to calculate
GHG emissions from the pipeline segments.

GPA estimates that there are over 250,000 miles of gathering pipelines in the gathering and
processing sector, and hundreds of thousands of meter and valve settings, that would require
physical component counts. Even more impractical, is the requirement to conduct compositional
analysis at these sites to determine methane and CO, concentrations. Further, operators would
have to track blowdowns and changes in small meter runs and pipe segments in these hundreds
of thousands of insignificant locations to report GHGs as required by proposed Subpart W.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section II.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EMAIL-0001-5 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early
Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)

Organization: American Exploration and Production Council

Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Fugitive Emissions from Pipelines (such as flowlines or intra-facility gathering lines)

These emissions should be exempt from reporting for the same reasons that EPA exempted



emissions from transmission lines. Gathering pipelines generally operate at much lower
pressures than transmissions lines. The interconnecting pipelines consist mostly of welded
connections and thousands of small metering stations. EPA has underestimated the burden to
industry to obtain component counts on these pipeline facilities. In addition, many companies
now have internal programs to find and fix leaks associated with these gathering pipelines as
well as for the longer distance transmissions lines.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section II.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-17
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Aka recommends that, consistent with treatment of transmission pipelines, small volume
gathering pipelines and flow lines be excluded from fugitive reporting due to the dispersed
nature of the emissions and the impracticality of the requirements of proposed Subpart W. We
suggest that “small volume” be defined as below the threshold of 2500 miles per owner/operator,
which equates to about 25k tpy using EPA’s proposed emissions calculation method for
gathering lines.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section II.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-5
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Aka believes that the proposed calculation for gathering pipelines is impractical. EPA is
proposing to not include reporting of fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission pipelines
due to the dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions and the fact that once leaks are found, the
emissions are generally addressed quickly. EPA fails to use this same logic for natural gas
gathering pipelines, which are significantly more dispersed than transmission pipelines. Gas
gathering lines are generally much smaller diameter and typically operate at much lower
pressures than transmissions lines, resulting in a lower potential for emissions. Some gathering
pipelines even operate on a vacuum. It is also important to note that many gathering and
processing companies have implemented robust programs to find and fix pipeline leaks. EPA
appears to propose that gas processing plants and producers conduct a physical count of piping
components on gathering lines and use population factors to determine emissions. Operators then
apply another factor (scf/hour/mile) to calculate GHG emissions from the pipeline segments.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section II.F of the preamble.



Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1198-11
Organization: West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association
Commenter: Nicholas DeMarco

Comment Excerpt Text:

The final rule excludes the reporting of fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission
pipelines due to the dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions and the fact that once leaks are
found, the emissions are generally addressed quickly. However, curiously, final rule does not
follow this same logic for gathering pipelines and does not exclude them from reporting
emissions. Gathering pipelines are even more dispersed that transmission pipelines. They also
operate at much lower pressure than transmission lines, resulting in lower potential for
emissions. Requiring the reporting of emissions from gathering pipelines is a significant burden
on the oil and gas industry in West Virginia, particularly considering the terrain of the state and
the accessibility of these lines. For these reasons, WVONGA supports the comments filed by the
GP A and recommends that gathering pipelines and flow lines be excluded from the reporting
requirements.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1202-1
Organization: Enterprise Products
Commenter: Rodney Sartor

Comment Excerpt Text:

Gathering Lines - In the proposal to include gathering lines in Subpart W reporting, EPA has
proposed to not report fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission pipelines due to the
dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions and the fact that once leaks are found, the emissions
are generally addressed quickly. This argument should also be applied to natural gas gathering
pipelines for the following reasons:

a. Gathering lines operate at much lower flow rates and pressures than transmission lines,
resulting in a lower potential for emissions. Also, there are already programs in place to improve
metering inspections and reduce gas emissions.

b. We have not been allowed to fully evaluate the data that was used to create proposed
emissions factors from pipelines (for comment); therefore, if the EPA requires some baseline of
emissions sources on pipelines, we suggest only reporting gathering line mileage.

Gathering lines should be excluded completely from fugitive reporting for Subpart W. Adequate
resources have not been utilized to fully determine if EPA emissions factors are representative of
typical pipeline operations.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section II.F of the preamble.



Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-15
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

GPA recommends that, consistent with treatment of transmission pipelines, gathering pipelines
and flow lines be excluded from fugitive reporting due to the dispersed nature of the emissions
and the impracticality of the requirements of proposed Subpart W.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule.
For further information on this issue please see Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-3
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

In addition, reporting for gathering lines will produce no useful information for EPA and would
be inconsistent with EPA’s treatment of interstate natural gas transmissions lines, which are not
required to report (notwithstanding far greater throughput and operating pressures than typical
gathering lines).

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule and
hence the commenter’s claim is now irrelevant. For further information on this issue please see
Section Il.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-55
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

As explained in Section 2, above, GPA recommends that EPA exclude gathering pipelines from
the emission inventory or provide very simplified calculation methods at the operator level for all
gathering pipelines operated by an individual company.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in today’s final rule. For
further information on this issue please see Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-24
Organization: Anadarko Petroleum Corporation
Commenter: William W. (Bill) Grygar

Comment Excerpt Text:

In addition to the conflicts created by the proposed definition in Part 98, Subpart W regarding
applicability of gathering compression facilities, the following issues arise from the proposed
Subpart W definition of Onshore Natural Gas Processing in §98.230(a)(3).

9



a) The proposed rule increases the number of facilities subject to Subpart C for
combustion GHG emissions by approximately 15 times, with no consideration for the
size of each individual facility. This results from the fact that, numerically, there are
typically 10-20 gathering compression facilities for every gas processing plant.

b) Gathering compression facilities are often not uniquely associated with a single gas
plant, and many gathering compression facilities have connections to multiple gas
plants, where gas is routed to a plant based on business needs and conditions.
Associating any one gathering compression facility to an individual processing plant
is not always possible.

¢) Rolling-up gathering compression facility emissions with processing plant emissions
is in conflict with EPA’s assessment of the impact of the proposed Subpart W. EPA
inaccurately states in the proposed Subpart W preamble:

... [T]here are a reasonable number of reporters. Most natural gas

processing facilities proposed for inclusion in this supplemental proposed rulemaking would
already be required to report under subpart C and/or

subpart NN of the Final MRR.

75 Fed. Reg. at 18616.

d) EPA makes the following conclusion in the preamble to the proposed Subpart W:
...[The rule would] requir[e] only a small fraction of total facilities to
report.

75 Fed. Reg. at 18619.

The proposed Subpart W in fact increases coverage of gas gathering and processing
facilities to nearly 100% regardless of facility size, which is unduly burdensome and
neither reasonable nor appropriate.

e) Gathering compression facilities are typically small facilities and widely dispersed.
Many of these compression facilities have only one or two compressors and may
include treatment facilities, such as dehydration units. Significantly-sized facilities
are already subject to Subpart C reporting if the combustion emissions exceed 25,000
metric tons per year (“tpy”) and individual compression facilities that exceed 25,000
tpy, including Subpart W emissions, would also begin reporting as required. The
proposed Subpart W, however, treats these small and widely dispersed facilities as if
they are the same size and complexity of a gas processing plant. Examples of
proposed requirements that may be appropriate for processing plants but unduly
burdensome for small and widely dispersed gathering compression facilities include:
collecting extensive data and modeling tank emissions, compressor rod packing vents,
leak detection using optical imaging or population factors, and quarterly sampling of
gas streams.
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Anadarko also suggests that the same GHGs and sources reported by processing plants under
8 98.232(d) be reported by gathering compression and treating facilities under the new source
category.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines and boosting stations as an emissions source in
today’s final rule at this time. For further information on this issue, please see Section Il.F of the
preamble for a response to this comment.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-16
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:

Comment: WBIH supports the use of population count of emission sources and population
emission factors to estimate fugitive emissions for onshore petroleum and natural gas production
facilities, only. As previously commented on, WBIH strongly requests the exclusion of fugitive
emissions reporting for natural gas gathering pipelines

Response: Today’s final rule uses population emission factors and counts of major equipment
for estimating equipment leaks from onshore production. Please see Section Il.F of the preamble.
Also, as noted in Section I1.F of the preamble, EPA will not require reporting of emissions from
natural gas gathering pipelines at this time.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-11
Organization: Natural Gas Supply Association
Commenter: Patricia W. Jagtiani

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA must do more to eliminate (or at least minimize) the use of direct measurement in the
onshore petroleum and natural gas production sector. It is simply infeasible to carry out the
detailed and labor-intensive reporting that the proposed Subpart W would demand at a sector
with as many individual facilities and components as ours. At a minimum, EPA should
specifically consider:

Creating a separate reporting category for gathering pipeline compression stations, and excluding
gathering pipeline segments from reporting.

Response: Today’s final rule uses population emission factors and major equipment counts for
estimating equipment leaks from onshore production. Please see Section Il.F of the preamble.
EPA has not included gathering lines and boosting stations as an emissions source in today’s
final rule at this time. For further information on this issue please see Section Il.F of the
preamble for a response to this comment.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8
Organization: Dominion Resources Services Inc.
Commenter: Pamela Faggert

Comment Excerpt Text:
Proposed Inventory Methodology for Distribution Sector

Natural gas distribution facilities are defined as " ... natural gas pipelines and metering and
regulating stations that physically deliver natural gas to end users." As a general consideration,
the safety of the natural gas distribution system is regulated by the Pipeline Safety Regulations of
the Department of Transportation, in 49 CFR 192 which mandates inspection, leak repair, and
integrity management. Natural gas in the distribution system is required to be odorized for the
purpose of leak detection (49 CFR 192.625). The Mandatory Reporting Rule, Subpart W should
not apply to odorized natural gas which is subject to the leak detection and repair requirements of
the Department of Transportation, These requirements effectively limit emissions of odorized
gas to an extent that they are a de minimis source; any measurement of leaking components
would greatly overstate these emissions on an annualized basis because they are quickly
detected, reported and repaired

The broad definition of the natural gas distribution sector would, by extension, require that each
component throughout the system be counted and documented regardless of the size or location
or leak potential even before determining if the "facility” meets the applicability threshold. With
such a broad definition compounded by the very conservative emissions estimates that result
from application of emission factors, almost all distribution systems would report regardless of
size, Once in, almost all natural gas distribution utilities would have to estimate and report
emissions for many small meter and regulator stations and city gate stations scattered throughout
their service area, as well as combustion emission from sources that otherwise would not exceed
the facility reporting threshold.

Generally, engineering estimates and emission factors provide a more workable approach for
natural gas facilities. However, when this approach is applied to a distribution system that serves
an entire state or region with hundreds of thousands, if not millions of customers, the initial task
of developing and maintaining an inventory of components is excessively burdensome while not
adding to the accuracy of the estimation of greenhouse gas emissions from this sector. In order to
use this approach in the distribution sector, the regulated community would first have to conduct
a physical inventory of every connector, block valve, control valve, pressure relief valve, orifice
meter, regulator, and open-ended line in the system. Distribution companies do not normally
maintain comprehensive equipment inventories of component parts. This task alone would be
impossible to accomplish in the course of a year. These component counts would then be
multiplied by emission factors that are not necessarily representative of losses from these
components. The use of emission factors in the distribution sector for component parts, such as
valves and connectors, greatly overstate emissions. These emission factors were developed for
another purpose and were based on limited field work conducted nearly 20 years ago and do not
reflect either current equipment or current practice. Much of the old cast iron and steel pipe used
at that time has been replaced or lined with new plastic pipe which has significantly lower
fugitive emissions.
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Response: Leak Detection from Odorized Gas Systems

EPA does not agree that leak detection and quantification currently conducted at odorized gas
facilitates negates the need for today’s rule, or that these facilities should excluded from the
today’s final rule, nor does EPA agree that the leak detection and repair requirements of the
Department of Transportation meet the requirements to inform public policy. EPA researched
these DOT requirements and concluded that they target safety concerns rather than GHG
emissions quantification, and therefore are insufficient for today’s rule. Please refer to the
rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) under “Understanding the Substance of the DOT
Regulations and Comparing Them to the Subpart W Requirements”.

Facility Reporting Determination

EPA plans to provide screening tools that will assist LDC determine whether or not they have to
report before conducting any actual monitoring per today’s final rule requirements. EPA does not
agree with the commenter claim that almost all the LDCs will have to report to the rule. EPA
through its threshold analysis has determined that only 143 of the 1,427 LDCs nationally, i.e. 10
percent of the total, will have to report under the rule.

Monitoring of M&R Stations

Regarding the issue of reporting emissions from many small meter and regulator (M&R)
stations, EPA agrees that leak detection and measurement would be too burdensome, and so
today’s final rule requires only a count of non-customer M&R stations in below grade vaults and
application of equipment leak factors. For custody transfer gate stations, today’s final rule
requires a leak survey once a year, and quantification of only those components found to be
leaking using leaker factors which are derived from recent studies made in gas distribution gate
stations. If, as this commenter claims, the DOT regulations and odorization of gas are very
effective in controlling leaks, there should be very few, if any, leaks found and cost-effectively
quantified using the leaker factors. Non-custody transfer city gate stations apply a company
derived emission factor from the leak surveys of custody transfer gate stations, per meter run.
EPA also agrees that small combustion sources should not be brought into the MRR in gas
distribution. Hence, EPA does not require reporting of emissions from external combustion units
that have heat capacity of 5 MMBtu per hour or lower; however, activity count has to be
reported. Please see Section Il.E of the preamble in today’s final rule.

Emissions Factors

EPA does not agree with the commenter on the use of emissions factors for estimating emissions
from LDCs. EPA is requiring the use of leak detection and leaker emissions factors. Hence,
inventorying of all the components is not required; EPA has clarified this in today’s final rule.
Finally, EPA used the best publicly available data to develop emission factors for natural gas
distribution facilities. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0049-11.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1152-2
Organization: Consumer Energy Company
Commenter: Amy Kapuga
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Comment Excerpt Text:
Local Distribution Should Be Excluded

A. Distribution Emissions Represent Less Than 1% of U.S. GHG Emissions - Based on Old
Emission Factors That Overstate Emissions — Actual Emissions Are Even Lower Local
distribution companies (LDCs) typically do not operate “facilities” that emit greater than 25,000
metric tons per year of greenhouse gases measured as carbon dioxide equivalents (CO.e).
Collectively, GHG fugitive emissions from natural gas distribution operations across the nation
equal less than 0.5% of total U.S. GHG emissions.

The estimate of GHG emissions from gas distribution is based on emission factors developed
over a decade ago by the Gas Research Institute (GRI) using data from testing a limited sample
of equipment in work performed nearly 20 years ago. GRI developed the emission factors to
facilitate a general estimate of nationwide methane emissions from gas distribution -- not for the
purpose of estimating methane emissions from pipe and equipment used in an individual natural
gas distribution system.

Since that time, Consumers has been steadily reducing methane leaks and tightening our
distribution systems over the past decade and more through participation in EPA’s Natural Gas
STAR program. In addition, through AGA, we are supporting the EPA and the Gas Technology
Institute (GTI) (the successor to GRI) in ongoing joint research and field testing to develop
updated, more accurate, emission factors. This work is not expected to be complete until 2012 or
2013 depending on funding availability. When these and other updated emission factors are
available, it is very likely that we will find that the combined GHG emissions from natural gas
distribution systems across the country are actually even lower than the current estimate.

EPA is proposing an expansive and novel definition of the term “facility” in this 2010 Proposal
that would sweep in all the miles of gas mains and customer service lines, city gate stations, and
(due to an unclear definition) potentially all customer meters across a state if they are within a
distribution system served by a single LDC. Further, the agency is proposing to require annual
leak surveys using scarce, costly and unnecessary optical scanning equipment that does not result
in improved leak detection beyond the leak detection currently conducted by gas utilities under
existing federal and state pipeline safety regulations. This proposal would impose billions of
dollars in cost on gas utilities and their customers — rivaling costs under a cap and trade program
— without reducing emissions. All this effort would provide no better picture of GHG emissions
from this segment than is currently available in the annual EPA GHG Inventory, because LDCs
would have to use outdated emission factors that tend to seriously overstate GHG emissions from
natural gas distribution.

Consumers strongly opposes the addition of natural gas distribution to Subpart W reporting in
the 2010 Proposal. We urge EPA to exclude natural gas distribution from Subpart W, or in the
alternative to postpone or phase-in Subpart W for natural gas distribution to allow time to
complete ongoing work to develop updated emission factors that better reflect the low emissions
of modern, tight natural gas distribution systems.
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Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter on the magnitude of emissions from LDCs
being insignificant and thereby should be removed from today’s final rule. Please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1152-3 for further
details.

EPA disagrees that emission factors were solely developed from the GRI reports Please see
response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-9. EPA used the best available public
data to develop the emission factors and will consider updating factors as new data becomes
available. EPA does not intend to postpone the finalization of today’s final rule in anticipation of
the results of these studies conducted by stakeholders. For further information please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-5.

In today’s final rule, the definition of facility, as it relates to natural gas distribution, has been
clarified. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-26 for further details. EPA
never intended to require reporting for customer meters. Please see the Section 111.B.2 for further
details on this comment.

EPA agrees there is a prevalence of other methodologies for leak detection other than optical
imaging cameras and has included several additional leak detection techniques including flame
ionization detectors, catalytic oxidation/thermal conductivity detectors, and soap solutions as per
Method 21. Please see Section I1.F of the preamble for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-9
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
There is No Policy Need to Collect GHG Data from LDCs, as No Cap-And-Trade Proposal
Would Apply to LDC System-Wide Emissions

Further, there is no policy need to collect GHG emissions data from the natural gas distribution
sector. As a general principle, AGA supports gathering accurate emissions data, while
minimizing administrative burden, to ensure an accurate accounting of each sector’s emissions.
This will help serve as the foundation for any sector-based allowance allocation under a future
national cap-and-trade system for facilities that will likely be under such a system. However, this
is not the case for natural gas distribution.

In all the major climate legislative proposals introduced in Congress, the proposed cap-and-trade
system would be applied to the CO, emissions from combustion of natural gas by customers —
not the distribution system itself. In these legislative proposals, natural gas local distribution
companies (LDCs) would be directed to hold allowances to cover the emissions of their
residential, commercial and small industrial customers related to the combustion of the natural
gas delivered to the customers. This emissions data will be collected under Subpart NN of the
2009 MRR.
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Under pending climate legislation, larger industrial facilities that emit greater than 25,000 metric
tons per year (tpy) in GHG emissions measured as carbon dioxide (COe) would be required to
hold allowances for their own GHG emissions. The proposed climate legislation uses the normal
concept of facility and source. If a natural gas LDC operates a “facility” that would emit greater
than 25,000 tpy CO.e, then the LDC would be required to hold allowances for such facility
emissions. But there is no legislative proposal to require an LDC to hold allowances for system-
wide GHG emissions. Nor is there likely to be such a proposal, given the minimal contribution of
natural gas distribution system emissions to total U.S. GHG emissions.

Response: EPA notes that Subpart NN will not identify LDC process or combustion emissions
that are required to be reported under today’s final rule. Subpart W requires the reporting of
equipment leaks, vents and combustion from equipemnt sources in LDCs. Emissions reported
under today’s final rule for LDCs will be process and equipment combustion emissions.
Whereas those reported under Subpart NN are combustion emissions from products sold or
delivered into the marketplace.

Commenter assumes that the underlying purpose of the MRR in collecting information is to
implement future cap-and-trade legislation,as we pointed out in the 2009 MRR Response to
Comments, Volume 9, Legal Issues to which the commenter is referred, there are myriad reasons
supporting EPA’s authority and need to gather information under the rule. In the Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Regulating Greenhouse Gas Emissions under the Clean Air Act,
74 Fed. Reg. 44354 (July 30, 2008) we articulated the various CAA provisions under which
information gathered about GHGs would be relevant and useful. EPA estimates that natural gas
distribution accounts for 6% of the total GHG emissions from the petroleum and natural gas
industry. Please see Section 11.B of the preamble to the April 2010 proposed rule. Itis
reasonable therefore for the Agency to collect GHG emissions information from LDCs to inform
the Agency’s policy and understanding of GHG emissions under any number of those programs
as well as to carry out its Congressional mandate. Further, to prognosticate what further climate
legislation might provide or require and tailor this rule based thereon is inappropriate. EPA
cannot nor is it authorized to base its rulemaking actions on pending, proposed, or anticipated
legislation. Instead, today’s final rule is based on existing Congressional mandate and the policy
need to collect information to inform Agency actions related to GHG whether by regulation or
for purposes related to research and development activities. Please see Section 1.C and Section I,
Petroleum and Natural Gas Systems, of the preamble for more detail.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-10
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

Natural gas distribution also should be excluded from Subpart W because significant methane
leaks on our systems are detected and fixed promptly. In the preamble to the 2010 Proposal, EPA
states that it is proposing to exempt natural gas transmission lines from the rule because leaks are
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located and fixed quickly.® However, the same is also true for all but the smallest leaks in
distribution lines and equipment.

First, natural gas in distribution systems is required to be odorized to allow a person with a
normal sense of smell to detect the presence of otherwise odorless methane at concentrations far
below explosive levels. Our more than 65 million customers readily call their respective LDCs if
they “smell gas.” LDCs maintain call centers to process these emergency leak calls and dispatch
service personnel promptly to detect and repair leaks.

Second, as discussed in detail in section 1V.C. of these comments, the Department of
Transportation (DOT) Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) has
promulgated regulations under Title 49 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) that
already require utilities to perform annual leak surveys of metering facilities in business districts
and to perform periodic leak surveys of facilities in non business districts once every five years,
as administered by individual state Public Utility Commissions (PUC). Many state PUCs have
adopted more stringent regulations that require more frequent leak surveys in non-business
districts. We have provided a chart in Exhibit A that shows examples of state PUC requirements
for leaks surveys. This chart also includes web links to the relevant state PUC rules. The federal
leak survey rules in 49 CFR §192.723 allows LDC’s to use the most effective equipment
appropriate to the situation to detect the leaks in pipes and associated control equipment, such as
regulator stations. These practices have been used for decades under the close scrutiny of the
state PUCs and PHMSA.

Response: EPA has determined that distribution pipelines should be treated differently than
transmission pipelines. Please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1099-14 for more

information. EPA does not agree that odorized gas facilitates conducting leak detection should be
excluded from today’s final rule, nor does EPA agree that the leak detection and repair
requirements of the Department of Transportation meet the requirements to inform public policy.
For further details, please see rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under
“Understanding the Substance of the DOT Regulations and Comparing them to the Subpart W
Requirements” and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0955-6
Organization: American Public Gas Association (APGA)
Commenter: Bert Kalisch

Comment Excerpt Text:
The Final Rule should eliminate from the count of Section 98.233(r) those LDC facilities that
have been recently confirmed as not leaking.

As noted, all LDC facilities described in Section 98.232 (i)(2), (3), and (4) are by operation of
Section 98.233 (r) deemed to be leaking for purposes of calculating emissions by such facilities.

% 75 Fed. Reg. at 18616.
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Yet, because LDCs conduct periodic leakage surveys, they are able to determine which of such
facilities are leaking. Specifically, under PHMSA pipeline safety regulations found at 49 CFR
192.723, LDCs are required to conduct leakage surveys of their entire system including buried
mains, services and M&R stations, both above and below ground. Piping located in business
districts is required to be tested for leaks annually, while piping outside business districts are
tested for leaks at least once every 5 years. Such surveys are performed with a variety of
equipment such as hydrogen flame ionization units, combustible gas indicators and other
detectors capable of detecting minute quantities of gas. The utility, therefore, will have
information on how many mains, services and below ground M and R stations that were leak
surveyed during the year are, in fact, leaking.

In light of the foregoing, APGA urges EPA to allow LDC operators the option to remove from
the count used to calculate fugitive methane emission pursuant to Section 98.233(r) facilities that
were leak surveyed during the year and found not to be leaking. Elimination of such facilities
from the count will obviously provide a more accurate estimate of fugitive emissions and, hence,
should be allowed.

Response: EPA disagrees with this comment. Leak detection must be performed at all facilities
regardless of whether or not a leak detection survey was carried out the previous year and no
emission sources are found to be leaking in previous surveys conducted according to PHMSA
pipeline safety regulations (49 CFR 192.723). The purposes of PHMSA regulations are not the
same as the data collection goals of today’s final rule. If the facility has a minimal leaking
emission sources as found in other surveys, then this should be reflected in leak detection
surveys conducted to meet the requirements of today’s final rule. For further details, please see
rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Understanding the Substance of the DOT
Regulations and Comparing Them to the Subpart W Requirements” and the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1034-1
Organization: National Grid
Commenter: Alexandra G. Taft

Comment Excerpt Text:

We do, however, disagree with the approach the Agency has taken toward including LDCs. It is
our view that LDCs should not be included in these regulations. The documenting of fugitive
emissions is, in part, already conducted by the Agency (emissions associated with mains and
services) and thus arguably adequately regulated and/or tabulated. As to the emission factors
presently being used, we believe there is a real need for further study and updating. National
Grid is currently participating in a funding effort for research being performed by the Operation
Technology Development (OTD), a research consortium managed by the Gas Technology
Institute (GTI), to improve the accuracy of the emission factor for plastic pipe.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter that the current activity data for several
sources such as M&R stations are adequate. EPA is collecting new activity data through today’s
final rule, which is necessary to update existing information. EPA is interested in studies
conducted by all stakeholders to improve emission factors and will consider updating factors as
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deemed appropriate by the Agency. However, EPA does not intend to postpone the finalization
of today’s final rule in anticipation of the results of these studies.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
Distribution Emissions Represent Less Than 1% of U.S. GHG Emissions - Based on Old
Emission Factors That Overstate Emissions — Actual Emissions Are Even Lower

Natural gas distribution companies (LDCs) typically do not operate “facilities” that emit greater
than 25,000 metric tons per year of greenhouse gases measured as carbon dioxide equivalents
(CO2e). Collectively, GHG fugitive emissions from natural gas distribution operations across the
nation equal less than 0.5% of total U.S. GHG emissions.*

This estimate of GHG emissions from gas distribution is based on emission factors developed
over a decade ago by the Gas Research Institute (GRI) using data from testing a limited sample
of equipment in work performed nearly 20 years ago. GRI developed the emission factors to
facilitate a general estimate of nationwide methane emissions from gas distribution -- not for the
purpose of estimating methane emissions from pipe and equipment used in an individual natural
gas distribution system.

Since that time, AGA member companies have been steadily reducing methane leaks and
tightening their distribution systems over the past decade and more recently through voluntary
participation in EPA’s Natural Gas STAR program. In addition, AGA and its members are
supporting an ongoing joint research and field testing program with EPA and the Gas
Technology Institute (GTI) (the successor to GRI) to develop updated, more accurate methane
emission factors to facilitate more accurate GHG emission estimates for plastic distribution pipe,
metering and regulator (M&R) stations and other natural gas distribution equipment. Related
work is also underway to develop improved emission factors for natural gas production and
transmission in collaboration with EPA and other affected industry associations. This work is not
expected to be complete until 2012 or 2013. When updated emission factors are available, it is
very likely that we will find that the combined GHG emissions from natural gas distribution
systems across the country are actually even lower than the current estimate of 0.43 percent of
total U.S. GHG emissions. As noted in the EPA 2010 Inventory, “[distribution system CHy,4
[methane] emissions in 2008 were 10.5 percent lower than 1990 levels.” This trend of declining
fugitive emissions in distribution systems is expected to continue as LDCs continue to replace

* This is based on emissions reported in the 2010 EPA Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:
1990-2008 (EPA 2010 Inventory EPA 2010 Inventory at page reports that natural gas distribution contributed 29.9
Tg CO2e in 2008 and less than 0.05 Tg Co2e in non-combustion CO2 emissions. The total U.S.GHG emissions
for 2008 were calculated to be 6956.8 Tg CO2e. Thus natural gas distribution fugitive emissions contributed
0.43% of U.S. total greenhouse gas emissions in 2008 (29.9/6956.8 = 0.43).

® EPA 2010 Inventory at page 3-44.
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older pipe and equipment.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter on the exclusion of LDCs from reporting
under today’s final rule and has included reporting of emissions from LDCs in today’s final rule.
In developing this rule, EPA has considered oil and gas as one sector of the U.S. economy. This
sector contributes significantly towards the total GHG emissions nationally. A continuous slicing
and dicing of individual portions of the oil and gas industry will result in every subsector being a
small portion of the national emissions and can be argued for an exemption. Rather than provide
exclusions for entire segments and burdening other segments, to cover significant portions of the
emissions nationally, EPA has provided relief by focusing on sources within each segment that
contribute significantly to the segment emissions; see the decision tree process in the Technical
Support Document in the April 2010 proposed rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
0027). Also, EPA has determined that some of the activity factors from the LDC segment that
are available through the EPA National GHG Inventory, may not be reliable since it was
collected over 15 years ago. Hence, through today’s final rule, EPA deemed it important to
collect reliable activity data from LDCs. Finally, EPA’s threshold analysis indicates that only
143 distribution facilities of the total 1,427 LDCs nationally will be above 25,000 MtCO-e per
year, and therefore the reporting burden from the rule is reasonable. Hence, EPA has retained
reporting of emissions from LDC in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-1
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:
LDC fugitive emissions are minuscule compared to other source categories and should not be
covered under subpart W:

Data from the EPA document “Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990—
2008” indicates that 2008 methane emissions nationwide, some 567 million metric tons or
teragrams of carbon dioxide equivalent (TgCO-e), are 8.2% of the nationwide total of 6,946
TgCO.e emissions. The Natural Gas Systems sector, which includes LDCs, is responsible for
96.4 TgCO.e or 1.4% of the nationwide total. LDC methane emissions account for 31% of this
1.4%, or just 0.43% of the national CO,e emissions. Additionally, LDCs achieved a 10.5%
reduction in methane emissions from 1990 to 2008 and continue to work to reduce methane
emissions. The industry is already very much incentivized to minimize methane emissions, due
to the economic value of natural gas and the potential safety issues associated with gas leaks. So,
as an industry, we have substantially reduced methane emissions, and represent less than 0.5% of
the national COe emissions. Therefore, Laclede believes a fair cost/benefit analysis does not
support requiring the reporting of LDC fugitive emissions.

Response: Concerning LDCs having an economic incentive to reduce emissions, LDC’s meeting
their lost and unaccounted for thresholds set by applicable regulatory agencies such as public
utility commissions, have minimal if no incentive to further reduce emissions and therefore EPA
can not simply assume that emissions are low. Through today’s final rule, EPA is gathering
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emissions data to help further understand possible policy considerations in this regard. For
further information on why EPA has retained reporting requirements for LDCs, please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1168-2
Organization: Delmarva Power a PHI Company
Commenter: Wesley L. McNealy

Comment Excerpt Text:

DPL requests that Natural Gas Local Distribution Company (LDC) systems be excluded from
the scope of Subpart W. DPL believes such an exemption is appropriate because LDCs produce
less than 1 % of US GHG emissions and continually upgrade their systems with tighter, more
efficient equipment and materials. In addition, EPA's rationale for not requiring reporting of
fugitive emissions from natural gas pipeline segments between compressor stations supports
such an exemption because any LDC fugitive emissions similarly are dispersed in nature and
once found are generally addressed quickly.

Response: For further information on why EPA has retained reporting requirements for LDCs,
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5. EPA does not agree that that
distribution pipelines can be compared to transmission pipelines. Please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1099-14 for more information.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-5
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

MDU believes that the fugitive GHG emissions from the natural gas distribution sector are
insignificant. The Energy and Information Administration reported that U.S. economy-wide
energy and industrial sector CO, equivalent (CO,e) GHG emissions in 2008 were 5,839.3
million metric tons. The EPA stated in the Subpart W Rule that the fugitive GHG emissions from
the natural gas distribution source category are 6% (22.7 million tons of CO.e) of the total
emissions from the threshold category sources required to report emissions under Subpart W.
The amount of GHG emissions from this specific sector is insignificant, at less than 0.4% of the
total U.S. economy-wide annual GHG emissions.

Response: EPA has retained reporting requirements for LDCs, please see the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-8
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey
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Comment Excerpt Text:

Given the very low percentage of total US emissions represented by distribution systems, AGA
strongly opposes the addition of natural gas distribution to Subpart W reporting in the 2010
Proposal. We urge EPA to exclude natural gas distribution from Subpart W, or in the alternative
to postpone until 2016 to allow LDCs to complete a normal five year cycle of leak surveys
(conducted under DOT regulations), or at least phase-in Subpart W for natural gas distribution to
allow time to complete ongoing work to develop updated emission factors that better reflect the
low emissions of modern, tight natural gas distribution systems.

Response: EPA has retained reporting requirements for LDCs, please see the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-17
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA Should Postpone or Phase-In Subpart W Pending Development of More Accurate Emission
Factors

As we described above, AGA, EPA and GRI are currently working to develop new emission
factors for natural gas production, transmission, LNG and underground storage and distribution
equipment based on field testing that will not be completed until 2012 or 2013, depending on the
availability of funding. This collaborative research effort is targeting the most inaccurate and
highest priority emission factors, such as the emission factor for plastic pipe. That emission
factor was based on only six data points collected nearly 20 years ago, one of which was a plastic
pipe that had ruptured and was blowing natural gas. That type of rupture is repaired promptly
and does not continue emitting natural gas from the distribution system at the same rate all year.
Yet the existing plastic pipe emission factor makes that assumption. It makes no sense to impose
a costly reporting requirement now that will necessarily require our members to divert resources
to reporting emissions using old, inaccurate emission factors. Instead, EPA should postpone
Subpart W for two years to allow the agency and AGA members to focus resources on
expediting the work on developing updated, more accurate emission factors.

In the alternative, EPA should phase-in Subpart W as new emission factors become available for
the sectors that will be subject to reporting under this Subpart. Distribution operations should be
excluded, but if EPA declines to exclude distribution systems from Subpart W, then the EPA
should allow the use of facility-level emission factors, with the reporting requirements phased-in
once new facility-level emission factors are available in 2012 or 2013.

Response: EPA used the best available public data to develop the emission factors and will
consider updating factors as new data becomes available. EPA does not intend to postpone the
finalization of today’s final rule in anticipation of the results of these studies conducted by
stakeholders. For further information please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 —
1299-5.
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EPA does not agree that the reporting of emissions from distribution pipelines is burdensome to
the industry. LDCs know the material type and miles of pipeline in their systems. Reporting
emissions from these sources for today’s final rule is simply a matter of multiplying these
pipeline miles by the corresponding emissions factors available from the rule. EPA retained this
data reporting requirement such that emissions from this source are reported to EPA by each
company respectively rather than at the aggregate level as is currently in the U.S. national
inventory.

In today’s final rule, EPA does not allow the phasing in of emissions reporting, however, under
certain conditions allows the use of BAMM. See Section I1.F of the preamble to today’s final

rule for further details. EPA disagrees with the comment that facility level average emission
factors should be used. For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1011-109.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-13
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

In the Subpart W Rule, EPA determined that fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission
pipeline systems are not required to be reported since leaks from high pressure systems are likely
to be addressed quickly and MOU is in agreement with the EPA on this matter. The EPA should
consider making a similar determination for LDC natural gas systems. Even though LDC natural
gas systems usually operate at a lower pressure than transmission pipelines, LDCs are subject to
pipeline integrity mandates and regulatory requirements through DOT as stated above, and have
economic impacts from leaks similar to transmission pipeline companies, along with public
safety consideration. These requirements encourage LDCs to address leaks quickly in natural gas
distribution systems.

Natural gas in distribution systems is required to be odorized so that a person with normal
smelling ability can detect the presence of otherwise odorless methane at concentrations far
below explosive levels. Customers are educated periodically through mailings and instructed to
call the LDC customer call center if they "smell gas” and the LDC dispatches service personnel
immediately to investigate and repair leaks. MOU believes natural gas distribution systems
should be excluded from the Subpart W Rule on a similar basis as natural gas transmission
systems.

Response: EPA does not agree that LDCs should be treated the same as transmission pipelines.
For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1099-14.

EPA does not agree that odorized gas facilitates conduct leak detection and quantification should
be excluded from today’s final rule. EPA does not agree that the leak detection and repair
requirements of the Department of Transportation meet the requirements to inform public policy
regarding greenhouse gas emissions. For further details, please see rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ—
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OAR-2009-0923) under “Understanding the Substance of the DOT Regulations and Comparing
Them to the Subpart W Requirements” and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1152-1
Organization: Consumer Energy Company
Commenter: Amy Kapuga

Comment Excerpt Text:

It is important in crafting the reporting rules in Subpart W not to lose sight of this important
context for energy and environmental policy. When crafting GHG reporting rules, it is important
that EPA not inadvertently impose barriers that could keep society from reaping the full benefit
of using clean, efficient, abundant and domestic natural gas to reduce our nation’s carbon
footprint. Greenhouse gas reporting rules should not create disincentives to lowering US GHG
emissions by imposing unnecessary costs on the storage and distribution of natural gas to
customers, thereby raising gas utility bills and discouraging the use of natural gas. Instead, sound
public policy should encourage the efficient, direct use of natural gas by customers to reduce
overall greenhouse gas emissions — especially in the near term until the electric power generation
mix includes higher percentages of renewable energy.

Consumers generally supports the following changes in the 2010 proposed Subpart W:

* Section 98.232 provides a list of specific Subpart W petroleum and natural gas segments and
attempts to focus the reporting burden on primary GHG emission sources for each segment;

* Direct measurement requirements have been reduced in favor of using engineering estimates
and emission factors to better balance data quality and measurement burdens; and

* Fugitive and vented emissions are now more clearly defined.

However, Consumers is alarmed that in this 2010 version of Subpart W, EPA is now proposing
to require natural gas utilities to report GHG fugitive, vented and combustion emissions from
their state-wide natural gas distribution systems.

For the reasons provided below, Consumers Energy urges EPA to delete natural gas distribution
from the list of industry segments subject to Subpart W. However, if EPA retains distribution
systems in the final rule, then Consumers urges EPA (1) to postpone applicability or otherwise
phase-in Subpart W, and (2) to revise and clarify several provisions to facilitate implementation
and compliance.

Response: EPA is retaining its reporting requirement for natural gas distribution in today's final
rule. EPA determined that the burden associated with today’s final rule will have an insignificant
impact on natural gas prices, and therefore will not discourage lowering GHG emissions or the
use of natural gas. Please refer to today’s final rule rulemaking docket memo “Subpart W
Greater Economic Impact” (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) for further details. EPA needs
emissions data of reasonable quality from LDCs to inform future policy, and therefore exclusion
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of LDCs from reporting to the rule at this stage in the public policy process is inconsistent with
EPA’s goals and the purpose of the reporting program.

EPA is not allowing for a phased in approach. However, EPA is allowing the use of best
available monitoring methods under certain conditions. Please see the response to this comment
in Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-5
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:
Odorized gas facilities should be exempt from subpart W:

At 49 CFR 192.723, natural gas for distribution must be odorized so that it is detectible by the
human sense of smell at one fifth, or twenty percent, of the lower explosive limit, which equates
to 0.9 percent gas in air. This is the minimum required level of odorization. Laclede, like many
LDCs, adds a safety factor and odorizes to nearly twice the minimum limit, making gas odor
detectible at 0.5 percent gas in air. This very low odor threshold obviates the measures
contemplated in subpart W. Leaks involving odorized gas are located and repaired promptly.
Consequently, all gas distribution facilities where odorized gas is being stored, transported
and/or utilized should be exempt from regulation under subpart W. These include all types of
buried and aboveground piping, M&R stations, and underground natural gas storage fields.

Response: EPA does not agree that odorized gas facilitates conduct leak detection and
quantification should be excluded from today’s final rule. EPA does not agree that the leak
detection and repair requirements of the Department of Transportation meet the requirements to
inform public policy regarding greenhouse gas emissions. For further details, please see
rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Understanding the Substance of the DOT
Regulations and Comparing Them to the Subpart W Requirements” and the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1152-3
Organization: Consumer Energy Company
Commenter: Amy Kapuga

Comment Excerpt Text:

Natural gas distribution also should be excluded from Subpart W because significant methane
leaks on our systems are detected and fixed promptly. In the preamble to the 2010 Proposal, EPA
states that it is proposing to exempt natural gas transmission lines from the rule because leaks are
located and fixed quickly.® The same is true for distribution lines and equipment.

® 75 Fed. Reg. at 18616.
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First, natural gas in distribution systems is required to be odorized to allow a person with a
normal sense of smell to detect the presence of otherwise odorless methane at concentrations far
below explosive levels. Customers can readily call if they “smell gas.” Consumers maintains call
centers to process these emergency leak calls and dispatch service personnel promptly to detect
and repair leaks.

Response: EPA does not agree that LDCs should be treated the same as transmission pipelines.
For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1099-14. EPA does not
agree that odorized gas facilitates conduct leak detection and quantification should be excluded
from today’s final rule. EPA does not agree that the leak detection and repair requirements of the
Department of Transportation meet the requirements to inform public policy regarding
greenhouse gas emissions. For further details, please see rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-—
2009-0923) under “Understanding the Substance of the DOT Regulations and Comparing Them
to the Subpart W Requirements” and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1009-5
Organization: Xcel Energy Inc.
Commenter: Eldon Lindt

Comment Excerpt Text:

The emission calculation from leaks (Eg. W-18) is based on operations for the entire year. A leak
that has been occurring for one day will result in the same reported value as one that has
occurred for an entire year. At the very least, reporters should be allowed, but not required, to
calculate emissions based on multiple leak detection surveys in order to more accurately reflect
leakage and account for repairs. EPA and industry partners are also currently performing joint
research to update existing emission factors to better reflect current system conditions. However,
the proposed rule will divert resources away from this task and delay the development of factors
that more accurately characterize emissions from natural gas systems. The proposed rule’s
complexity will make it very difficult to identify and schedule the necessary resources to support
reporting. Therefore, Xcel Energy supports AGA’s proposal for either excluding local
distribution companies from the Subpart W requirements or delaying Subpart W’s
implementation until joint development of new emission factors for natural gas systems is
completed.

Response: EPA agrees to allow multiple leak detection surveys; please see the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1014-9 for further details. EPA fully supports studies conducted by all
stakeholders to improve emission factors. EPA disagrees that natural gas distribution should be
excluded from today’s final rule or it should postpone the finalization of today’s final rule in
anticipation of the results of these studies. Please see reponse to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1299-5. Today’s final rule has been further simplified and clarified to ensure minimal burden on
LDCs to report emissions. Please see Section I1.E and Il.F of the preamble to this rule for further
details.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-18
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
If EPA Does Not Exclude LDCs, Then Revise Subpart W to Use Better, More Cost-Effective
Ways to Estimate Fugitive Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Local Distribution Systems

Miles of Gas Main and Service Lines Reported to DOT

EPA should omit from the final Subpart W rule the requirement to report fugitive emissions from
distribution piping, because this information is already available to EPA in EPA’s annual GHG
Inventory. Each year, LDCs report their miles of different types of natural gas mains (cast iron,
steel, plastic pipe) and service lines to the Department of Transportation (DOT) as well as the
number and types of leaks on DOT Form PHMSA F 7100.1-1 (12-05) Form Approved OMB No.
2137-0522. EPA then calculates the fugitive methane emissions by multiplying the miles of pipe
times the appropriate emission factor. There is no need to duplicate this effort.

Response: EPA retained the pipeline data reporting requirement such that emissions from this
source are reported to EPA by each company respectively rather than at the aggregate level as is
currently in the U.S. national inventory. For further details, please see rulemaking docket EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Understanding the Substance of the DOT Regulations and
Comparing Them to the Subpart W Requirements”.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1306-2
Organization: DTE Energy
Commenter: Gregory L. Ryan

Comment Excerpt Text:

Despite these positive changes, DTE Energy is concerned about the addition of natural gas
distribution as an industry segment that must report GHG emissions under the revised proposed
Subpart W.

Response Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1306-8
Organization: DTE Energy
Commenter: Gregory L. Ryan

Comment Excerpt Text:
DTE Energy requests that EPA remove natural gas distribution from the list of industry segments
that are required to report GHG emissions under Subpart W of the proposed rule.
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Response: Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1099-14
Organization: New Mexico Gas Company
Commenter: Curtis J. Winner

Comment Excerpt Text:

The revised Subpart W Greenhouse gas reporting rule for petroleum and natural gas systems
includes natural gas distribution systems. Having to report fugitive emissions from the
distribution system would be an additional burden on Local Distribution Companies (LDCs)
which are also required to report emissions from gas delivered to end users (Subpart NN). LDCs
often have distribution service territories in multiple areas within a state or in more than one state
that may be hundreds of miles apart. The task of measuring leaks from the distribution system
from all areas operated by an LDC would be a time consuming task. NMGC feels that the
distribution system should be treated the same as transmission pipelines and not be required to
report fugitive emissions. Fugitive emissions from the distribution system tend to be dispersed
and fixed quickly once discovered.

Response: EPA agrees that measuring leaks from distribution systems in all areas operated by
LDCs would not be cost-effective. Today’s final rule requires no measurement of leaks, but
rather leak detection surveys only in custody transfer city gate stations, and quantification of
emissions using leaker factors. EPA also made it clear in today’s final rule that no customer
meter/regulator needs to be reported, only a count of underground M&R stations. M&R stations
in non-custody transfer city gate stations apply a company derived emission factor per meter run,
using the emissions data collected for the custody transfer gate stations.

EPA chose only large emissions sources within each segment of the oil and gas industry
(explained in Section 4.c.ii of the Technical Support Document (TSD)) and determined what
emissions sources should be required to report. Using this guidance EPA determined that
transmission pipelines are a relatively small percentage of transmission-sector methane
emissions, whereas the LDC pipelines are a large percentage of LDC emissions and therefore
EPA deems it necessary to collect this data. See Appendix A of the TSD found in docket (EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923); for further details. Finally, EPA only requires the use of emissions
factors to estimate emissions from LDC pipelines, the activity data for which the LDCs already
have. Hence, the resultant burden to report emissions is reasonable.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1065-2
Organization: The Clean Energy Group
Commenter: Michael Bradley

Comment Excerpt Text:

However, in addition to the facilities included in the initial proposal, this proposed rule would
require reporting from natural gas distribution facilities. This reporting requirement would be in
addition to the requirements local distribution companies (LDCs) already must comply with
under Subpart NN-Natural Gas and Natural Gas Liquids.
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The Clean Energy Group contends that the proposed requirements for LDCs to measure and
report fugitive emissions would result in significant cost and administrative burdens and should
be reconsidered. The Clean Energy Group recommends that EPA delay finalizing the natural gas
LDC portion of Subpart W and work with the industry to identify a more reasonable approach.

Response: EPA disagrees that the reporting requirements of Subpart NN meet the requirements
of Subpart W. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-9. Concerning costs,
there was misinterpretation regarding the level of reporting proposed by EPA which lead
commenters to believe the reporting burden would be much higher for LDC’s. Please see the
Section 111.B.2 of the preamble for further details on this comment. Leak detection is not
required at all of the meter and regulator station in today’s final rule. Leak detection is only
required for above grade metering and regulating stations (also called “gate stations”) at which
custody transfer occurs. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble to today’s
final rule for further detail. Also, please see Section 4 and 5 of the Economic Impact Analysis
(EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) for further information related LDC cost impacts.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-8
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:

Therefore, Laclede recommends that EPA reconsider and abandon the approach of requiring
LDCs to engage in applying a limited set of emission factors to the very broad spectrum of gas
distribution facilities across the country. The present methods that EPA employs to estimate
macro-level methane emissions for this and other industry sectors appear sufficient for EPA to
annually publish its nationwide Greenhouse Gas Inventory. As discussed above, distribution
operations should be excluded from subpart W, but if EPA does include distribution systems,
then the implementation of reporting requirements should be timed to allow the use of new
emission factors that will result from the ongoing joint research and field testing program of the
EPA and the Gas Technology Institute.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on the use of existing EPA National Inventory
methods for estimating emissions from LDC facilities. The National Inventory provides a
national estimate that cannot be reasonably apportioned to individual facilities; EPA seeks
individual facility level information to inform policy. For these reasons, EPA has retained the
requirement for LDCs to conduct limited monitoring to inform policy without undue burden on
the industry, Regarding the use of updated emissions factors and delaying inclusion or excluding
LDCs from today’s final rule, please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016—
17 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-5.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1045-3
Organization: FLIR Systems, Inc.
Commenter: Thomas J. Scanlon

Comment Excerpt Text:
Impact on Local Distribution Companies

Several commenters have indicated that the proposed Subpart W will place an onerous burden on
local distribution companies (LDCs), with a financial impact as great as $4,000,000 per LDC.
While we agree that the coverage of LDC systems under Subpart W is in need of clarification,
we do not believe that EPA intended the coverage of LDC systems to be as sweeping as these
commenters suggest, and believe that EPA can proceed to require OGI for emission detection at
city gate stations and above ground district regulators. In addition, we believe it is advisable for
EPA to require OGI emission detection at certain underground pipeline main facilities and large
customer metering and regulating stations, albeit on a “phased in” timetable.

1. Proposed LDC Coverage of Subpart W is Manageable and Cost-Effective. Although the
proposed definition of LDC facilities, which refers broadly to “above ground meter regulators
and gate stations,”’ is ambiguous, we do not believe EPA intended for the proposed Subpart W
to have such broad coverage as to impose an OGI inspection requirement on residential meters
and small commercial establishments. As EPA explains in the preamble to the proposed rule:

“Distribution system CH,4 and CO, emissions result mainly from fugitive emissions from
above ground gate stations (metering and regulating stations), below grade vaults
(regulator stations), and fugitive emissions from buried pipelines.”®

EPA’s view that gate stations, below grade regulator stations, and buried pipelines are the main
contributors to GHG emissions from LDC systems is supported by the data provided in
Appendix A of the Technical Support Document accompanying the proposed rule. The TSD, and
the preamble, do not mention requiring OGI detection or emission factor estimates for any
customer-specific metering facilities.

Assuming that EPA intended for Subpart W to have this more limited scope, we believe that the
proposed rule could be easily implemented at reasonable cost. Based on our inquiries with a local
distribution company serving a large city in the Northeast, the number of above-ground city
gates and district regulator stations should be manageable even for a large metropolitan area.

The utility we consulted has 20 city gate terminals which meter and reduce the pressure from
transmission pipeline(s). The utility also has 150 district regulators which operate downstream
from the city gate terminals and reduce pressure and re-distribute the gas to the lower pressure
gas distribution system. These stations are housed in underground spaces, underground manhole
vaults and in small above ground buildings and sometimes within the gate station itself. The
system in our survey has only 6 district regulators below ground.

" Proposed 40 C.F.R. § 98.230(a)(8).
8 75 Fed. Reg. at 18,617.
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Response: Leak detection is not required at all of the meter and regulator station in today’s final
rule. For further information on this issue please see Section Il.F of the preamble to today’s final
rule. EPA agrees with the commenter that today’s final rule, in which EPA’s intentions are
clarified for meter and regulator stations, can be implemented at a reasonable cost. Further
information related to the cost impact on LDC’s can be found in Section 4 and 5 of the Economic
Impact Analysis (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).

EPA has reviewed other methodologies for leak detection. Please see Section Il, Petroleum and
Natural Gas Systems, of the preamble for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-2
Organization: Natural Gas Supply Association
Commenter: Patricia W. Jagtiani

Comment Excerpt Text:
The Inclusion of Onshore Natural Gas Production in the Mandatory Reporting Rule is
Unnecessary to Achieve EPA’s Goals

Including the onshore natural gas production sector in the Mandatory Reporting Rule will not
contribute significantly to the coverage of EPA’s reporting requirements and will not further the
industry’s considerable efforts to minimize GHG emissions. As EPA itself determined, the
existing Mandatory Reporting Rule already captures approximately 85 percent of U.S. GHG
emissions. Even under EPA’s revised emission figures (which NGSA has not had an opportunity
to independently evaluate), onshore petroleum and natural gas production as a whole only
account for approximately 3 percent of U.S. emissions. On balance, NGSA questions whether
this level of added contribution of our sector to total U.S. GHG emissions justifies the
considerable cost and logistical issues associated with implementing the proposed Subpart W —
costs which, as discussed in more detail below, EPA may have significantly underestimated.

The conclusion that the proposed Subpart W is unnecessary for our sector is only bolstered by
the demonstrated effectiveness of a number of existing voluntary programs undertaken by the
natural gas industry to monitor and — more important — reduce GHG emissions from natural gas
facilities. NGSA members have participated in these programs not simply for environmental
reasons but also because, in the case of methane, fugitive emissions represent losses of a
valuable product. Natural gas producers have always had a powerful economic incentive to take
cost-effective measures to detect and prevent releases of methane where possible. This incentive
explains why the natural gas industry has consistently participated in voluntary initiatives such as
EPA’s Natural Gas STAR program, which has eliminated nearly 822 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of
domestic methane emissions since 1993. Of this total, over half — 416 Bcf — resulted from
activities in the onshore petroleum and natural gas production sector. In 2008 alone, Natural Gas
STAR partners reduced methane emissions by 114 Bcf, with the vast majority of that total (78
percent) attributable to the production sector.
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In addition to Natural Gas STAR, NGSA members have voluntarily taken part in reporting
efforts such as the Carbon Disclosure Project, the Climate Registry, American Carbon Registry,
and the API Climate Greenhouse Gas Estimation and Reporting program. These efforts have
greatly contributed to public understanding of the nature and magnitude of GHG emissions from
our facilities, at very reasonable cost.

Response: Inclusion of onshore natural gas production in this rule is consistent with EPA’s goal
of establishing an economy-wide mandatory reporting program. EPA does not agree with the
commenter that the contribution of emissions from onshore production is insignificant. In fact,
onshore production is the largest contributor of emissions from the oil and gas industry,
responsible for over 50% of emissions from the oil and gas industry and the oil and gas industry
as a whole is second largest GHG emitting industry, behind only power production, in the
mandatory reporting rule. Hence, EPA does not consider the greenhouse gas contribution of this
industry as insignificant and has retained the requirement for onshore production and the other
segments of the oil and gas industry to report in today’s final rule.

EPA appreciates the participation of the Partners in the Natural Gas STAR Program and steps
taken by them to reduce emissions. However, EPA would like to note that the fact that Natural
Gas STAR has seen such large reduction is indicative of the large potential emissions still not
captured as a part of the Program. In fact, the Program has seen reductions that are greater than
the emissions estimated by the EPA National Inventory, such as in the case of well venting
sources. And these reductions were a result of emissions reduction efforts from a small portion of
the industry, again indicative of large emissions from other operators who have not taken similar
steps to reduce emissions. Overall, EPA does not have a good characterization of emissions from
onshore petroleum and natural gas production and EPA analysis indicates that the emissions
could be significantly larger than the EPA National Inventory Estimates. Therefore, emissions
information from the onshore production segment is critical in informing policy. Also, the Gas
STAR Program measures reductions, not emissions and therefore the data gathered by the Gas
STAR Program is not relevant to the goals of today’s final rule.

EPA has reviewed existing program and regulations and found them to be inadequate in
characterizing emissions from onshore production. In fact, most of the programs and studies use
the same inaccurate oil and gas production sector factors from the EPA National Inventory to
estimate emissions. Hence, EPA has determined that better monitoring methods are required in
some cases to adequately characterize emissions, which is why EPA is retaining reporting from
onshore production in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-19
Organization: Anadarko Petroleum Corporation
Commenter: William W. (Bill) Grygar

Comment Excerpt Text:

Reporting of combustion under Subpart C. The reporting all of combustion under Subpart
C for Onshore Petroleum and Natural Gas Production is overly burdensome. As written,
small heaters and wellhead compressors would have to comply with the fuel measurement
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and QA/QC requirements of this subpart. As the EPA is aware, most of the fuel for
dispersed wellhead combustion equipment is un-metered. Anadarko would recommend that
combustion at Onshore Petroleum and Natural Gas Production be exempted from the
reporting under Subpart C, and a more simplistic method of quantification be used for these
sources under Subpart W.

Response: EPA has moved all reporting of combustion emissions from onshore production into
Subpart W. Furthermore, in today’s final rule, EPA has provided a threshold for external
combustion equipment. Please see Section I1.F of the preamble to today’s final rule for further
details.

The EPA has also made clarifications about any conflicts for combustion emissions between
Subparts C and W. For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1060-27.

Comment Number: EMAIL-0001-6 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early
Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)

Organization: American Exploration and Production Council

Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:

Emissions from Portable Non-self-propelled Equipment (such as well drilling and completion
equipment, workover equipment, gravity separation equipment, auxiliary non-transportation
related equipment).

EPA should delete the reporting of emissions from these non-stationary and portable sources.
EPA should simply use its own updated total emissions estimates for these sources. The huge
added expense for industry to calculate, keep records, and report emissions from thousands of
these sources is not justified by the small incremental emissions reporting accuracy EPA many
be expecting from this approach. More specifically:

» Most wells are drilled and completed using contract service companies. EPA underestimates
the difficulty of tracking equipment and estimating emissions from field portable equipment that
are operated by third parties even when stationed at a well site for more than 30 days. Complying
with this requirement as proposed would be very resource intensive and complex since this
equipment is often moved from well to well and between operators. In many cases, site operators
would not have the operational data to perform the needed calculations and/or the necessary
records to certify the accuracy of GHG emissions data. When the well site operator does not
control the operation or maintenance of the equipment, it is not appropriate to require reporting
and compliance tasks of the well site operator because they do not participate in engine
maintenance or the collection of fuel use data. All other Clean Air Act programs establish
applicability based on whether a party owns and/or operates a source because it is not feasible for
someone who does not control the day-to-day operation of a source to collect the required
information or monitor the source’s usage. Is any other industry sector required to report
contractor’s emissions for this reporting rule?
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* All of these activities are non-stationary source and temporary construction activities that
should be excluded just as other construction activities (housing, commercial building, roadways,
etc) are excluded. Requiring estimates of these emissions greatly increases the reporting burden
on the oil and gas industry without a corresponding increase in emissions reporting coverage. For
instance, even using updated methodology from its Natural Gas Star work, EPA estimated that
emissions from well completions would only represent 0.0004% and that emissions from well
workovers would only represent 0.04% of the 80% of fugitive and vented emissions from the
onshore production sector (see Appendix A & B: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reporting from the
Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry). As noted in Appendix A, EPA over rode its own decision
tree process when including these sources that amount to such a miniscule part of emissions.

* The total number and type of wells completed in the U.S. is well known; therefore, EPA could
easily obtain a reasonable estimate of those GHG emissions using the Natural Gas STAR data
mentioned above. EPA could then add-on the emissions estimates for drilling and completing
wells to the inventory.

* The vast majority of engines included in this category are fired by diesel fuel. Emissions from
these non-road engines are exempt from reporting under Subpart C. Reporting GHG emissions
from these engines under Subpart W would result in double counting of emissions since
emissions from the combustion of diesel fuel are reported by suppliers of petroleum products
under Subpart MM.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on emissions from portable equipment. The
emissions contribution from portable equipment is significant enough to warrant data collection.
Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-23 for further details. For further
details on EPA’s legal authority to require reporting of contractor emissions, please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

EPA agrees that the 30-day at well site requirement will be difficult to implement and has
removed that requirement in today’s final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1170-7 for further details.

EPA does not agree with the commenter on the emissions from well completions and workovers.
The commenter has misinterpreted EPA’s analysis. The 0.0004% and 0.04% emissions from
well completions and workovers, respectively are in Appendix A of the TSD as available from
the National Inventory. EPA has determined that these source emissions estimates are
significantly underestimated and hence provided new estimates in Appendix B, where well
completion and well workovers account for 9 percent and 3 percent of emissions from onshore
production. Hence, these sources have been retained in today’s final rule.

Regarding the use of national inventory to estimate emissions, EPA agrees that the activity factor
could be reasonable, but the issue lies in the emissions factors currently being used. Since these
emissions factors are unreliable, EPA requires reporters to use monitoring methods that will
provide data that have an adequate level of accuracy to inform policy.
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Regarding the double counting of emissions with Subpart MM, EPA has done this intentionally.
Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1042-26 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-28
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

In addition, a portable source is not required to be included in the emissions inventory unless it is
stationed at a wellhead for more than a certain amount of time. However, it is not clear whether
the portable source must be recording the pertinent data from its first day of operation in the
unlikely event it exceeds the allotted amount of time at one location. IPAMS requests that this
requirement clearly state that if a portable source exceeds the allotted amount of time at one
wellhead location, the owner or operator must begin complying with the applicable requirements
of this rule on the following day, including tracking of fuel consumption for calculating
emissions.

IPAMS also requests that the time period be extended from 30 days to 90 days. This is a
reasonable period given that many states consider these types of source to be sufficiently
insignificant not to warrant permitting or registration, and for those few states that do have
requirements for such equipment (e.g., Colorado) the period begins at 6 months.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment. It is the reporter’s responsibility to determine if
their operations will or may exceed the 25,000 threshold and report all emissions as stipulated in
subpart W and other applicable subparts. EPA intends to provide applicability screening tools to
assist companies in threshold determination. Owners or operators that emit 25,000 tons per
year in emissions from all sources in a basin, including portable equipment, must report under
subpart W. EPA disagrees with the commenter that the time period for portable equipment
should be extended from 30 to 90 days as many major emissions sources, such as drill rigs, are
on site for far less than 90 days. Most rigs typically complete wells in less than even the
proposed 30 day period in many cases. Providing a 90 day limit would mean excluding virtually
all drilling operations from reporting. However, drilling operations are the largest source of
combustion emissions in onshore production and EPA therefore must gather data on those
emissions in order to inform policy. EPA also received comments that major emissions sources
are on site for less than 30 days and therefore in today’s final rule removed the 30-day at
wellhead clause to avoid practical issues with determining the time the portable equipment is at
the wellhead and capture these emissions sources. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1170-7 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1010-5
Organization: Oklahoma Independent Petroleum Association
Commenter: Burckhalter

Comment Excerpt Text:
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Portable non-self propelled equipment such as drilling and completion equipment should not be
included in the proposed rule. Oil and gas operators should not be required to collect and report
this type of information. Operators contract with service companies to drill and complete their
wells. The equipment used for these types of activities is not owned or controlled by the operator
of the well, nor does the operator of the well have detailed information on the types of equipment
used in these activities. The requirement for the operator of the well to collect and submit such
data is unreasonable and inappropriate, not to mention very costly and burdensome. EPA should
remove this requirement from the proposed rule.

Response: EPA disagrees with the exclusion of portable equipment from today’s final rule. For

further details, please see Section I1.F of the preamble and the responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1170-7. For details on EPA’s legal authority to require reporting of contractor emissions,

please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-20
Organization: Anadarko Petroleum Corporation
Commenter: William W. (Bill) Grygar

Comment Excerpt Text:

Emissions from portable non-self-propelled equipment (such as well drilling and

completion equipment, workover equipment, gravity separation equipment, auxiliary
non-transportation related equipment) do not need to be reported. EPA should delete

the reporting of emissions from these non-stationary and portable sources. EPA should
simply use its own updated total emissions estimates for these sources. The huge added
expense for industry to calculate, keep records, and report emissions from thousands of these
temporary sources is not justified by the small incremental emissions reporting accuracy EPA
many be expecting from this approach.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on emissions from portable equipment. Please
see Section Il.F of the preamble and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7 for
further details. For details on EPA’s legal authority to require reporting of contractor emissions,
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1057-1
Organization:
Commenter: Michael Leonard

Comment Excerpt Text:

Subpart C excludes portable and emergency equipment, while the proposed Subpart W includes
portable equipment that has been on-site for 30 days or more. We propose that both subparts be
modified to include consistent language relative to portable and emergency equipment
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Response: In today’s final rule, reporters must estimate emissions from portable equipment
regardless of how long they have been on-site. For more information on this issue, please refer to
response EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7.

The EPA has also made clarifications about any differences of potential inconsistencies for
combustion emissions between Subparts C and W. For further details, please see the response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1060-27. For additional information on reasons why EPA included
portable equipment, please see response to Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-22
Organization: Anadarko Petroleum Corporation
Commenter: William W. (Bill) Grygar

Comment Excerpt Text:

All of these activities are non-stationary source and temporary construction activities that
should be excluded just as other construction activities (housing, commercial building,
roadways, etc) are excluded. Requiring estimates of these emissions greatly increases the
reporting burden on the oil and gas industry without a corresponding increase in emissions
reporting coverage. The total number and type of wells completed in the U.S. is well known;
therefore, EPA could easily obtain a reasonable estimate of those GHG emissions using the
Natural Gas STAR data mentioned above. EPA could then add-on the emissions estimates
for drilling and completing wells to the inventory.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on emissions from portable equipment. Please
see Section Il.F of the preamble and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7 for
further details.

EPA disagrees on using the Natural Gas STAR data to estimate GHG emissions for this source.
For further details, please see the response to EMAIL-0001-6 (comment also located in
rulemaking memo “Early Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-18
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:

The “Portable Equipment Combustion Emissions” emission source is unnecessary and should be
removed from all reporting requirements.

* Noble proposes that the EPA delete the portable non-self propelled equipment from the
proposed definition of onshore petroleum and natural gas production and from all reporting
requirements. Noble Energy supports comments on this issue submitted by AXPC and API.
Portable Equipment Combustion Emissions reporting should not be required for onshore
producers. This is because portable combustion equipment GHG emissions are predominately
from diesel-powered drilling rigs operated by third parties, and well owner/operators would not
maintain the equipment, control the day-to-day operation, or have ready access to the fuel
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consumption data required for reporting. Collecting the fuel use data would be very resource
intensive and complex because an owner/operator often employs numerous drilling rig operators
and drilling rig equipment is moved from well to well. In addition, diesel fuel use combustion is
already reported under Subpart MM. In summary, MMR by onshore petroleum and natural gas
production for portable non-self propelled equipment is unprecedented, results in double
counting, and is impractical for portable sources outside of a reporting entity’s operational
control; and is thus unduly burdensome.

Response: EPA disagrees with the exclusion of portable non —self propelled equipment from
today’s final rule. In today’s final rule, EPA has provided a threshold for external combustion
equipment. For further details, please see Section II.F of the preamble and the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7.

EPA disagrees that data cannot be obtained from the contractor who understands and knows
where the equipment is at any given point in time and also tracks the volume of fuel consumed.
Please see the responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7 for further details. For details on
EPA’s legal authority to require reporting of contractor emissions, please see the response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

With regards to the double counting of emissions with Subpart MM, EPA has done this
intentionally. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1042-26 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-65
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

This requirement states that an operator must report emissions separately for portable equipment
for the following source types: drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators,
steam boilers, and heaters. However, EPA specifically exempts portable equipment from the
definition of the stationary fuel combustion source category in Subpart C of the rule. It is
inconsistent and burdensome to require the inclusion of portable sources for the petroleum and
natural gas systems subject to Subpart W. We request that EPA remove this requirement.

Response: EPA disagrees with the exclusion of portable non —self propelled equipment from
today’s final rule. In today’s final rule, EPA has provided a threshold for external combustion
equipment. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble and the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7.

The EPA has also made clarifications about any conflicts and potential inconsistencies in

reporting of combustion emissions between Subparts C and W. For further details, please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1060-27.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-27
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.231(b): This part states, “For applying the threshold defined in Section 98.2(a)(2),
you must include combustion emissions from portable equipment that cannot move on roadways
under its own power and drive train and that is stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days in a
reporting year, including drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam
boilers, and heaters.”

As discussed in the comment for Section 98.230(a)(2), in cases where the well site operator
contracts drilling rigs from a third-party company, it is not practicable for the well site operator
to collect the required information or control the source’s usage. IPAMS requests that EPA
clearly state in this part that only equipment that a party owns and/or operates must be included
in that party’s emissions reporting inventory.

Response: In today’s final rule, EPA has retained reporting of emissions from portable
equipment. EPA disagrees that data cannot be obtained from the contractor. Please see Section
I1.F of the preamble and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-49
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.236(b): This requirement states that an operator must report emissions separately for
standby equipment. The term “standby equipment” is not defined in this part. Moreover,
companies do not typically designate units as primary or standby, so they do not have the means
to separate emissions for standby units. The emissions from all units, whether primary or
standby, will be calculated and reported based on the methods provided in this part. IPAMS
requests that EPA remove this requirement.

Response: EPA has determined that most reporters understand the term standby with regard to
compressors. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-59. EPA s retaining
reporting from standby equipment for compressors in today’s final rule. For further information,
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-37.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-54
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.236(f): This requirement states that an operator must report emissions separately for
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portable equipment for the following source types: drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors,
electrical generators, steam boilers, and heaters. EPA specifically exempts portable equipment
from the definition of the stationary fuel combustion source category in Subpart C of the rule,
and it is inconsistent and burdensome to require the inclusion of portable sources for the
petroleum and natural gas systems subject to Subpart W. IPAMS strongly opposes the
requirement to report the emissions from non-stationary and portable sources, especially well
drilling rigs and ancillary equipment for well completions and workovers.

Response: EPA disagrees with the exclusion of portable non —self propelled equipment from
today’s final rule. In today’s final rule, EPA has provided a threshold for external combustion
equipment. For further details, please see Section II.F of the preamble.

The EPA has also made clarifications about any conflicts for combustion emissions between
Subparts C and W. For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1060-27.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-73
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

Likewise, IPAMS requests that EPA delete reporting for portable equipment combustion
emissions under Section 98.234(z), which currently requires calculating emissions from portable
equipment using the Tier 1 methodology described in Subpart C, for the same reasons.

If an exclusion cannot be provided for combustion sources, IPAMS requests that reporters be
allowed to use engineering estimates for the reporting area in lieu of the Subpart C Tier 1
methodology which requires fuel measurement.

Response: EPA disagrees with the exclusion of portable non —self propelled equipment from
today’s final rule. In today’s final rule, EPA has provided a threshold for external combustion
equipment, only activity data must be reported. For further details, please see Section II.F of the
preamble. With regard to the use of engineering estimates for these emissions, EPA has included
the option to use engineering estimates or company records, in lieu of a permanent or temporary
flow meter, to quantify the field gas sent to the combustion unit.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-15
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:

Consistent with WCI’s comments to EPA, we also support the inclusion of Contractor Emissions
in the Subpart W petroleum and natural gas production definition. Contractors are responsible for
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producing significant emissions that are directly associated with the oil and gas production
process. We recommend those emissions be reported to the Operator and added to the total GHG
emissions reported to EPA. Contractor emissions should be included in the definition for both
onshore and offshore sources.

Our work with WCI has confirmed that GHG emissions from contract operations are significant
because petroleum and natural gas production companies extensively outsource work to
Contractors. Contract equipment and activities include significant sources of GHG emissions,
including: drilling rigs, workover units, construction and maintenance equipment, logistical
operations, and other specialty services.

If Contractors are not required to report emissions to the Operator, and then those emissions are
not included in the facility total, the total emissions from a facility will be underestimated. Total
emissions generated from all the activities required for petroleum and natural gas production
should be included, whether generated by the Operator or the Contractor hired by the Operator.

We are concerned that if the Operator and Contractor separately report emissions, then separately
those emissions may fall below the Reporting Threshold, when, in reality, the combined
emissions should trigger mandatory reporting. We do not support a mandatory reporting system
that would incentivize outsourcing to reduce Operator emissions below a Reporting Threshold.

And, as pointed out by WCI, we agree that the overall responsibility for reporting GHG
emissions should rest with the Operator of the facility. Operators have the ability to include GHG
emission reporting as a contract requirement. By requiring Contractors to report GHG emissions
to the Operator, and then requiring the Operator to report aggregated GHG emissions to EPA, the
data collection effort would be streamlined. Operators in possession of Contractor emission data
will be much better equipped to select and retain Contractors that use low emission techniques or
compel this standard by contract. We recommend that Subpart W include, at a minimum, the
following NAIC Codes:

NAICS 213111 Drilling Oil and Gas Wells;

NAICS 213112 Support Activities for Oil and Gas Operation;

NAICS 213112 Support Activities for Oil and Gas Field Exploration;
NAICS 541360 Geophysical Surveying;

NAICS 238910 Site Preparation Contractors;

NAICS 237120 Oil and Gas Pipeline and Related Structure Construction

Response: EPA agrees with including contractor emissions in onshore production. Today’s final
rule makes this very clear in the emissions calculation and reporting requirements. However, for
offshore production, today’s final rule refers to MMS (BOEMRE) GOADS study methodologies
for both Gulf of Mexico Federal waters and state and non-GOM Federal water platforms (e.g.
California and Alaska). Subpart W requires the onshore production owner/operator of the wells
to report all production emissions associated with petroleum and natural gas production, which
includes portable as well as stationary equipment operated in conjunction with wells, including
equipment that is leased, rented or contracted (e.g. drilling rigs and portable compressors). EPA
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does not agree with using NAICS codes in defining facilities, and has selected the largest
stationary and portable emission sources associated with wells for reporting under subpart W.
The NAICS codes listed by this commenter are too broad to include emissions calculation
methodologies for every conceivable source covered by these NAICS code definitions. For
example, many well workover practices such as wire-line surveys, well swabbing, acid and
solvent treating for accumulated scale or paraffin, would be covered by these NAICS codes but
would have minor contribution to the GHG inventory to justify the cost in EPA’s determination.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1201-15
Organization: North Slope Burough
Commenter: Edward S. Itta

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA Should Include Portable Equipment Emissions and Contractor Emissions in the Final
Reporting Rule Requirements.

EPA should include all portable equipment in the reporting requirements for the final rule, rather
than only requiring the equipment that is stationed at a wellhead for more than thirty days to
report emissions, as proposed. ° Portable equipment (e.g., drilling and completion equipment,
and workover equipment) can generate a significant amount of emissions during periods of less
than 30 days. Failure to include these emissions could result in potentially underestimating actual
emissions, especially if operators stage such emissions sources for less than 30 days in order to
avoid reporting requirements.

Response: In today’s final rule, EPA has removed the 30-day at wellhead clause to capture
emissions that may occur in less than 30 days. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1298-28.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-1
Organization: Paiute Pipeline Company
Commenter: Jeff Maples

Comment Excerpt Text:
LNG Storage Facilities Should Be Excluded from Subpart W

Leaks, if any, are found and fixed quickly pursuant to required leak detection requirements under
Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 193 and the National Fire Prevention
Association (NFPA) 59A code. These facilities, as required by 49 CFR Part 193 and NFPA 59A,
have fixed gas/leak detection equipment which performs continuous monitoring of field
conditions. As a result of the NFPA 59A code required Site Fire Protection Evaluation, Paiute
has sixty-eight fixed I/R gas detectors and seven low temperature spill detectors at its LNG

% See 40 CFR 98.231(b)).
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facility. These are strategically placed to monitor possible gas emissions and spills. Upon
detection, these devices are required to alarm in the field and at an attended control room at 20%
of the lower flammable limit of methane, or 1% methane in air. 49 CFR Part 193 also requires
the LNG facility to maintain three portable gas detection devices on site for leak detection /
isolation. Furthermore, these facilities are required to have trained and qualified operating
personnel who monitor the installed detection systems and conduct regular facility inspections
several times each day, including process post cool-down field checks to confirm that system
integrity has been maintained. Due to notification by the continuous hazard detection monitoring
devices to the attended control room, if leakage should occur, operating personnel are alerted
immediately and the anomaly is quickly addressed. Significant fugitive emissions are therefore
immediately addressed or avoided through manual intervention or activation of automated
systems (Emergency Shutdown Devices).

In the preamble to this proposed rule, EPA explains that it is:

“not proposing to include reporting of fugitive emissions from natural gas pipeline segments
between compressor stations, ... due to the dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions, and the
fact that once fugitives are found, the emissions are generally addressed quickly”.°.

EPA reasons that due to the high pressure, when there is a leak in a transmission line, the leak is
more obvious because it typically causes a loud blowing jet of gas.

Liquefaction and vaporization processes at LNG peak-shaving facilities also operate at high
pressure. Leaks would be similarly obvious and quickly repaired as a result. In fact, leaks in
LNG facilities could be even more obvious than leaks on transmission lines because LNG
facilities operate at extremely cold temperatures. Cold gas will typically create a vapor cloud or
an ice formation at the leaking site which makes identification readily apparent.

EPA’s Background Technical Support Document (TSD) for this proposed rule also notes that
transmission pipeline operators are required under 49 CFR §192.706 to perform leak surveys at
least two to four times per calendar year, and under 49 CFR §192.711 to make permanent repairs
to discovered leaks when feasible™. The PHMSA has adopted regulations for LNG facilities
under 49 CFR Part 193 that are at least as stringent as those for transmission lines, if not more
stringent. 49 CFR Part 193 requires LNG plants to install leak and flammable gas detection
systems, monitor those systems, and repair the leaking or defective component. In fact, the leak
detection and repair requirements for LNG facilities are more detailed and rigorous than those
for transmission lines.

As discussed above, LNG regulations are at least as stringent as transmission pipeline regulations
and provide a compelling reason to exclude LNG storage facilities from GHG reporting under
Subpart W. Paiute urges EPA to revise Subpart W to remove the LNG segment from the

1919 at 18616.
1 TSA at 26.
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reporting rule.

Response: EPA has retained reporting requirements from LNG storage equipment since the EPA
has limited data concerning GHG emissions for this sector. The Technical Support Document
(TSD) for today’s final rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) discusses that emission
sources in each segment of the natural gas and petroleum industry should be included in the rule
if those sources contribute to 80 percent of the emissions from that segment, which are the
sources included in the rule for LNG storage. EPA does not agree with the assertion that LNG
facilities be treated similar to transmission pipelines. The goal of the rule is to identify and
inventory emissions from multiple sectors in petroleum and natural gas systems. There is
minimal existing data on the number of leaks level of emissions in LNG systems. Consequently,
receiving data from LNG facilities will improve EPA’s understanding of emissions for the
sector. With regard to the comment that all leaks would be found under the leak detection
requirements under Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 193 and the National Fire
Prevention Association (NFPA) 59A code, EPA disagrees. Leak detection under subpart W,
using IR leak imaging cameras or with Method 21, will identify the exact sources, whereas the
NFPA 59A code requires area atmospheres to be monitored. Although the commenter has set
the alarm for the area gas detection at 20 percent of the lower flammable limit, and NFPA 59A
codes requires an alarm at not more than 25 percent of the lower flammable limit, it is EPA’s
opinion, and the experience of the leak detection surveys used to develop the leak factors in
Tables W-5 and W-6 of today’s final rule that these leaks did not and probably would not set off
area alarms, and thereby go unnoticed. The rule defines a leak at a concentration of 10,000 ppm
at the surface of the source. Considering all these factors, EPA has retained reporting of LNG
emissions in today’s final rule. Also, please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-12
for further information.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-37
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
LNG Storage and Import/Export Facilities Should Be Excluded from Subpart W

LNG Facilities Operate at Cryogenic Temperatures — Leaks, If Any, Are Found and Fixed
Quickly pursuant to Required Leak Detection Under 49 C.F.R. Part 193

In the preamble to the 2010 Proposal, EPA explains that it is
“not proposing to include reporting of fugitive emissions from natural gas pipeline segments
between compressor stations, ... due to the dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions, and the

fact that once fugitives are found, the emissions are generally addressed quickly.”*

EPA reasons that due to the high pressure, when there is a leak in a transmission line, the leak is

121d at 18616.
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more obvious because it typically causes a loud blowing jet of gas.*®

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) storage facilities and import terminals operate at cryogenic
temperatures (< -100 degrees Fahrenheit). Leaks are obvious as a vapor cloud develops at the
point of leakage as the moisture in the air condenses creating the vapor cloud.

EPA’s Background Technical Support Document (TSD) for the 2010 Proposal also notes that
transmission pipeline operators are required under 49 C.F.R. Part 192 Section 706 to perform
leak surveys as often as two to four times per calendar year, and section 711 requires operators to
make permanent repairs to discovered leaks when feasible.* The Department of Transportation
(DOT) Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) has adopted
regulations for LNG facilities under 49 CFR Part 193 that are even more stringent than those for
transmission lines. Part 193 requires LNG storage and import terminals to install leak and
flammable gas detection systems, to monitor those systems continuously, and to repair any
leaking or defective component. In fact, the leak detection and repair requirements for LNG
facilities are more detailed and rigorous than those for transmission lines. Part 193 also adopts by
reference the 2001 version of the ANSI consensus standard developed by the National Fire
Prevention Association (NFPA), subject matter experts, government regulators, industry
stakeholders, manufacturers, insurance industry representatives, fire fighters, and the public in
NFPA 59-A-2001, Standard for the Production, Storage and Handling of Liquefied Natural
Gas.' The NFPA Standard is revised and updated every 3-4 years to ensure that it reflects the
latest technology and practices.

Accordingly, similar to transmission pipeline segments, there are compelling reasons to exclude
LNG storage facilities and import terminals from GHG reporting under Subpart W. We urge
EPA to revise Subpart W to remove the LNG segment from the reporting rule.

Response: EPA does not agree with the comment and is including the LNG storage and LNG
import and export equipment in today’s final rule. Please see the responses to EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1025-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-12 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-7
Organization: Dominion Resources Services. Inc.
Commenter: Pamela Faggert

Comment Excerpt Text:
LNG Import, Storage and Re-gasification Facilities Should be Eliminated From Subpart W

Dominion owns and operates one of the six LNG import, storage and regasification facilities in
the United States. These facilities are quite different from other segments of the natural gas

3 75 Fed. Reg. at 18616
" TSD at 26.
1> See 49 C.F.R. Part 193, section 2013. NFPA 59-A 2001 is available for purchase from www.NFPA org.
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industry. As EPA acknowledges in its preamble to the proposed Subpart W rules, there generally
is little data on methane emissions from LNG operations. Further, we believe that there are
certain misconceptions about methane emissions from LNG facilities, such as ours.

In fact, LNG import, storage and re-gasification terminals emit minimal methane emissions
because of equipment design and operating practices. For example, these facilities all have inert
gas systems (our facility at Cove Point uses nitrogen) for natural gas quality control and for use
in compressor seals and packing. Except for reciprocating compressor high-pressure packing
(where the packing-seal gas bleeds into the gas stream rather than to the atmosphere), we use
nitrogen in equipment packing and seals. In the proposed reporting rules, EPA erroneously
presumes that natural gas is always used in packing and seals (as may be the case in certain other
sectors of the natural gas industry).

In addition, these facilities do not routinely vent gas from LNG storage tanks. These tanks are
maintained just above atmospheric pressure. All boil-off gas is captured and either used for fuel
in on-site fired heaters or compressed and sent to the gas transmission pipeline.

Piping connections associated with LNG storage tanks are typically welded rather than flanged
in order to minimize leaks. Where leaks from LNG piping do occur, they are usually visible as a
thin cloudy stream and as an ice formation around the leaking pipe. Such leaks are quickly
identified by operating personnel, since these facilities are staffed 24 hours a day, seven days a
week. Facility personnel visually inspect every area of the facility at least several times a day to
ensure that equipment is operating properly and to identify leaks and other problems. Also,
hundreds of gas detectors are deployed throughout each of these facilities to identify and help
locate gas leaks. Leaking piping and equipment connections are typically fixed within hours or
days of their discovery. Under no circumstances would a gas leak continue for a full year before
repairs were made.

We strongly believe that LNG import, storage and re-gasification facilities should be eliminated
from classification under Subpart W. These facilities should either be studied and subsequently
regulated as a separate industry segment or not regulated for methane emissions reporting.
However, we acknowledge that these facilities will continue to monitor and report subpart C
combustion-related greenhouse gas emissions, if they exceed the 25,000 ton threshold.

Response: EPA agrees with this commenter that equipment that does not emit methane
containing gas from vents or seals should not be reported. Today’s final rule requires reporting of
gas streams containing 10 percent or more of GHG (methane plus CO,). If a compressor uses
nitrogen purged seals, which do not vent 10 percent GHG containing gas, this vent stream does
not need to be reported. Today’s final rule also provides for flaring or recovery of methane
containing vent gas to sales or fuel to reduce the reported methane emissions. Piping connectors
required to be inspected do not include welded joints and connectors ¥z inch diameter or smaller,
so annual leak inspection surveys will be that much more efficient to the extent that the facility is
largely welded joints. Regarding the ability of area safety detectors to identify the size of leaks
addressed in Tables W-5 and W-6 of today’s final rule, please see the responses to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-12 for further details.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1168-3
Organization: Delmarva Power a PHI Company
Commenter: Wesley L. McNealy

Comment Excerpt Text:

High-pressure LNG storage facilities should be exempted from Subpart W based on the same
reasons. Specifically natural gas pipeline segments between compressor stations are afforded
such an exemption and leaks at LNG storage facilities are quickly detected and fixed. In fact,
leaks at LNG storage facilities are easier to detect since they operate at cold temperatures
meaning if a leak were to occur it would be readily identifiable due to visible pipe frosting and
condensed vapor.

Response: EPA is including the LNG storage and LNG import and export equipment in today’s
final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-10
Organization: Northeast Gas Association
Commenter: Thomas M. Kiley

Comment Excerpt Text:
As EPA acknowledges, no direct studies have been done on emissions — or the related operating
activities and requirements of other federal agencies — at LNG facilities.

EPA notes that transmission pipeline segments between compressor stations are being exempted
from the proposed rule, on the grounds that leaks are quickly identified and repaired following
leakage surveys, which are conducted at required intervals (measured in months) in accordance
with 49 C.F.R. Part 192. However, LNG facilities are subject to even more stringent
requirements in 49 C.F.R. Part 193, including (i) installing, monitoring, and maintaining leak and
flammable gas detection systems, designed to provide coverage for all areas of the plant as
determined by a professional engineering evaluation, and required to alarm in the field and in the
attended control room (and designed in some facilities to initiate emergency shutdowns, which
provide automatic closure of emission release points); (ii) ensuring that maintenance scheduling
on this detection equipment minimizes the amount of equipment that is out of service at one
time; (iii) ensuring that when a safety device is taken out of service, the equipment it protects is
also taken out of service unless it is protected by another device; (iv) field-checking equipment
immediately following cooldown operations; (v) testing and inspecting safety relief valves every
year, observing and documenting that they relieve as designed and that they reseat, ensuring
valve closure; (vi) maintaining records of operations and maintenance for annual review by
federal pipeline inspectors to show the required tests and inspections that have been performed
(with steep fines for violations of the regulations); and (vii) performing field checks of all
equipment on the site as determined in required facility operating procedures — at many facilities
at least six times each day. It is of note that the LNG facilities are enclosed sites, staffed by
maintenance and operations personnel who are trained to be aware of signs of leakage including
unusual ice formations on pipes or vessels, or condensed water vapor in the vicinity of
equipment, if a leak should manifest before it activates the detection equipment.
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Considering all of these operational precautions, LNG facilities are at least as stringently
observed and maintained as transmission pipeline segments, and should be exempted from
Subpart W.

Response: EPA is including the LNG storage and LNG import and export equipment in today’s
final rule. Please see the responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR-—
2009-0923-1299-12 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1009-7
Organization: Xcel Energy Inc.
Commenter: Eldon Lindt

Comment Excerpt Text:

In the Preamble of the proposed rule (pg. 18616), EPA indicates that reporting of fugitive
emissions for natural gas pipeline segments between compressor stations for natural gas
transmission will not be required because if fugitive emissions are found, they are quickly
repaired. The proposed rule recognizes that transmission pipelines have regulatory requirements
for leak surveys and repair. The proposed rule fails to recognize similar regulatory requirements
for identifying and repairing of leaks on other natural gas facilities such as distribution systems,
processing plants, compressor stations, and storage facilities. As an example, Xcel Energy
operates a liquefied natural gas (LNG) storage facility that provides peak shaving support during
high demand periods in the winter. This facility may only operate ten times during the year.
Despite the infrequent operation, the facility is required by regulation to have leak detection
systems that are far superior to any found on gas transmission lines. This equipment allows the
operators to discover and repair leaks on the systems quickly, much like what EPA has described
for transmission lines. Similarly, the use of odorant on the natural gas distribution systems allows
for the quick discovery of leakage that, if not repaired quickly, may endanger life or property.
Xcel Energy suggests consistent recognition of all regulatory requirements that mandate
identification and repair of leaks would reduce the overall regulatory burden of the proposed
regulation.

Response: EPA is including the LNG storage and LNG import and export equipment in today’s
final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-12
Organization: Northeast Gas Association
Commenter: Thomas M. Kiley

Comment Excerpt Text:

As suggested above, LNG facility equipment, too, minimizes or eliminates emissions. Valves
typically have extended bonnets and packing with high sealing qualities. As noted, safety relief
valves are inspected and tested annually for lift pressure and positive reseating. Reciprocating
compressors differ from those used in compressor stations, minimizing emissions from the
compressor rod packing cases by using piston ring and rod packing materials of varying PTFE
(Teflon) blends that are very resilient and have high sealing qualities. In the centrifugal
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compressors used as liquefaction process refrigerant compressors in LNG storage facilities, the
outer case seal areas and the seal oil drains are directed back to the compressor suction, so there
are no gases purposely vented to the atmosphere, as the proposed rule assumes. These two types
of compressors at LNG facilities further challenge the general assumptions made by the EPA
regarding the impact of compressors on emissions. Finally, a majority of LNG pumps in these
facilities are either submerged in the LNG tanks or fully enclosed (both pump and motor) in the
pump can which contains LNG. These pump types do not require pump shaft seals and are not
open to the atmosphere, so they generate no fugitive emissions. LNG pumps with external
motors not enclosed within the pump can are closely monitored by facility personnel, and if
leakage were to occur, the pump would be shut down and repairs to the seal performed. Due to
the level of redundancy of systems and equipment, these LNG facilities are generally equipped
with a number of spare pumps, allowing shutdown of any pump experiencing seal failure, while
maintaining facility operations. All of this specialized equipment is very different from the
valves and pumps and compressors more familiar to EPA and referenced in the quantification
methods in the proposed rule. Because LNG facilities with this equipment are so effective at
minimizing or eliminating emissions, they should be exempted from detecting and reporting
emissions from these fugitive and vented sources.

Response: EPA’s decision to include LNG storage facilities was based on several
considerations. First, please see EPA’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum and
Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD: Background Technical Support Document (TSD) found
in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027) for EPA’s method for including LNG storage in the
rule. In addition, EPA is aware of different technologies deployed by industry across several
sectors to reduce emissions. If this commenter is using low emission technologies, then EPA
would expect to see such emissions reflected in their submitted report. However, the use of low
emission technology does not eliminate the need for LNG storage facilities to report; as such
information may demonstrate differentiated emissions levels, which would inform future policy
to potentially not include LNG segment of the industry. Hence reporting from LNG segment is
vital to informing future policy.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-16
Organization: Northeast Gas Association
Commenter: Thomas M. Kiley

Comment Excerpt Text:

The preamble to the proposed regulation, under the heading “LNG Import and Export and LNG
Storage,” states, “EPA is proposing inclusion of these facilities because the National Inventory
has very little data on methane emissions in these segments...”. Because the EPA has not
inquired into the equipment and practices of LNG facilities before proposing the requirements
for Subpart W, it has presented a plan which a cost-benefit analysis could not justify. NGA
supports the withdrawal of LNG facilities from the requirements of Subpart W.

Response: EPA is including the LNG storage and LNG import and export equipment in today’s
final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1299-12 for further details.. EPA has estimated the costs of these sectors using
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similar methodology to other sectors, therefore EPA has determined the costs are not
unreasonable. For further details reference the Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) in the
rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3541-1
Organization: Sempra LNG
Commenter: David M. Cobb

Comment Excerpt Text:

LNG import facilities will not contribute significant levels to the overall fugitive greenhouse gas
emissions in the United States and should be considered for exemption from the proposed rule .
Regulations exist that require LNG import facilities to install leak and flammable gas detection
systems, to monitor those systems, and to repair any leaking or defective component. Further, the
significant difference in the type, style, and materials of sealing elements in equipment in LNG
facilities compared to other types of natural gas facilities results in lower fugitive emissions.

Response: EPA is including the LNG storage and LNG import and export equipment in today’s
final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR—-
2009-0923-1299-12 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-13
Organization: Northeast Gas Association
Commenter: Thomas M. Kiley

Comment Excerpt Text:

Flares are installed at some LNG facilities, serving as emergency backup equipment to receive
boiloff gas in the unlikely event of a total power loss or an equipment failure that disables the
boiloff compressor system. LNG facilities are typically designed and installed with multiple
levels of redundancy to ensure availability, including redundant power supplies and boiloff
compression units. It is assumed that these flares will be regarded by EPA as emergency
equipment similar to emergency generators, and will be exempted from emission reporting.

Response: In today’s final rule, flare stack emission are only reported if an emission source
associated with LNG storage or LNG import and export equipment sends vented or equipment
leak emissions to a flare. Otherwise, EPA does not require the reporting of flare stack emissions
as a separate emission source because the EPA does not consider it significant enough to report
in these segments of the petroleum and natural gas industry. As a result, reporting of emissions
from emergency flaring is not required in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3541-5
Organization: Sempra LNG
Commenter: David M. Cobb

Comment Excerpt Text:
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Flares installed at LNG import facilities should be exempt from the reporting under the proposed
rule as the equipment is used for emergency purposes . The flare's purpose is to serve as a safety
system backup component, typically in the event of a total power loss at the facility or an
equipment failure which disables the boil-off compression units.

Response: EPA does not require reporting of emergency flaring from LNG facilities in today’s
final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-13 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1032-2
Organization: State of New Mexico
Commenter: Jim Norton

1) Contractor emissions account for a significant fraction of emissions from the onshore oil and
gas production segment.

We engaged a consultant to evaluate the contribution of contractor greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions to the total emissions from oil and gas production activities covered by the proposed
Subpart W. To investigate this issue, the consultant contacted six engineering companies that
conduct environmental and other engineering support activities for the EPA and the oil and gas
production industry. The findings from this investigation are as follows.

Typically an oil or gas well will be owned by a series of working interest partners. They share
cost burdens and profits of the well's operation. There is an operator of record, who is not
necessarily the majority partner or even one of the owners, who is responsible for operating the
well and complying with permits from Minerals Management Service (MMS) or the State oil and
gas conservation agency.

During the well drilling and exploration phase, activities are normally contracted out by the
operator of record. These contractor companies use specialty equipment to drill and complete
each well. Contractor companies operate and perform service on their specialty equipment. There
are a few "mega integrated" companies that do their own support activities. For example,
Chesapeake owns a company that does their drilling.

Once a well reaches production phase, the day-to-day operations are routine and use of
contractors becomes much less common. Operator staffs monitor well equipment and conduct
routine maintenance such as well unloading. However, there are many instances where the
operator uses contract pumpers for these day-to-day operations.

Periodic or non-routine workovers are almost exclusively done by contractors. Workover
equipment is very specialized and can be very expensive.

Currently, the decision of whether to buy or lease compressor equipment is strictly an economic
decision. Well fields that are geographically isolated generally have operator owned compressors
since service calls are more costly. Where there is a significant population of wells in close
proximity, compressors tend to be leased under agreements that include preventive maintenance.
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Generally the trend is towards using leased compressors and potentially 50 or more percent are
leased, today.

Regulatory accountability for GHG emissions may further increase the trend to increasing
contracting out of these emitting activities.

The following table presents the GHG emission resulting from onshore natural gas production
activities in the U.S. In the right-hand column of the table we list the estimated contribution of
contractor activities to the total GHG emissions. Today, approximately 17 percent of the GHG
emissions from US onshore gas production may be attributable to contractor activities. If all
companies switched to leased compressors, and contracted all well maintenance and unloading
activities, the contractor emissions could be 42 percent of the GHG emissions from gas
production activities.

US Onshore Gas Production GHG Emissions, 2007
National GHG Estimate of Contractor
Emissions Emissions
Onshore Gas Production Activity (Pollutant)
CH, Bofiyear'  MMTCOze % MMTCO,e
Pneumatic Devices (CHs) 79 31 0 0
Dehydrators and Pumps (CHy) 3 1 0 0
Compressor Seals and Vents (CH,) 12 5 50 2
Meters and Pipeline Leaks (CHa) 8 3 0 0
Well Venting and Flaring
Completions (CH.) 29 12 100 12
Unloading (CHs) 57 23 0 0
Storage Tank Venting (CHy) 27 11 0 0
Other Methane Sources (CHy) 5 2 0 0
Field Gas Combustion®
Compressors (CO,)’ NA 22 50 11
Heaters / Boilers (CO,)° NA 38 0 0
Total 220 148 - 25

1 - EPA Inventory of US, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990 -2007 April, 20009.
Available on the web at: epa.gov/ciimatechangelemissions/usinventoryreport.html. Updated by
EPA and CCD with revised emissions estimates for glycol dehydrators, well venting, pneumatic
devices, and storage tanks (EPA Presentation "Reducing Methane Emissions from Production
Wells: Reduced Emission Completions”, presented at EPA Gas STAR Producers Technology
Transfer Workshop, Farmington, New Mexico, May 11, 2010).

2 -EPA Methane Emissions from the Natural Gas Industry, Volume 6: Vented and Combustion
Source Summary (EPA-600/R-96-080f) June 1996, Updated to 2007 based on ratio of
compressor activity.

3 -Product of combustion emitted as exhaust
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Response: EPA has retained the requirement for reporting of contracted equipment emissions
in today’s final rule and clarified EPA position on this issue. Please see response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1170-7 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-46
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

In 98.233 (x), CAPP has not been able to determine why CO, dissolved in hydrocarbon liquids is
reported as part of the oil and gas sector. As mentioned previously in 98.232(c) any CO still
remaining dissolved in the hydrocarbon liquid when custody is transferred to the transmission
system would only be released when it is further refined. At the point of further refining the
emissions associated with the liberated CO, would be the responsibility of the refiner. In the case
of produced water, this source is typically re-injected into a designated disposal well where the
CO;, dissolved in produced water would remain dissolved and never be released to the
atmosphere. Based on this information CAPP recommends the removal of these source types
from the MRR and Sub-Part W.

Response: EPA has revised the rule and no longer requires the monitoring of CO, from produced
water at onshore petroleum and natural gas production operations. Please see the response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-129 and Section I1.E of the preamble to today’s final rule.
However EPA has clarified the rule and requires the reporting of the amount of dissolved CO, in
hydrocarbon liquids leaving an EOR facility. This requirement is intended to complete the mass
balance on EOR operations and consequently inform future policy, and EPA has decided to
retain reporting requirements from EOR hydrocarbon liquids dissolved CO, as EPA has limited
data concerning GHG emissions for this source under the US GHG Inventory. The goal of the
rule is to identify and inventory emissions from multiple sources in petroleum and natural gas
systems. There is minimal existing data on the level of emissions for EOR hydrocarbon liquids
dissolved CO,. Consequently, receiving data for EOR hydrocarbon liquids dissolved CO, will
improve EPA’s understanding of emissions for the sector.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-14
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
It seems the EPA is assuming that the entrained CO, will eventually be released, but it is unclear
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why this assumption is being made. Further, it seems that the level of effort is not commensurate
with the amount of CO, even the EPA expects to be emitted from this source. Also, this source is
not addressed in The Climate Registry’s protocol for Oil and Natural Gas GHG reporting, which
is largely a more-inclusive program than EPA. If TCR did not address this as a source of
emissions, it is possible that this source is not expected to be a significant emitter of GHGs.

Response: Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-46.
Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-47
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers

Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

CAPP recommends that 98.233(y)(3) be removed from Sub-Part W since produced water is
frequently injected into a disposal well where there isn’t an opportunity for the entrained CO, to
be released to the atmosphere. Asking facilities to report these quantities as if they were released
IS not appropriate.

Response: Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-46.

‘Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-19
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:
The “Produced Water Dissolved CO,” emission source is unnecessary and should be removed
from all reporting requirements.

* The amount of GHGs (i.e. CO,) that will be vented from produced water storage tanks will be
estimated from the E&P Tanks simulations required for liquid storage tanks [98.233(j)] (or by
HYSIS® or an alternative process simulation software if E&P Tanks is not appropriate for water
streams); thus, quarterly sampling of produced water immediately downstream of the separator
per 98.233(y) is not necessary.

* As presented in sub-Comment A, the emission estimation methods for numerous emission
sources are cost-prohibitive (i.e. have very high $/tonne CO,¢) and alternative, streamlined
emission estimation methods and approaches are needed. In addition, if sources identified as
insignificant are retained in the MRR, alternative, simpler emission estimation methods and
approaches should be applied.

Response: Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-46.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-14
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Pre-amble-page 66, "The supplemental proposed rulemaking does not include emissions from
tanks containing primarily water with the exception of transmission station condensate tanks
where dump valve are determined to be bypassing gas. Therefore, EPA seeks comments on how
to quantify emissions from tanks storing water without resulting in additional reporting burden to
the facilities." -

CAPP recommends that these sources not be included in mandatory GHG reporting, based on
Canadian circumstances and a limited set of data, estimated emissions from produced water
storage tanks at onshore oil and gas production facilities in Canada represent a very small
fraction of total GHG emissions (i.e., <0.5% of the total).

Response: EPA did not intend for onshore production storage tanks containing produced water
to report venting emissions, and today’s final rule clarifies this. If additional data comes
available that demonstrates that emissions from onshore production storage tanks are significant,
EPA may consider adding this source at a later date.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-71
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:
(Preamble p. 66) EPA seeks comments on how to quantify emissions from tanks storing water
without resulting in additional reporting burden to the facilities.

API supports EPA’s stated goal of quantifying emissions without resulting in additional
reporting burden. Emissions from tanks containing primarily water (including transmission
station condensate tanks) are very small (one APl member determined these to contribute less
than 0.2% of their GHG emissions). Therefore, API believes that EPA should not include
quantification of emissions from tanks storing water in Subpart W. If EPA does choose to
include this very small source, the default emission factors provided in the API Compendium for
production and transmission condensate should be sufficient for providing a simple emission
estimation method for this small source.

Response: EPA did not intend for onshore production storage tanks containing produced water

to report venting emissions, and today’s final rule clarifies this. Please see EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1018-14 for further information. However, EPA continues to require the monitoring of
vented emissions from transmission storage tanks that contain water as the cause of emissions
from these tanks may be a malfunctioning scrubber dump valve.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-42
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:
CAPP recommends that in 98.233(r)(2) CBM water wells be removed and addressed in their
own section as they are not components but rather production systems in their own right.

Response: EPA has removed the monitoring of emissions from CBM produced water, please see
response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-129 and Section I1.E of the preamble to
today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1027-14
Organization: Offshore Operators Committee
Commenter: Allen Verret

Comment Excerpt Text:
98.236(b): Report emissions separately for standby equipment.

OOC Comment: The rule should state that section 98.236(b) does not apply to offshore
platforms. The MMS GOADS process should be used to determine if emissions calculations for
standby equipment need to be reported.

Response: The requirement to report emissions separately for standby equipment in Section
98.236(b) has been removed from today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1027-15
Organization: Offshore Operators Committee
Commenter: Allen Verret

Comment Excerpt Text:
98.236(c): Report activity data for each aggregated source type as follows...

OOC Comment: The rule should clearly state that section 98.236(c) does not apply to offshore
platforms. The MMS GOADS process is centered around reporting activity data to MMS for
emissions calculations. Additional activity data reporting would be redundant and unnecessary.

Response: It was not EPA’s intention to have offshore petroleum and natural gas production
facilities report reporting activity data and emissions from each aggregated source under Section
98.236(c). In today’s final rule, the EPA has clarified that offshore petroleum and natural gas
production facilities are not covered by the requirement set forth under Section 98.236(c). The
data reporting requirements for both offshore reporters subject to GOADS and reporters in all
state and non-Gulf of Mexico federal waters are set forth by BOEMRE GOADS and 30 CFR
250.302 through 304.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1027-16
Organization: Offshore Operators Committee
Commenter: Allen Verret

Comment Excerpt Text:
98.236(f): Report emissions separately for portable equipment for the following source types:
drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam boilers, and heaters.

(1) Aggregate emissions by source type.
(2) Report count of each source type.

OOC Comment: The rule should clarify that this subsection does not apply to offshore platforms.
Section 98.232 lists the GHG’s to report. Subsections 98.232 (b) to (i) lists them by industry
segment, and only subsection (b) applies offshore. The remaining subsections, 98.232 (j) to (l),
do not include portable equipment combustion emissions. Thus, for offshore sources portable
equipment combustion emissions do not have to be reported. The only subsection where portable
equipment arguably have to be considered for offshore platform is subsection 98.231(b) dealing
with threshold calculation. However, that would result in use of Subpart C methodology to help
determine Subpart W threshold applicability, then reporting those emissions separately by source
types even though they do not have to be reported as a whole. It is doubtful that this was the
intended result.

Response: It was not EPA’s intention to have offshore petroleum and natural gas production
facilities report emissions from portable equipment. In today’s final rule, the EPA has clarified
that offshore petroleum and natural gas production facilities the data reporting requirements for
both offshore reporters subject to GOADS and reporters in all state and non-Gulf of Mexico
federal waters are set forth by BOEMRE GOADS and 30 CFR 250.302 through 304.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-28
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.232 GHG’s to report. The rule should state that any source that recovers emissions,
such as by routing an off-gas stream back to the process or re-injecting it into the reservoir, is
excluded from reporting. This includes equipment such as dehydrators, tanks, and acid gas units,
and processes such as green completions that recover gas streams.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter. Recovery systems do not always function
at 100 percent efficiency. Hence, EPA requires reporting of emissions from tanks and
dehydrators even with any form of recovery with an adjustment to the emissions for the portion
of actual recovery. As regards re-injection from AGR units, please see the response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-0582-31.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-33
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

Furthermore, substantial majority of low bleed devices are typically associated with a processing
plant’s instrumentation and are customarily driven by air (referred to as “instrumentation air’)
and not by natural gas. Inclusion of these devices in the GHG monitoring and reporting program
deems to be unnecessary and wasteful of time that could be spent on the true significant GHG
emission sources.

Response: The commenter has misinterpreted the rule, as pneumatic device venting is not
required to be reported under natural gas processing facilities. In addition, low-bleed pneumatic
devices are defined as control devices powered by pressurized natural gas. Therefore, reporting
is not required for low-bleed devices that are driven by air in any sector.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-47
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

For the reasons stated in these comments, AGA urges EPA to exclude natural gas distribution
facilities, underground storage facilities storing odorized natural gas, and LNG storage and
import facilities. These facilities do not contribute significantly to total U.S. GHG emissions, and
the burdens of reporting their emissions would far outweigh the value of the information to be
collected — resulting in costs per ton that rival or exceed projected costs for a cap and trade
system merely for reporting, not reducing GHG emissions. In addition, given the lack of updated
emission factors and the many revisions that will be needed in Subpart W to allow our members
to understand what is required and implement those requirements, to the extent EPA does not
exclude such facilities from the reporting requirements under Subpart W, EPA should at least
postpone the application of Subpart W to natural gas distribution, underground storage and LNG
storage and import facilities until 2014 to allow time to conduct the field testing underway and
develop new, more accurate emission factors. This will also allow time for EPA to propose and
finalize the revisions needed to provide clear guidance to the regulated community — particularly
for source categories newly added to the 2010 Proposal. We welcome the opportunity to work
with the agency to improve the rule.

Response: EPA included natural gas distribution, underground storage and LNG storage and
import facilities in the rule since EPA has limited data concerning GHGs emissions for these
industry segments under the US GHG Inventory, and this emission data will be used to inform
future policy. Regarding the inclusion of the natural gas distribution sector, please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0955-6, and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1009-5.
Concerning the LNG sector, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-37, and
for odorized gas see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0955-6. Consequently, EPA is
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retaining reporting requirement for these three sectors in today’s final rule. EPA does not intend
to delay reporting from source categories listed by the commenter until new, more accurate
emission factors become available. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299—
5. Regarding the burden and value of today’s final rule, please see Section Il of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-21
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

Due to the insignificant fugitive GHG emissions and the currently inaccurate emissions estimates
that come from the Subpart W Rule sources (natural gas distribution, compressors and LNG
facilities), MDU recommends the EPA refrain from requiring reporting of fugitive GHG
emissions from these sources.

Response: Equipment leaks in natural gas distribution and LNG facilities are a large source of
emissions in this sector and are discussed in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum
and Natural Gas Industry: Background Technical Support Document (TSD) found in

docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027), and therefore remain in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-45
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:

Noble recommends deleting the following items from the list of reported parameters for Section
98.236 or including the affected parameter(s) in the Monitoring Plan required under Section
98.3(g)(5) rather than the annual report.

- Section 98.236(c)(2) — Report emissions separately for standby equipment: Separate reporting
of emissions from “standby” equipment is not practical and should not be required for onshore
production because the majority of these equipment are at remote, unmanned locations; thus, the
time that the large number and variety of equipment are in a “standby” mode cannot be
practically determined. In addition, “standby” is not defined in the MRR and can have different
meaning for different types of equipment precluding compliance certainty.

- Section 98.236(c)(4) — Acid gas removal (AGR) units: AGR operating parameters — i.e., (i)
through (iii) - are required for each unit; however, AGR emission estimates are reported in the
aggregate per Section 98.236(a) and it would not be possible to correlate the reported emissions
to the reported parameters for individual units; thus, the parameter reporting requirements have
limited utility, add unnecessary burden to the reporting, and should not be included in the rule.

- Section 98.236(c)(5) — Glycol dehydrators: Glycol dehydrator operating parameters — i.e., (i)
(A) through (B) - are required for each unit; however, glycol dehydrator emission estimates are
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reported in the aggregate per Section 98.236(a) and it would not be possible to correlate the
reported emissions to the reported parameters for individual dehydrators. For these reasons, the
parameter reporting requirements have limited utility, add unnecessary burden to the reporting
considering the thousands of these emission sources, and should not be included in the rule.

- Section 98.236(c)(10) — Production liquids storage tank emissions: Production tank and
associated operating parameters — i.e., (i) through (v) - are required for each unit; however,
production liquids storage tank emission estimates are reported in the aggregate per Section
98.236(a) and it would not be possible to correlate the reported emissions to the reported
parameters for individual tanks. For these reasons, the parameter reporting requirements have
limited utility, add unnecessary burden to the reporting considering the tens of thousands of these
emission sources, and should not be included in the rule.

- Section 98.236(c)(14) — Flare stacks: Flare stacks operating parameters — i.e., (i) through (v) -
are required for each unit; however, flare stacks emission estimates are reported in the aggregate
per Section 98.236(a) and it would not be possible to correlate the reported emissions to the
reported parameters for individual flares. For these reasons, the parameter reporting requirements
have limited utility, add unnecessary burden to the reporting considering the tens of thousands of
these emission sources, and should not be included in the rule.

- Section 98.236(c)(17) — Centrifugal compressor wet seals: Centrifugal compressor operating
parameters — i.e., (i) through (vii) - are required for each unit; however, centrifugal compressor
wet seals emission estimates are reported in the aggregate per Section 98.236(a) and it would not
be possible to correlate the reported emissions to the reported parameters for individual
centrifugal compressor wet seals and degassing vents. For these reasons, the parameter reporting
requirements have limited utility, add unnecessary burden to the reporting, and should not be
required. Specifically, compressor throughput is not readily available and reporting this
parameter would add significant burden. This data is not expected to inform policy especially
given the lack of these sources within E&P

- Section 98.236(c)(18) — Reciprocating compressor rod packing: Reciprocating compressor rod
packing operating parameters — i.e., (i) through (vii) - are required for each unit; however,
reciprocating compressor rod packing emission estimates are reported in the aggregate per
Section 98.236(a) and it would not be possible to correlate the reported emissions to the reported
parameters for individual reciprocating compressors. For these reasons, the parameter reporting
requirements have limited utility, add unnecessary burden to the reporting considering the
thousands of these emission sources, and should not be required.

- Section 98.236(c)(20) — EOR injection pump blowdowns: EOR injection pump blowdowns and
associated operating parameters — i.e., (i) through (iv) - are required for each pump; however,
EOR injection pump blowdowns emission estimates are reported in the aggregate per Section
98.236(a) and it would not be possible to correlate the reported emissions to the reported
parameters for individual pumps. The parameter reporting requirements add unnecessary burden
to the reporting considering the thousands of these emission sources and should not be required.
Average values for items (i), (ii), and (iv) should be documented in the Monitoring Plan required
under Section 98.3(g)(5) rather than the annual report
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- Section 98.236(d): The requirement for “minimum, maximum and average throughput for each
operation” is not clear and no explanation for the data use is provided. This requirement should
be deleted or these terms and the intended data use should be clearly defined. If this is intended
to require gas, oil, and water production values for facilities (basins), then a single throughput
value is determined each year; that is, minimum, maximum, and average do not apply.

- Section 98.236(f): requirement is to “Report emissions separately for portable equipment for
the following source types: drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam
boilers, and heaters.” Most onshore production combustion equipment, such as compressors and
heaters (separators), are often rotated from a site for maintenance and/or if well conditions
change and more appropriately sized equipment are needed. These equipment are often leased
and operated or owned by third parties further encumbering data collection. The time that
individual equipment is in service at a location is not routinely tracked and whether these
equipment meet the definition of a stationary source or a portable source is not well known and
can not be easily determined. What is known is the time that a site has equipment installed and
operating, and these are the parameters needed for estimating GHG emissions using Subpart C
methodology. Separate reporting of portable and stationary equipment emissions is not practical
for most production combustion equipment, and would place undo burden on the reporters, and
have no impact on the total reported GHG emissions; thus, Noble recommends that this
requirement be removed. Drilling rigs are the one onshore production combustion source that
would be considered “portable” under most, if not all, applications and the issue of drilling rigs is
addressed in Comment 11,

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter that reporting individual parameters from the
sources listed in the comment and others including a) acid gas removal, b) glycol dehydrators, c)
production liquids storage tanks, d) flare stacks, €) centrifugal compressors, f) reciprocating
compressor rod packing, and g) EOR injection pump blowdowns have no utility. EPA deems
these individual parameters as useful for informing future policy. EPA has clarified today’s final
rule to specify that aggregated emissions and activity data must be reported unless otherwise
noted in the reporting requirements delineated under Section 98.236(c). EPA has clarified the
data reporting requirements to eliminate any parameters not otherwise used in the GHG
calculation methodologies specified under Section 98.233. In situations that parameters are
required and not part of the calculation methodology, EPA has deemed it necessary to inform
future policy.

EPA has determined that most reporters understand the term standby with regard to compressors.
Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-59. EPA is retaining reporting from
standby equipment for only centrifugal and reciprocating compressors. For further information
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-37.

The EPA removed the “minimum, maximum and average throughput for each operation™ in

today’s final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-36 for further
details.
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EPA disagrees with the exclusion of combustion emissions from portable equipment for onshore
production from today’s final rule. The emissions contribution from portable equipment is
significant enough to warrant data collection. EPA has determined that owners or operators are
responsible and should obtain the necessary information from the contractor. For further details,
please see Section Il.F of the preamble, the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-23 and
the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1060-4
Organization: Yates Petroleum Corporation
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:

The EPA has proposed aggregating sources for the purposes of determining applicability. In the
Technical Support Document on page 19, the EPA states, “Reporting at the basin level will
substantially increase reporting burden. However, complexity of reporting requirements will
substantially be reduced if companies report at the basin level.” Yates concedes that the number
of reports filed is reduced as a result of basin-wide aggregation, but complexity of tracking
equipment changes and emissions reporting requirements becomes extraordinarily complex to
track as it is not industry practice to track equipment by basin. That information is tracked by
asset line, which does not coincide with basin-wide operations.

Response: If the equipment information is tracked by asset line then they can be summed up at a
basin level for EPA reporting. Furthermore, EPA has determined that operators have wellhead
location (latitude and longitude) information for each wellhead that operators report to the States,
which can be used to map the wellhead and associated equipment to appropriate AAPG basins.
EPA cannot tailor the rule to meet every company’s tracking mechanisms, basin is the least
burdensome. Please see the responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-46, EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1015-7 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-9 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0031-1
Organization: RFS Consulting, Inc.
Commenter: Ron Sober

Comment Excerpt Text:
Do we need to have a GHG Monitoring Plan for heaters and engines under Subpart C or do we
wait for promulgation of Subpart W which more clearly address oil and gas operations?

Response: The general monitoring requirements are addressed in the general provisions listed in
98.3. Subpart W requires the reporting of combustion emissions from portable and stationary
equipment from onshore production, and distribution stationary combustion beginning in 2011.
Data reporting requirements for subpart W combustion are outlined in Section 98.238. If your
heater/engine triggers mandatory reporting requirements as outlined in The Final Mandatory
GHG Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40 CFR part 98), then you must comply with all subpart
C requirements beginning in 2010.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0133-2
Organization: Leak Surveys Inc.
Commenter: David Furry, President and Owner

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.232 GHG to report, subsection (d) Onshore natural gas processing, it appears that
pneumatic bleed devices (high or low bleed) or pumps are not included under the emissions to
report. Since these regulators are in common usage in the natural gas processing, can EPA clarify
how this equipment should be treated? Was this an oversight or is this equipment excluded from
reporting when it is part of the onshore natural gas processing?

Response: There is no required reporting of pneumatic bleed device or pump venting for
onshore natural gas processing based on EPA’s expert judgment that most of these devices in
natural gas processing are driven by air, and would not contribute to GHG emissions.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0133-3
Organization: Leak Surveys Inc.
Commenter: David Furry, President and Owner

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.232 (d) (9) includes fugitives emissions from valves, connectors, open ended lines,
pressure relief valves, meters, and centrifugal compressor dry seals. We are assuming that meters
in this section would include the orifice meters. Orifice meters are located throughout the system
from the inlet side of the gathering lines, which can be miles apart to inside the facility. We have
found that leak rates on orifice meters tend to be quite low and it is not cost effective to perform
camera surveys on each and everyone based on the quantity of emissions that are likely to be
found. Please clarify EPA’s intent for these meters. Are all orifice meters to be surveyed for
leaks, or only the orifice meters within the actual processing facility boundary and then exclude
the meters on the gathering lines. Are the orifice meters on the gathering lines part of the
gathering line emissions.

Response: Equipment leaks from meters in onshore natural gas processing are a large source of
emissions in the gas processing sector and are discussed in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from
the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027),
and therefore remain in today’s final rule. Meters include orifice meters. However, in today’s
final rule EPA has not included gathering lines and boosting stations; please see Section Il.F of
the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0960-1
Organization: Contek Solutions, LLC
Commenter: Jim Johnstone
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Comment Excerpt Text:
(98.233 (q)) Is the reporting of fugitive emissions required for components located in service of
lines that are already captured such as flare lines, vent lines etc.

Response: The reporting of equipment leaks is required for components in vent lines and flare
lines. Leak detection must be conducted at vent lines and flare lines.. EPA deems it important to
gather this information to inform future policy. If leaks are present in the components of vent
lines or flare lines, then these equipment leak emissions need to be quantified and reported using
the appropriate methods under Section 98.233(q).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-10
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
Does this regulation bring all facilities reporting under Subpart C into one larger facility under
Subpart W?

Response: EPA has made clarifications about the relationship between coverage of combustion
under Subparts C and W. For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1060-27.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-32
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille:

Comment Excerpt Text:
98.232(i)(2): Below ground meter regulators and vault fugitives. It is unclear in the supporting
documentation why EPA is requiring below-ground fugitives.

Response: Customer meters are not included. Equipment leaks from natural gas distribution
below ground meters are a large source of emissions in the gas distribution sector and are
discussed in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry:
Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027), and therefore remain in today’s final rule.
There is little existing data on below ground meters and regulators emissions and therefore it is
important to gather data from this source in order to guide future policy.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-20
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
Clarification of Sources That Must Be Reported for Each Facility Type. Because EPA provides
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detailed lists of equipment included in each facility type in proposed 40 C.F.R. SECTION
98.230(a), and also lists sources for which emissions must be reported for each facility type in 40
C.F.R. SECTION 98.232, there is a potential for confusion as to which sources must be
monitored and reported at each type of facility. Kinder Morgan requests that EPA clarify in the
text of the Mandatory Reporting Rule that each facility type is only responsible for reporting
emissions from those sources listed in proposed 40 C.F.R. SECTION 98.232. It is important that
this be included in the rule, rather than in the preamble or in the form of guidance, to reduce the
likelihood of variable interpretations between EPA’s rule authors and EPA enforcement.

Response: EPA disagrees with this comment that the sources to be reported for each facility are
confusing. The GHG to report for each listed source type are outlined in today’s final rule under
Section 98.232. Section 98.230 defines the source categories covered by today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1041-1
Organization: Spectra Energy Corp
Commenter: Brianne Metzger-Doran

Comment Excerpt Text:
Sections 98.232 and 98.233 Should Be Clarified to Distinguish Between the Reporting of
Emissions From Underground Storage Stations and Underground Storage Wellheads

Section 98.232(f) lists the reportable emissions sources associated with underground natural gas
storage. Specifically, 898.232(f)(5) identifies fugitive emissions from “connectors, block valves,
control valves, compressor blowdown valves, pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters,
regulators, and open ended lines” as reportable sources. When read in conjunction with 898.233,
Spectra Energy’s understanding is that with respect to 898.232(f)(5) sources located at storage
stations, the methodology for calculation of emissions stated in §98.233(q)(4) applies, but with
respect to 898.232(f)(5) sources at storage wellheads, §98.233(r)(4) applies. Notwithstanding this
reading, Spectra Energy believes that the reference to §98.232(f)(5) in both 98.233(q) and (r)
could give rise to confusion. To clarify the rule, Spectra Energy recommends modifying to
898.232(f) to revise subpart (5) and add a new subpart (6) to draw a clear distinction between the
calculation of fugitive emissions from underground storage stations and underground storage
wellheads as follows:

(f) For underground natural gas storage, report emissions from the following sources:
(5) Fugitive emissions from connectors, block valves, control valves, compressor blowdown
valves, pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters, regulators, and open ended lines

located at storage stations.

(6) Fugitive emissions from connectors, valves, pressure relief valves, and open ended lines
located at storage wellheads.

Further, Spectra Energy recommends revisions to §98.233(r)(4) to clarify that this paragraph
applies to underground storage wellheads by removing the reference to (f)(5) and inserting a
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reference to the newly created (f)(6) as follows:

(r) Population count and emission factors. This paragraph applies to emissions sources listed in
?_5)9?4)232(0)(2), (€)(9), (€)(15), (c)(21), (d)(8), (e)(6). ()(4), (F)(6). (9)(3), (N)(4), (1)(2), (1)(3), and
i)(4)...

This language, or other similar clarifying text, should be added to 8898.232 and 98.233 to
eliminate any confusion about whether a component at an underground storage facility is subject
to the requirements of §98.233(q) or §98.233(r).

Response: EPA agrees that it is necessary to further clarify equipment leaks in underground gas
storage facilities between wellheads and storage stations. Today’s final rule states the
requirements to perform leak detection and apply leaker factors for components in underground
storage stations under the heading of “Leak detection and leaker emission factors.” Underground
storage wellheads are identified under the heading of “Population count and emission factors.”
Table W-4 provides leaker emission factors for underground storage stations and population
emission factors for underground storage wellheads.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1060-6
Organization: Yates Petroleum Corporation
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:

Furthermore, the rule does not specifically imply that gathering and boosting leading to a gas
plant must be under common ownership/control of the gas plant in order to be included with the
gas plant’s GHG emissions. Furthermore, it is not explicitly clear that the associated equipment
(e.g., upstream compression and gathering) of gas processing facilities must be under common
ownership and control. EPA should clarify this point.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in subpart W at this
time. For further information on this issue please see Section Il.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1061-1
Organization: Texas Pipeline Association
Commenter: Patrick J. Nugent

Comment Excerpt Text:

TPA seeks confirmation of its understanding of the components of the facility

subject to the GHG reporting requirements. As we understand the provisions of proposed
Subpart W, a facility would first determine the source category applicable to its operations. It
would then report GHG emissions only from the specific source types associated with that
category as listed in proposed § 98.232. For example: a facility might determine that it fell into
the "onshore natural gas processing” source category. Having made that threshold determination,
the facility would only report emissions from the nine source types listed in § 98.232(d).
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Reporting of emissions from any other source type would not be required, even if the facility had
such source types on-site and even if reporting from such source types was required for facilities
in other source categories. For example, if a facility in the "onshore natural gas processing"
category had emissions from natural gas pneumatic low bleed device venting, such emissions
would not need to be reported because pneumatic low bleed device venting is not a listed source
type in § 98.232(d), even though it is a listed source type for other categories (e.g., onshore
natural gas transmission compression, see § 98.232(e)(6).

TPA seeks confirmation of its understanding of proposed rule § 98.232. At a minimum, TPA
urges EPA to address this request for clarification in the preamble adopting the final rule.
Entities that will be subject to the rule need to be able to clearly understand their reporting
obligations. If the understanding set forth above is not correct, EPA should so state in the
adoption preamble so that commenters can evaluate the impact of a different understanding of
the proposed language.

Response: Today’s final rule covers all of the significant sources of emissions under each
category source type, taking into consideration the reporting burden, and other relevant issues.
Reporters only report emissions under subpart W from sources listed in Section 98.232 “GHGs
to Report” for the specific industrial category for which the reporter’s facility qualifies.
However, for threshold determination the reporter must combine emissions and follow the
requirements of Section 98.2, for facilities that contain any source category for which calculation
methods are provided. For example if the facility threshold is met, then natural gas processing
must report stationary combustion emissions under subpart C.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-3
Organization: Dominion Resources Services. Inc.
Commenter: Pamela Faggert

Comment Excerpt Text:

Although it is not clear from the rule, it is our understanding that it is EPA's intent for each
sector to report emissions for those components listed for that particular sector. This makes the
definition of each sector critical to the understanding of and compliance with the rule. The
definitions of the reporting sectors are, therefore, of primary importance in determining what
facilities are included not only in the inventory, but also in the determination of applicability.
The use of equipment listings in the definitions and a different equipment list for reporting
purposes makes the rule difficult to understand. For example, the definitions of natural gas
production and natural gas processing both include the component of gathering pipeline fugitives
making it unclear if these emissions are to be reported for one or the other or both sectors. The
rule is also unclear on how facilities that serve two functions are to be evaluated. For example, it
is common for a particular facility to serve both transmission and gathering functions or for
distribution companies to operate their own storage facilities. For clarification, Dominion
requests that EPA to base the sector definitions on either the principle function of the facility as
defined by the primary NAICS code or by the use of physical delimiters such as custody transfer
points
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Response: In today’s final rule, EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in
subpart W at this time. For further information on this issue please see Section Il.F.1 of the
preamble. EPA has clarified facility definitions in today’s final rule. For further details, please
refer EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-20 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-28. Facilities
with multiple functions are required to determine the industry segment for which a majority of
emissions occur. For further information please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1024-14. EPA will not adopt the NAICS code to identify industry segments in the petroleum and
natural gas systems for several reasons. For further information, please see the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-14.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-21
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.230(a)(5) Underground natural gas storage. Section 98.230(a)(5) states underground
natural gas storage facility includes “natural gas underground storage processes and operations
(including, but not limited to, compression, dehydration and flow measurement)...” Section
98.232(f) provides the underground natural gas storage facility sources from which emissions are
to be reported and lists: reciprocating compressor rod packing venting; centrifugal compressor
wet seal degassing vent; natural gas pneumatic high bleed device venting; natural gas pneumatic
low bleed device venting; and fugitive emissions. Section 98.232(f) does not indicate that
emissions from dehydrator vent stacks need to be reported for underground natural gas storage
facilities. Section 98.230(a)(5) and Section 98.232(f) appears inconsistent in the handling of
underground natural gas storage dehydrator vents. It is not clear whether emissions from
dehydrator vents at underground natural gas storage facilities should be reported.

Response: Dehydrator vent are not listed as a specific source in Section 98.232(f), and therefore,
EPA does not require emissions to be reported for dehydrator vent for underground natural gas
storage.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-25
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.232 GHG’s to report. API’s interpretation of the sources identified for the source
categories in Section 98.232 is that a subject facility would only have to report emissions from
the sources identified for that source category. APl would like clarification of this interpretation
as the definitions of the source categories in Section 98.230 describe sources that may not be
specified in Section 98.232. API understands EPA intends to have source categories report the
largest sources of emissions so that if the source is not listed for the source category you do not
have to report emissions for that source. API suggests that EPA define the source category but
also include primary North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) code as the
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determining factor.

Section 98.232 GHG’s to report. Dehydration units appear to be part of the underground natural
gas storage facility since Section 98.230(a)(5) states underground natural gas storage facility
includes “natural gas underground storage processes and operations (including, but not limited
to, compression, dehydration and flow measurement)...” Section 98.232(f) provides the
underground natural gas storage facility sources from which emissions are to be reported and
lists: reciprocating compressor rod packing venting; centrifugal compressor wet seal degassing
vent; natural gas pneumatic high bleed device venting; natural gas pneumatic low bleed device
venting; and fugitive emissions. Section 98.232(f) does not indicate that emissions from
dehydrator vent stacks need to be reported for underground natural gas storage facilities. Section
98.230(a)(5) and Section 98.232(f) appear inconsistent in the handling of underground natural
gas storage dehydrator vents. Are emissions from dehydrator vents at underground natural gas
storage facilities to be reported?

Response: EPA will not adopt the NAICS code to identify industry segments in the petroleum
and natural gas systems. For further information please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1024-14. EPA does not require emission to be reported for dehydrator vent at underground
natural gas storage facilities. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-21.
Regarding GHG to report, please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1061-1.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-27
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.232 GHG’s to report. Paragraph (k) requires reporters to report under subpart C the
emissions of CO,, CH,, and N,O from each stationary fuel combustion units by following the
requirements of subpart C. Subpart C Section 98.30(b)(1) says the source category subject to
Subpart C excludes portable equipment. Section 98.230(a)(2) says the onshore petroleum and
natural gas production source category includes “...portable non-self-propelled equipment
(including but not limited to well drilling and completion equipment, workover, equipment,
gravity separation equipment, auxiliary non-transportation-related equipment, and leased, rented
or contracted equipment...” API requests EPA clarify if the source category definitions in
Section 98.230 and in particular Section 98.230(a)(2) only apply to vented, fugitive and flare
emissions reported under Subpart W or if the source category definitions in Section 98.230 also
apply to combustion sources located at the petroleum and natural gas source category facilities.
In other words, for onshore petroleum and natural gas facilities which of the following 2
scenarios is the correct interpretation: (1) are stationary, portable, rented, contracted and leased
vented and fugitive emissions reported under Subpart W and stationary, portable, rented,
contracted and leased combustion source emissions reported under Subpart C because Section
98.230(a)(2) says portable, rented, contracted and leased equipment is part of the onshore
production facility; OR (2) are stationary, portable, rented, contracted and leased vented and
fugitive emissions reported under Subpart W because Section 98.230(a)(2) says portable, rented,
contracted and leased equipment is part of the onshore production facility and only stationary
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combustion source emissions (not portable, rented, contracted and leased combustion source
emissions) are reported under Subpart C because Section 98.232(k) says to report combustion
emissions following the requirements of Subpart C which includes an exclusion for portable
combustion emissions?

Response: The source category definition for onshore production in Section 98.230(a)(2) applies
to vented, equipment leaks, flare, and portable (leased, rented or contracted) and stationary
combustion emissions. Onshore petroleum and natural gas production must report under subpart
W all stationary and portable combustion emissions as specified in Section 98.232(c). The
source category definition for onshore petroleum and natural gas production in Section
98.230(a)(2) apply to both combustion emissions, equipment leaks, vented, and flare emissions.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-15
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:

Data quality objectives should be defined to provide guidance on emission source inclusion and
emission estimation method selection. * Percent of total sector emissions to be included in the
inventory. For example, the proposed rule preamble and other supporting documentation have
discussed including the largest emission sources that contribute to approximately 80 percent of
the industry segment GHG emissions.

Response: It is not clear what the commenter’s intention was in regard to “data quality
objectives”, however, EPA evaluated options for obtaining emissions data in a way that
maximizes information on activity and emissions quality while maintaining reasonable burden.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1202-4
Organization: Enterprise Products
Commenter: Rodney Sartor

Comment Excerpt Text:

There are additional operational ambiguities associated with gas compression facilities that may
lead into multiple gas processing facilities not addressed in the rule. It is unclear how a facility
would be treated in such a context.

Response: EPA interprets this comment as addressing the inclusion of gathering and boosting
stations in the gas processing sector in the April 2010 proposed rule, found in (EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-0002), and possible confusion over how these facilities should be treated. EPA has
not included gathering lines as an emissions source in subpart W at this time. For further
information on this issue please see Section Il.F of the preamble for a response to this comment.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1011-28
Organization: El Paso Corporation
Commenter: Fiji George

Comment Excerpt Text:
Preamble Section I1.(C.) on Page 18613, Definition of the Source Category for Onshore
Petroleum and Natural Gas Production

Under a number of provisions of the Clean Air Act, the term “facility” has a specific meaning as
a “group of emissions all located in a contiguous area and under the control of the same person
(or persons under common control).” As EPA notes in the TSD, this definition can be easily
applied to onshore natural gas processing and petroleum refining facilities, which are located in a
clearly defined boundary. EPA also notes that this definition does not directly lend itself to
onshore petroleum and natural gas production, onshore natural gas transmission pipelines and
natural gas distribution sectors. Therefore, to avoid confusion, the EPA should utilize the term
“reporting area” rather than “facility” in referring to the geographical area used to assess
emission thresholds for onshore oil and gas production.

Response: EPA disagrees, please see response to comments EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1
and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1174-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-42
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
SECTION 98.230 Definition of the source category.

(a) This source category consists of the following:

(1) Offshore petroleum and natural gas production. Offshore petroleum and natural gas
production is any platform structure, affixed temporarily or permanently to offshore submerged
lands, that houses equipment to extract hydrocarbons from the ocean or lake floor and that
transfers such hydrocarbons to storage, transport vessels, or onshore. In addition, offshore
production includes secondary platform structures and storage tanks associated with the platform
structure.

(2) Onshore petroleum and natural gas production. Onshore petroleum and natural gas
production equipment means all structures associated with wells (including but not limited to
compressors, generators, or storage facilities), piping (including-but-nettmited-to flowlines ef
intra-factity-gathering-tines), and portable non-self-propelled equipment (including but not
limited to well drilling and completion equipment, workover equipment, gravity separation
equipment, auxiliary non-transportation-related equipment, and leased, rented or contracted
equipment) used in the production, extraction, recovery, lifting, stabilization, separation or
treating of petroleum and/or natural gas (including condensate). This also includes associated
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storage or measurement a A
all EOR operations using CO,, except CO;, transmission plpellnes and aII petroleum and natural
gas production located on islands, artificial islands or structures connected by a causeway to
land, an island, or artificial island. Onshore petroleum and natural gas production equipment
does not include gathering pipelines or associated booster and compressor stations.

(3) Field gathering and/or boosting stations. Field gathering and/or boosting stations means any
fixed combinations of compressors and/or processing equipment that gather natural gas from
multiple wellheads, and compress and transport natural gas as feed to natural gas processing
plants or that send the natural gas to an onshore natural gas transmission compression facility,
or natural gas distribution facility, or to an end user.

(3) Onshore natural gas processing plants. Natural gas processing plants are designed to separate
and recover natural gas liquids (NGLs) or other non-methane gases and liquids from a stream of
produced natural gas to meet onshore natural gas transmission pipeline quality specifications
through equipment performing one or more of the following processes: oil and condensate
removal, water removal, separation of natural gas liquids, sulfur and carbon dioxide removal,
fractionation of NGLs, or other processes, and also the capture of CO2 separated from natural

gas streams for dellvery outS|de the faC|I|ty tn-addmen,—ﬁetel—gatheFHﬁ-andvler;beestHﬁ—statrens

alenenatural—gas—preeessmg—fae#mes AII resrdue gas compressmn eqmpment operated by a

processing plant, whether inside or outside the processing plant fence, are considered part of
natural gas processing plant. Onshore natural gas processing plants do not include gathering
pipelines or field gathering and/or boosting stations.

(4) Onshore natural gas transmission compression. Onshore natural gas transmission
compression means any fixed combination of compressors that move natural gas at elevated
pressure from production fields or natural gas processing facilities, in transmission pipelines, to
natural gas distribution pipelines, or into storage. In addition, transmission compressor station
includes equipment for liquids separation, natural gas dehydration, and tanks for the storage of
water and hydrocarbon liquids.

(5) Underground natural gas storage. Underground natural gas storage means subsurface storage,
including but not limited to, depleted gas or oil reservoirs and salt dome caverns utilized for
storing natural gas that has been transferred from its original location for the primary purpose of
load balancing (the process of equalizing the receipt and delivery of natural gas); natural gas
underground storage processes and operations (including, but not limited to, compression,
dehydration and flow measurement); and all the wellheads connected to the compression units
located at the facility.

(b) FReserved} A facility shall be classified as pertaining to one of the segments above according
to its primary NAICS code. Where a facility’s primary NAICS code alone does not definitively
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establish its classification, additional information may be provided as appropriate to justify the
classification of the facility.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines or gathering and boosting stations as an
emissions source in subpart W at this time. For further information on this issue please see
Section II.F of the preamble for a response to this comment.

EPA will not adopt the NAICS code to identify industry segments in the petroleum and natural
gas systems for several reasons. For further information please see the response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1024-14. EPA has not included CO, transmission pipelines as it is not a large
emissions source in this source category. Please see the Technical Support Document (TSD) for
today’s final rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-10
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Comment: WBIH recommends the addition of the word "storage” whenever "condensate tanks"
is referenced.

There should be consistency across petroleum and natural gas system industry segments when
referring to "condensate storage tanks."

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment that condensate storage tanks need further
definition. For onshore production, atmospheric pressure, fixed roof storage tanks that receive
hydrocarbon produced liquids are covered by today’s final rule. For transmission compressor
stations, any storage tank receiving condensate, either water or hydrocarbon, from compressor
scrubbers is also covered by today’s final rule for identifying and quantifying scrubber dump
valve through leakage, not for determining flash gas losses from hydrocarbon or water
condensate collected in those tanks. Today’s final rule has clarified this for transmission storage
tanks in Section 98.233(k).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-23
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Comment on 98.230: Definition of source category.

Revise the title of the section to read: "Definition of segment category."

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment and will retain existing terminology as it is
consistent with the overall Mandatory Reporting Rule.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-24
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Comment on 98.230(a):

Revise the sentence to read: "This segment category consists of the following:"

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment. Please the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1074-23.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-28
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Comment on 98.232(e)(3):

Revise to read: "Transmission condensate storage tanks."

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment. Please see the definition of storage tank in The
Final Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40 CFR part 98); Section 98.6.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-29
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Comment on 98.232(j):

Revised for clarification.

Revise to read: "You must report the CO,, CH,4, and N,O emissions from each flare as required
in paragraph (b) through (i) of this section.”

Response: EPA has clarified the rule text under Section 98.232(j) to indicate that only applicable
segments should report CO,, CH,4, and N,O emissions.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1074-9
Organization: WBI HOLDINGS
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Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:

Comment: WBIH recommends a wording change with regard to the reference, "condensate tank
vents in transmission can be a significant source of emissions from malfunctioning compressor
scrubber dump valves and ..." to "malfunctioning compressor scrubber dump valves can be a
significant source of emissions as gas will bypass via the open dump valve and through the
condensate storage tank."

The clarification as to the "significant source of emissions" is required since emissions from
condensate storage tanks are considered insignificant.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment, as the sentence to which the commenter is
referring is in the April 2010 proposed rule’s preamble and appropriately describes emissions
from transmission storage tanks..

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-1
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

The proposed rule is inconsistent and unclear regarding which compressors are covered. The
preamble speaks only to “large” compressors but no where do we see defined what a large
compressor is. (See Table W-4.) In contrast, the proposed rule text would encompass all
reciprocating compressors, regardless of size.

Response: In today’s final rule, the language “‘large’ compressors” has been removed. Please
see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1019-2.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-33
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

If EPA determines that GHG emissions from gathering lines must be reported, we recommend
that a definition for gathering lines should be included in the rule. Such a definition should
specify that gathering lines: (1) are located upstream of natural gas processing plants; (2) carry
produced gas; (3) do not include piping within gas plants, compression facilities, and treatment
facilities; and (4) do not include transmission lines, even if located upstream of a gas plant.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines as an emissions source in subpart W at this
time. For further information on this issue please see Section Il.F of the preamble.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-7
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:
Definition of Source Categories

Section 98.230(a)(2) and (3) Definition of the source categories for Onshore Petroleum and
Natural Gas Production and Onshore Natural Gas Processing Plants

As proposed, the definitions under Section 98.203(a)(2) and (3) lack a clearly defined boundary
between the two segments. While EPA asserts that the facility definition “...can easily be
applied to onshore natural gas processing...since the operations are all located in a clearly
defined boundary” (Technical Support Document p.17), this is not the case in Subpart W, where
EPA has expanded the definition of the natural gas processing plant to encompass additional
assets and created an indistinct boundary as a result. The lack of clarity poses several problems.

First, there is significant overlap between the two definitions in both the physical description and
process descriptions. From the physical description standpoint, both definitions include gathering
and boosting systems and sites which gather gas from multiple wells. By EPA’s own
acknowledgement, for gathering pipelines, “it is difficult to assign this portion of onshore
production to one particular segment. One option is to require gathering pipelines to be reported
as an emissions source. The other option is to have a separate segment assigned to gathering
pipelines.” From the process description standpoint, the definitions overlap in the areas of phase
separation (into hydrocarbon liquids, gas, and water), dehydration of natural gas, stabilization of
hydrocarbon liquids, and removal of NGL, if pentane, separated as a component of condensate,
is considered an NGL. A clear distinction between the production segment and processing
segment must be made to avoid determinations that individual well sites are processing facilities
and to avoid double counting sources under both production and processing.

Second, structurally, the somewhat simplistic linear construct of the two definitions does not fit
the complexity of the actual industry ownership and operating structure, and may not be
implement able as written. It appears that EPA is assuming gathering lines are dedicated to a
specific gas processing plant. Operator ship/Ownership and routing of gathering and collection
systems between the wells and processing plants is much more complex. Handling of at least
three different patterns of operator ship/ownership must be considered and described with
variations on each definition. These three patterns are:

1. One company operates/owns the wells, collection system, and gas processing facility.

2. One company operates/owns the wells and a second company operates/owns both the
collection systems and processing facilities.

3. One company operates the wells, a second company (or perhaps multiple companies) operates
the collection systems, and a third company operates the gas processing facilities.

This is further complicated by the fact that many collection systems, in any of the three patterns,
are interconnected or “looped” to enable balancing of production against available collection,
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compression and processing capacity. On any given day a well or collection system booster
station may be routed directly to processing facility A, be routed directly to processing facility B,
or be shuttled to another collection system (or multiple) for routing to either processing facility A
or B or an entirely different processing facility. In each of these scenarios, the operatorship of the
collection systems and processing facilities can be different as described above. Also, in many
instances, certain equipment located on individual well sites (dehydrators are common) are
owned/operated by the collection system operator - which may or may not be the owner/operator
of the processing facility that ultimately receives the gas. As individual gathering/collection
system booster stations are routed to different processing facilities their status can change from
inclusion with the receiving processing facility, inclusion with the wells which they serve, or to
stand-alone facilities (or perhaps not covered due to the stand-alone definition being keyed to
routing directly to a transmission line). This can occur on a day to day basis and make it very
difficult to determine how a particular facility should be handled on a particular day.

API believes that EPA could best address the issues described above by modifying the two
existing definitions and including a third definition for “Onshore Natural Gas Gathering and
Collection Systems”, which segments this portion of the Petroleum and Natural Gas Sector
category into three segments rather than two. The reporting of gathering pipelines as a separate
segment is supported by EPA’s Technical Support Document (“TSD”), which states that “Unlike
other segments of the petroleum and natural gas industry, gathering systems may be owned by
producers, processing plants, transmission companies, local distribution companies, or
independent gathering companies. Therefore, it is difficult to assign this portion of onshore
production to one particular segment. One option is to require gathering pipelines to be reported
as an emissions source. The other option is to have a separate segment assigned to gathering
pipelines.” (TSD p.18). In the TSD Appendix, EPA’s own recommendation is that gathering
pipelines be reported at the company level, separate from the natural gas processing plants and
gathering compressor stations. Specifically, “If GHG emissions from the natural gas gathering
pipeline segment were included, it could be most straightforward to have emissions reported at
the pipeline company level as this is consistent with the PHMSA reporting.” (TSD p.108). API’s
suggested revisions to clarify the segments follow (our proposed language changes/additions are
shown in green). API also provides an insert to Section 98.232 for the proposed new segment.

Section 98.230(a) (2) Onshore petroleum and natural gas production. Onshore petroleum and
natural gas production equipment means all structures and equipment associated with wells and
generally-located-on-ornear-the-well{s)-being-serviced (including but not limited to compressors,
generators, or storage facilities), piping (including but not limited to flowlines or intra-facility
gathering lines), and portable non- self propelled eqmpment ( melamng%u%net I|m|ted to drilling
rlgs and rental compressmn n

separation, compression, pumping, or treating of petroleum and/or natural gas (mcludmg
condensate). This also includes associated storage or measurement and all systems engaged in
gathering, separating, treating, compressing, or stabilizing] produced gas [IN GREEN: and
hydrocarbon liquids from multiple wells which is not included in the onshore natural gas
gathering and collection systems or natural gas processing plants, all EOR operations using
CO,, and all petroleum and natural gas production located on islands, artificial islands or
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structures connected by a causeway to land, an island, or artificial island which are
owned/operated by the owner/operator of the well (s).

NEW Section 98.230 (3)(a) (??) Onshore natural gas gathering and collection systems: Onshore
natural gas gathering and collection systems along with their field gathering and/or boosting
stations are intended to gather and process natural gas from multiple wellsites or other
gathering/collection systems, and compress and transport natural gas (including but not limited
to flowlines or intra-facility gathering lines or compressors) as feed to the natural gas
processing plants or directly to a natural gas transmission or distribution facility. Onshore
natural gas gathering and collection systems may include equipment and processes for phase
separation, condensate and water removal, dehydration, stabilization or treating of petroleum
and/or natural gas, compression, storage, and metering. However, the main purpose of an
onshore natural gas gathering and collection system is the gathering and transport of gas prior
to processing or transmission. Onshore natural gas gathering and collection systems do not
include residue gas compression down-stream of a processing facility which is included with the
processing facility. Onshore natural gas gathering compression means any fixed combination of
compressors that move natural gas from production fields or other compression facilities into
natural gas processing facilities, other gathering compression facilities, transmission pipelines,
storage facilities, or other end users. In addition, natural gas gathering compressor facilities
may include equipment for liquids separation, natural gas dehydration, and tanks for the storage
of water and hydrocarbon liquids.

Section 98.230 (4) (a) (3) Onshore natural gas processing plants. Natural gas processing plants
are designed to separate and recover natural gas liquids (NGLS) or other non-methane gases and
liquids from a stream of produced natural gas to meet onshore natural gas transmission pipeline
quality specifications through equipment performing one or more of the following processes: oil
and condensate removal, water removal, separation of natural gas liquids, sulfur and carbon
dioxide removal, fractionation of NGLs, or other processes, and also the capture of CO,

separated from natural gas streams for deI|very out5|de the faC|I|ty Maddmn—ﬂeldrgaféheﬁng
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equipment owned/operated by a processing plan and located in close proximity to the processing
plant, whether inside or outside the processing plant fence, are considered part of natural gas
processing plant.

NEW Section 98.232 (??) For Onshore natural gas gathering and collection systems, report
emissions from the following source types:

(1) Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting.
(2) Storage tanks.

(3) Blowdown vent stacks.

(4) Dehydrator vent stacks.
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(5) Gathering pipeline fugitives.
(6) Fugitive emissions from: valves, connectors, open ended lines, pressure relief valves, and
meters.

Section 98.230(a)(4) Onshore Natural Gas Transmission Compression

In addition, it is not clear where onshore natural gas transmission compression begins. API
recommends consistency with the definition in Subpart HHH of the NESHAP regulations.

Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1202-6
Organization: Enterprise Products
Commenter: Rodney Sartor

Comment Excerpt Text:
For Enterprise, the proposed aggregation of facilities will result in an almost ten fold increase in
reporting requirements for facilities, when compared with those reporting under Subpart C

Each gas processing and gathering compression facility should be considered as a discrete
operation, consistent with Subpart C requirements and other existing air regulations such as the
CAA.

Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-58
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

As discussed in the comment provided for the onshore natural gas processing plants source
category in Section 98.230(a)(3), an onshore natural gas production facility may contain some of
the processes that are currently defined as part of an onshore natural gas processing plant (e.g.,
the removal of water, condensate, and/or oil). Due to this confusion in the definitions of
“production” and “processing,” many production facilities could fall into both categories. This
will result in different operators defining their operations inconsistently, and will most likely
result in facility emissions being double counted in both source categories. We request that the
source categories and definitions for “onshore natural gas production facility” and “onshore
natural gas processing plant” clearly define the difference between the operations to extirpate
overlap between the two.
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Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble.
Furthermore, EPA has clarified the boundaries of onshore production and natural gas processing.
Please see the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-6.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-26
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
The Onshore natural gas processing plants source category also states:

In addition, field gathering and/or boosting stations that gather and process natural gas from
multiple wellheads, and compress and transport natural gas (including but not limited to
flowlines or intra-facility gathering lines or compressors) as feed to the natural gas processing
plants are considered a part of the processing plant....All residue gas compression equipment
operated by a processing plant, whether inside or outside the processing plant fence, are
considered part of natural gas processing plant.

These statements result in aggregating the emissions from multiple surface facilities. For the
reasons discussed in the comment provided for the definition of Onshore petroleum and natural
gas production facility in Section 98.238, IPAMS does not agree with introducing source
aggregation into this program. IPAMS requests that EPA remove these statements from this
source category and that EPA clearly define “natural gas processing plant” as a single facility as
EPA defined that term in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(6).

Response: Today’s does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and boosting segment
of the industry. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble. Please see Topic 2:
Aggregation of Gathering and Boosting Systems with Processing Facilities” in Volume 9 of the
response to comments to today’s final rule (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) and the response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1. However residue gas compression owned or operated by a
natural gas processing facility whether inside or outside the processing facility fence are included
in natural gas processing.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1040-1
Organization: American Exploration & Production Council
Commenter: V. Bruce Thompson

Comment Excerpt Text:

As described more fully below, we have two overarching concerns with the proposal. First, the
proposal would require E&P operations to be aggregated in a manner that is inconsistent with
current Clean Air Act ("CAA™) regulations and incompatible with actual ownership and control
of the affected operations, To solve these problems, we recommend that "roll up™ reporting
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should be required for stationary sources (as currently defined under the CAA) that are located in
specified reporting areas.

Second, the proposal would impose detailed emissions estimating and measurement
requirements that will be far more costly than EPA predicts and would produce information that
is no more useful to the Agency than information that could be gathered in significantly less
prescriptive and costly ways. It is important to emphasize that the information submitted under
Subpart W is to assist the Agency in understanding the nature of GHG emissions from this sector
and to provide information that might be useful in the development of subsequent policies and
regulations. As such, the information must be reliable and of good quality, but does not need to
be comparable to what might be needed to demonstrate compliance with an actual standard or to
prove the validity of an offset or allowance that might be used in a credit-based trading program.
The proposed Subpart W requirements for the upstream sector are far more burdensome and
costly than needed to develop the GHG emissions data that EPA currently needs

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment regarding aggregation. Please see response to
comments EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-2, EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1 and EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1174-5

With regard to underestimation of costs, EPA disagrees with the assessment. Please see EPA’s
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-107 for further details regarding EPA’s cost
estimate. EPA agrees with the comment that the rule should specify that the primary benefit of
mandatory reporting of petroleum and natural gas systems GHG emissions to government will be
realized in developing future policy considerations, and today’s final rule makes this statement.
However, EPA disagrees that subpart W requirements for the upstream sector are far more
burdensome and costly than needed. EPA has selected a reporting threshold that maximizes the
rule coverage with 85 percent of U.S. GHG emissions while keeping reporting burden to a
minimum. For further details, please refer to the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-1
as well as Section 111.B.2 of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-16
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

The proposal would impose detailed emissions estimating and measurement requirements that
will be far more costly than EPA predicts and would produce information that is no more useful
to the Agency than information that could be gathered in significantly less prescriptive and costly
ways. In the preamble to the rule, EPA states that use of direct measurement of emissions will be
required for only the most significant emissions sources, which are: compressors, the primary
methane emissions source and acid gas removal vents, the major source of carbon dioxide.
Therefore, these two types of equipment should be the only processing equipment evaluated for
GHG emissions under this regulation. EPA further states that all other listed equipment are
“potential sources”, yet these sources must be counted and measured in order to determine what
their minor contributions of GHG emissions might be. This not a cost effective data collection
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system. There is no “bang for the buck” when considering resource expenditures versus the
significance of data collected.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter that the agency’s cost estimates are grossly
underestimated. EPA has determined that the commenter’s different assumptions and
misinterpretations of the proposed rule account for many of the discrepancies between the
estimates. For further details, please refer to the responses to comments EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1015-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-107, as well as Section 111.B.2 of the
preamble.

With regard to the use of direct measurement of emissions, in order to reduce the reporting
burden, EPA is proposing different monitoring methods for different emissions sources,
requiring direct measurement only for selected sources, including gas well venting during
completions or workovers from hydraulic fracturing, transmission storage tanks, and compressor
venting. See Section I1.D in the preamble for a concise summary of source specific monitoring
methods and emissions quantification.

EPA disagrees that only compressors and acid gas removal vents should be included in the rule
for natural gas processing. EPA identified sources for the rule based on their relative size of
emissions within a specific sector of the oil and gas industry. Please see the Technical Support
Document EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923. Finally, with regard to minor emissions sources, EPA has
determined the selected threshold maximizes the rule coverage with 85 percent of U.S. GHG
emissions while keeping reporting burden to a minimum, and disagrees that there is no “bang for
the buck.” Please see EPA’s response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-107 for further details
regarding EPA’s cost estimate.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1061-2
Organization: Texas Pipeline Association
Commenter: Patrick J. Nugent

Comment Excerpt Text:

In light of the importance of the source category determinations, TPA urges EPA to use SIC |
NAICS codes instead of the current imprecise source category descriptions. As outlined above,
the crucial question in terms of applicability and reporting requirements under proposed Subpart
W is which of the eight source categories a given facility is covered by. This is because the
specific source type reporting requirements vary from one source category to another. See 8
98.232. Given the importance of the threshold source category determination, the rule should
define each of the eight source categories with as much clarity and precision as possible. We
believe that the better approach would be to tie the source category definition to SIC / NAICS
codes. There would be one source category / code per facility, and the source category / code that
applied to a facility would be that which best reflected the facility's primary function. Such a
coding system would be familiar to industry and to regulators, and the use of such codes would
provide precision and specificity by eliminating the guesswork that would be caused by use of
definitions, as currently proposed, that may create uncertainty in the regulated community as to
which source category a given facility is covered by
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Response: EPA considered and decided to not adopt the NAICS codes to identify industry
segments in the petroleum and natural gas. Please see EPA’s response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1024-14 for more information on this comment.

In today’s final rule, EPA provided clear definitions of source categories that must report. The
selection of source categories is outlined in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum
and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-48
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:
Noble recommends revisions to Section 98.232(a) to indicate the following (recommended added
text is bold):

“(a) You must report CO, and CH,4 emissions from each industry segment specified in paragraph
(b) through (i) of this section and only those sources specified for the industry segment shall be
reported for an applicable facility under this subpart.”

(i) The industry segment specified in paragraph (b) through (i) shall be based on the primary
NAICS code reported under Section 98.3(c)(10)(i).

(i) When the NAICS code includes multiple industry segments from paragraph (b) through (i) of
this section, the industry segment shall be based on the activity that provides the primary source
of revenue for a particular facility, which shall be reported along with the primary NAICS code
in the annual report.”

Noble recommends that the primary North American Industry Classification System (NAICS)
code reported for a facility serve as the basis to identify the applicable industry segment and
Section 98.232 subsection. The language above, or similar text, should be added to section
Section 98.232 to clarify the source segment for a particular facility. On April 12, 2010, EPA
proposed amendments to Subpart A of the Mandatory Reporting Rule at 75 FR 18455 — 18468.
The proposed amendments include the requirement for reporters to provide, “...their primary and
all other applicable North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code(s)”. [75 FR
18455] If the Subpart A amendments are not finalized for reference in the Final Rule, the
language provided in (a)(i) above could be revised to delete reference to Subpart A, but still
provide similar criteria.

Response: EPA considered and decided to not adopt the NAICS codes to identify industry

segments in the petroleum and natural gas. Please see EPA’s response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1024-14 for more information on this comment.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1099-11
Organization: New Mexico Gas Company
Commenter: Curtis J. Winner

Comment Excerpt Text:

Proposed 40 C.F.R. §98.232(e) and (i) would require NMGC to report fugitive emissions from
"connectors” from natural gas transmission compression and natural gas distribution above
ground meter regulators. The definition of "connectors" includes every no welded section of
pipe. On our facilities that can mean approximately 100 connectors on a single meter and
regulator. We do not have an inventory of all the connectors on all our meter regulators.
Including connectors would exponentially increase the cost of performing annual leak surveys
and would be very time consuming and expensive to inventory for a component count.

Response: The commenter makes assumptions which are not consistent with today’s final rule.
Equipment leaks in gas transmission and distribution are based on leak surverys and leaker
factors, no inventory of all components (e.g. connectors) is required. For futher information see
the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1065-4.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-9
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:
M&R Stations:

Laclede recommends that EPA, in its final rule, abandon altogether the requirement for LDCs to
conduct a detailed inventory of every M&R station for the purpose of developing a list of
components to which an emission factor would then be applied. Depending on how EPA defines
M&R stations, Laclede’s distribution system has hundreds, if not thousands of such stations,
with dozens of different configurations.

However, if EPA does proceed with a requirement to inventory and leak inspect M&R station
components for fugitive emissions, M&R stations should be defined as “City Gate” stations only,
having a suggested design flow rating of 1,000 cubic feet per hour (one Mcfh) or greater. We
also request that EPA clarify that commercial/industrial meter sets serving individual customers
are not included in EPA’s definition of M&R stations.

If it is EPA’s intent to also include distribution regulator stations (pressure reduction only, no gas
metering) under the umbrella of M&R stations, these should be defined separately. The
definition of a distribution regulator should include the fact that they may be aboveground or in
belowground vaults and they are owned/operated by the LDC to control the flow and pressure of
gas into and/or through the distribution system. A suggested threshold for including such stations
in the requirements of this rule would be to only count those with a design capacity of one Mcfh
or greater.

84



Response: Today’s final rule has been clarified to not include customer meters for the natural

gas distribution segment and require annual equipment leak detection surveys only at custody
transfer city gate stations. Please see the Section 111.B.2 of the preamble for further information.
EPA does not agree to impose a one Mcfh lower limit on station throughput for equipment leak
surveys, although EPA does not anticipate that any custody transfer city gate station for an LDC
that exceeds the 25,000 tonne CO.e reporting threshold would be that small. This limit appears

to be associated with the mistaken interpretation that today’s final rule requires equipment leak
detection surveys of individual M&R stations, above and below ground. For further information,
please see Section Il.F of the preamble and the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1065-4.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1099-3
Organization: New Mexico Gas Company
Commenter: Curtis J. Winner

Comment Excerpt Text:

The impacts and burdens of the proposed rule would be increased by many orders of magnitude
if you include commercial and residential M&R equipment in the requirement to conduct annual
leak surveys. Our company has about 270 city gate stations and over 500,000 M&R stations (if
you include customer meters).

Response: Leak detection is not required at all of the meter and regulator stations in today’s final
rule, only custody transfer city gate stations. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1065-4. Today’s final rule has been clarified to not include customer meters for the natural
gas distribution segment. Please see the Section 111.B.2 of the preamble for further information.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0065-1
Organization:
Commenter: G. Olson

Comment Excerpt Text:
Tracking of greenhouse gas emissions should include offshore as well as onshore drilling
operations. Please ensure that all drilling operations - on shore and off shore - be included.

Response: EPA does not agree to include offshore drilling by mobile platforms in subpart W.
However emissions from offshore drilling activities on the production platform are included in
subpart W. For further details see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1201-17.
Subpart W does include emission from onshore drilling because many of those sources

contribute significantly to onshore production GHG emissions. See Background TSD (EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-0027) for more information.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-14
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
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Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:

We strongly oppose EPA’s proposal to use a much less rigorous standard of measurement and
quantification for offshore sources than for onshore sources. Offshore petroleum and natural gas
systems can be very significant contributors to GHG emissions; they must be held to the same
standard as an equivalent sized onshore facility, and must be required to follow all the same
reporting requirements as an onshore facility (listed at § 98.232). EPA proposes to use the
Minerals Management Service (MMS) Gulfwide Offshore Activities Data System (GOADS) air
quality data collection system for tracking and reporting GHG emissions from offshore
petroleum and natural gas systems and expand the GOADS system to include state waters and
other OCS regions. We do not support the use or expansion of the GOADS database to
separately track offshore GHG emissions. The GOADS database is currently limited to
production platforms and jackup rigs at production platforms, excluding Mobile Offshore
Drilling Units (MODUSs), Contractor Equipment and Portable emission sources supporting
offshore operations. GOADS also produces very cursory emission estimates based on fuel use
and operating hours.

Therefore, we request that EPA require Offshore Operators to include all the same source
categories as onshore operations, including contractor and portable sources and MODUs, when
computing the Entity and Reporting Thresholds, and be required to collect and report the
equivalent data required for an onshore facility into the EPA MRR database. We request that
EPA add Offshore Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) projects to the MRR). While it is currently
less common to conduct EOR offshore, we anticipate technology growth will expand EOR use
offshore in the future.

Response: EPA disagrees that GOADS is not rigorous enough for the goals of the MRR. EPA
carefully reviewed the MMS (now Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and
Enforcement, BOEMRE) “Gulfwide Emissions Inventory Studies” (GOADS) methodology for
reporting of GHG emissions from the offshore petroleum and natural gas industry segment
finding it sufficiently comprehensive to inform future policy. For more information, please see
the rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) under “Alternative Methodologies.”
Today’s final rule retains this requirement for this industry segment. EPA’s decision to utilize
the existing MMS GOADS system for reporting offshore emissions was based on the following
considerations. First, the GOADS system is an existing process for reporting emissions in Gulf
of Mexico (GOM) Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) offshore waters that comprehensively covers
all platforms in the Gulf of Mexico OCS, which is a major portion of the offshore population.
Subpart W expands this existing methodology to platforms in state and non-GOM OCS waters.
Operators in the Gulf of Mexico OCS jurisdiction understand the monitoring methods in
GOADS and have existing systems in place to collect their required data. Therefore, using
GOADS allows EPA to collect greenhouse gas data for offshore sources by leveraging an
existing reporting program, and scaling it to include other offshore areas at a reasonable cost
burden.

Second, the current GOADS methodology includes the same equipment leak, vented and flare
emission sources as onshore production in subpart W. In additon, emissions from drilling
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activities on the produciton platform are included in subpart W. The linkage of the GOADS
system, managed by BOEMRE, into the EPA’s MRR will improve the effectiveness of the
GOADS system itself by aggregating all offshore data under the existing BOEMRE reporting
mechanism. EPA has determined that the GOADS monitoring system, selected for the offshore
petroleum and natural gas production industry segment, is adequate for GHG data collection
needs for offshore production.Examples of GOADS more rigorous methods include collection of
monthly data on venting and flaring, and starting in 2010, BOEMRE requires a meter on all flare
headers. This will allow more rigorous GOADS methodology improvements to be implemented
over time across the entire offshore sector without substantially increasing the cost burden to
industry.

Enhanced oil recovery operations in offshore petroleum and natural production is a source which
EPA assumes will be added by BOEMRE to the Gulfwide Inventory and the GOADS data
collection if and when it becomes a significant emission of criteria air pollutants and GHGs.
BOEMRE also evaluates the mobile emissions associated with Gulfwide petroleum and natural
gas operations, including mobile drilling rigs as well as marine and air transportation activities.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-7
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:
Source List

The number of Subpart W sources proposed in the April 2010 MRR has substantially improved
from the 2009 proposal and now incorporates onshore production and distribution facilities and
portable units (e.g. drilling rigs, wellwork, etc.). EPA notes that inclusion of onshore production
and distribution facilities resulted in estimated fugitive and vented emissions that are more than
triple the estimated emissions in the initial rule proposal for petroleum and natural gas systems.
We commend EPA for this more comprehensive source list. This will enable EPA to collect
more accurate and relevant data.

We do, however, request that EPA ensure that all potentially significant GHG emission sources
are included in the rule for both onshore and offshore petroleum and natural gas systems. The
same level of emission estimating rigor, emission thresholds, and reporting and verification
requirements should apply to a source type regardless of whether it is found onshore or offshore,
because global warming does not recognize shoreline boundaries. The rule, as currently drafted,
has a much less rigorous standard of measurement and quantification for offshore sources.
Because offshore petroleum and natural gas systems can be very significant contributors to GHG
emissions, they should be held to the same standard as an equivalent sized onshore facility.

Important Note: The recommendations made in these comments are intended to be applied as
mandatory requirements for both onshore and offshore sources, unless otherwise specified.
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Response: EPA agrees that all potentially significant GHG emission sources are included in both
onshore and offshore production segments. Please see EPA’s response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1155-14.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-18
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:
Field Gas Combustion

We support WCI’s recommendations on field gas combustion. We agree that there should be
mandatory reporting of all combustion sources used in the petroleum and natural gas production
sector. Subpart C addresses GHG emissions from combustion equipment using commercial fuel,
but does not adequately address combustion sources that use field gas. We agree that Subpart W
should require emission reporting of all combustion sources, whether using commercial fuel or
field gas). The GHG emissions reporting should be based on metered gas volumes. Canadian
government officials participating in the WCI Committee also support field gas metering.
Canada requires petroleum and natural gas facilities to meter fuel gas use that exceeds 500 cubic
feet per day.™

Response: EPA agrees with this comment in part. Today’s final rule includes stationary and
portable combustion in onshore production, however, it includes the option to use engineering
estimates or company records, in lieu of a permanent or temporary flow meter, to quantify the
field gas sent to the combustion unit. In addition, EPA requires in today’s final rule only
reporting of equipment count by type , not combustion emissions, for small external combustion
sources (e.g. heaters) with a rated heat input capacity equal to or less than 5 mmBtu/hr. For more
information on the threshold, please see the rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)
under “Equipment Threshold for Small Combustion Units.”

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-31
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA’s proposed rule includes flaring in the fugitive emission category. Flares are combustion
sources and are included in EPA’s combustion equipment inventories for criteria air pollutants,
and in current industry GHG combustion equipment inventories. Flares are a large source of
GHG emissions. We recommend that all flare sources be required to report GHG emissions, and
these emissions be included in the combustion equipment category as a standalone source. While

®WCI Technical Committee Meeting, May 26, 2010.
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some operators have taken steps to minimize flaring emissions, this is still a very large viable
GHG emission reduction target, with known cost-effective emission reduction opportunities.

Response: Combustion emissions from flares must be reported under today’s final rule.
Specifically, onshore production, offshore production and natural gas processing, must report the
CO,, CHy4, and N,O combustion emissions from each flare. Other segments are required to
report combustion emissions for all sources which may leak or vent emissions into flare lines.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1201-19
Organization: North Slope Burough
Commenter: Edward S. Itta

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA Should Consider Including Indirect Emissions and Emissions from Petroleum and Natural
Gas Pipeline Segments in the Final Reporting Rule.

EPA’s proposed reporting rule does not appear to include a requirement for reporting indirect
emissions related to oil and gas exploration and production. Generally, the various existing state
and national GHG reporting registries and rules require reporting of indirect emissions from the
oil and gas sector. The California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) protocol, for example,
includes indirect emissions reporting from imported steam as well as heating, cooling and
electricity from cogeneration. The Climate Registry also requires reporting of indirect
emissions.'” New Mexico’s GHG reporting rule requires that a source include emissions from
“purchased electricity, heat or purchased steam that are used as part of the operation.”*?

The Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) protocol development effort investigated
indirect emissions and reported the following:

The requirement to report [indirect] emissions [associated with electricity, steam, heating or
cooling] in part reflects the existence of standard, relatively accurate and straightforward
methodologies for the estimation of these emissions...While emissions from purchased
electricity are generally not the dominant emissions source for the E&P sector, they are
nonetheless significant. Furthermore, although purchased steam is not a predominant source of
emissions for the sector as a whole, it can be a major emissions source for some companies
operating in heavy oil and oil sands fields.

We strongly urge EPA to include indirect sources of electricity and heat in its mandatory
reporting rule

7 The Climate Registry, General Reporting Protocol, version 1.1, May 2008, Appendix D, p. 171, available online
at http://www.wrapair.org/ClimateChange/GHGProtocol/docs/2008-10_Proposal ATTACHMENT 5 SAIC—
TCR_General_Reporting_Protocol.pdf

18 See NMAC 20.2.87.201B. and C. and p. 3 of the “New Mexico Greenhouse Gas Mandatory Emissions Reporting
Emissions Quantification Procedures For 20.2.73 NMAC and 20.2.87 NMAC” available online at
http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/agb/GHG/documents/NM_GHGEI_quantif_procedures_2009.pdf
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Response: Part 98 does not require reporting of indirect emissions at this time. See the preamble
to The Final Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40 CFR part 98). However, for
subpart W, combustion emissions on drilling rigs and other portable equipment at well sites shall
not be considered “indirect emissions” even if those emissions are generated by rented, leased or
contracted equipment and result from generation of electricity or steam for use in the production
operations. For more information see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0049-3. EPA does
not agree to include emissions from gas transmission pipeline segments. See details of this
decision process in the TSD Section 4.c.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1201-20
Organization: North Slope Burough
Commenter: Edward S. Itta

Comment Excerpt Text:

Another important source of GHG emissions on Alaska’s North Slope is the fugitive emissions
associated with the transport of marketable crude oil from the North Slope oil fields. The
transport system in NSB includes the Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS), which consists of
800 miles of pipeline and includes numerous pump stations along the North Slope. Evaporation
losses from storage, filling and unloading activities and fugitive equipment leaks are the primary
sources of GHG emissions from this source.

EPA continues to propose that fugitive emissions from petroleum and natural gas pipeline
segments be excluded from reporting requirements due to “the dispersed nature of the fugitive
emissions, and the fact that once fugitives are found, the emissions are generally addressed
quickly.”*®

While we recognize the complexity of defining a reporting entity for this sector, we strongly urge
EPA to commit to studying the matter further and to include this source in a future update to this
reporting rule if reasonable reporting responsibilities can be established.

Response: EPA will continue to monitor new information and data relevant to emission sources
and methodologies relevant to petroleum and natural gas pipeline segments, and use all
information to inform possible future changes to the mandatory reporting program..
Transmission pipelines were not included in today’s final rule because they did not represent a
large percentage of emissions from the gas transmission sector as outlined in the Technical
Support Document (TSD) for today’s final rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).
For further information, see Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas
Industry: Background TSD EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027.

1975 FR 18616.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1201-21
Organization: North Slope Burough
Commenter: Edward S. Itta

Comment Excerpt Text:

CCAR is developing a protocol for the natural gas transmissions and distribution sector, and
many of the attributes of that sector’s definitions may be applicable to the petroleum
transmission sector. As with the natural gas transmission process, the transfer of custody from oil
production operations to pipelines should constitute the boundary beyond which the transmission
“facility” can be defined. Emissions released up until that transfer of custody should be included
in basin-level reporting. Beyond the transfer of custody, the reporting entity should include the
oil transmission and storage equipment and could include corporate-level reporting.

Response: EPA disagrees with the suggested definition of facility for onshore production and
transmission. In developing the petroleum and natural gas industry segments, EPA considered
many existing facility definitions, including custody transfer and corporate-level reporting.
Today’s final rule chose definitions that comprehended the complex nature of petroleum and
natural gas ownership/operational control and boundaries which are clear delineations of
equipment which has significant emissions. Please see the Technical Support Document (TSD)
for today’s final rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3568.3-4
Organization: Sierra Club
Commenter: Anne Harvey

Comment Excerpt Text:

With regard to fugitive emissions, we’re concerned that EPA’s proposal allows companies to fix
fugitive emission sources before quantifying emissions for the reporting rule. While we
understand that this approach may provide an incentive for quick repairs, it may also lead to
significant underreporting. We encourage EPA to consider ways to document such repairs and to
account for emissions that escape before faulty equipment is fixed.

Response: Because the Mandatory Reporting Rule has the primary intent of tracking emissions
for the purpose of informing future policy, and not mandating or tracking emissions reduction,
EPA deems it inappropriate to account for voluntary repairs. Today’s final rule does provide
methods for adjusting annual emission factors for equipment leaks to account for less than a full
year of emissions if more than the one mandated, full facility leak surveys is performed. The
owner/operator can not survey only the repaired leaks to cap their annual emissions. This
requirement that additional, voluntary leak surveys cover the entire facility may find new leak
sources not identified in the first, mandatory survey, which must be reported starting at the date
that the source was previously found not leaking. Therefore, given the random nature of
equipment leaks, multiple surveys are as likely to find new leaks as to cap the emissions from
repaired leaks. In the case of crude oil and condensate stock tank emissions, if the company has
records of gas-liquid separator dump valves leaking gas through the liquid level control valve
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and through the stock tank, they must apply a multiplier factor to the emissions whether the
valve was repaired or not.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3568.5-2
Organization: Environmental Defense Fund
Commenter: Peter Zalzal

Comment Excerpt Text:

For example, EDF strongly supports EPA’s inclusion of the onshore oil and natural gas
production segment of the industry in the reporting rule which EPA estimates accounts for 66
percent of fugitive emissions.

Response: EPA agrees with the inclusion of the onshore oil and natural gas production segment
in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1013-1
Organization:
Commenter: James W. Nunn

Comment Excerpt Text:

Additional sources of fugitive emissions that would benefit from inspection with the infrared
cameras are presented in blue type and underlined. The current Sub Part W suggested sources to
be inspected are in black type with no underline:

Onshore Production — reciprocating compressor rod packing venting (if not equipped with vent
line) (75 FR 18637);

Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): All flares and thermal oxidizers; open ended vent pipes from any
source; all vapor recovery units; all storage, transshipment or holding tanks; glycol dehydration
unit vents or catch tanks; holding ponds and catch basins; recently repaired or installed
equipment. NOTE: Although the above items seem numerous inspection of each source takes
only a few seconds and operating personal could tag emission points with high visibility, non—
adhesive plastic tape.

Offshore Production — not required (MMS GOADS methodology appears to use component
counts / emission factors for fugitive emissions)

Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): Circle the offshore platform in a helicopter of fixed wing aircraft to
identify fugitive emissions. An eight hour inspection of the platform with the infrared camera
should pinpoint all emission sources. Again, although the above items seem numerous inspection
of each source takes only a few seconds and operating personal could tag emission points with
high visibility, non-adhesive plastic tape.

Natural Gas Processing — reciprocating compressor rod packing venting (if not equipped with
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vent line); Emissions from “valves, connectors, open ended lines, pressure relief valves, meters,
and centrifugal compressor dry seals” (75 FR 18637)

Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): All flares and thermal oxidizers for emission of unburned hydrocarbon
gas; all vent pipes from any source; all vapor recovery units; all storage, transshipment or
holding tanks; glycol dehydration unit vents or catch tanks; holding ponds and catch basins;
recently repaired or installed equipment. NOTE: Although the above items seem numerous each
inspection takes only a few seconds and operating personal could tag emission points with high
visibility, non-adhesive plastic tape.

Natural Gas Transmission Compression — Emissions from condensate storage tanks (75 FR
18640); reciprocating compressor rod packing venting (if not equipped with vent line); emissions
from “connectors, block valves, control valves, compressor blowdown valves, pressure relief
valves, orifice meters, other meters, regulators, and open ended lines” (75 FR 18637);
Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): All flares for emission of unburned hydrocarbon gas.

Underground Storage — reciprocating compressor rod packing venting (if not equipped with vent
line); Emissions from “connectors, block valves, control valves, compressor blowdown valves,
pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters, regulators and open ended lines” (75 FR
18637);

Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): All flares for emission of unburned hydrocarbon gas.

LNG Facilities — reciprocating compressor rod packing venting (if not equipped with vent line);
fugitives from “valves, pump seals, connectors, vapor recovery compressors, and other fugitive

sources” (75 FR 18637)

Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): All flares for emission of unburned hydrocarbon gas.

Distribution Facilities — “above ground meter regulators and gate station fugitive emissions from
connectors, block valves, control valves, pressure relief valves, orifice meters, other meters,
regulators, and open ended lines” (75 FR 18637) (note that pipeline mains and service lines do
not require optical imaging — they use population emission factors)

Recommend adding: Inspect the following with Optical Gas Imaging systems (i.e. cryogenically
cooled infrared cameras): pipeline mains and service lines.

Response: EPA notes the prevalence of other methodologies for leak detection and has included
several leak detection techniques including infrared optical gas imaging cameras, infrared laser
detectors, flame ionization detectors, catalytic oxidation/thermal conductivity detectors, and soap
solutions as per Method 21. With regard to flares, today’s final rule requires quantification of
emissions by estimation of the sources and types of gas sent to the flares over the reporting year
rather than by Optical Gas Imaging cameras because a single detection would not be
representative of the whole year. EPA is also not requiring leak detection of underground
distribution pipeline mains and service lines because the burden would not justify the additional
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emissions coverage inherent in reporting miles of such pipelines and using published emission
factors. Please see Section I1.F of the preamble for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-4
Organization: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Commenter: Kirsten King

Comment Excerpt Text:

Addresses emissions outside of the PSD and Title V Permitting Programs' purview. Non-road
engines, temporary emission sources and otherwise insignificant activities are now required to be
reported in aggregate. For example, emissions from drill rigs on-site for more than 30 days,
drilling emissions themselves, and pneumatic devices whose individual emissions may fall below
permitting thresholds are now required to be reported in aggregate.

Response: The major sources of GHG emissions in onshore production, such as well
drilling/workovers and completions, well liquids unloading and stock tanks, are required to be
reported by field within a basin. This disaggregation should provide useful emissions data in
discrete geographic areas for other air emissions programs. Smaller, uniformly dispersed
sources, such as pneumatic devices and pneumatic pumps are reported in aggregate in a basin.
Other industry segments, i.e. processing facilities, transmission compressor stations, gas storage,
LNG storage, LNG import/export terminals, and offshore platforms, the facility definition is a
discrete location. Distribution, like onshore production, has a broad geographic facility definition
to obtain reasonable coverage from widely dispersed, smaller emission sources. Regarding the
relationship of Subpart W to other CAA programs, see EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-15
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

MDU has a significant concern with the requirements under GHG Emissions Reporting Rule
Subpart C that appear to apply to the stationary source emissions on natural gas distribution,
transmission and production systems and operations per Subpart W Rule requirement
898.232(k). This requirement would be extremely burdensome since GHG emissions from any
small heater, not meeting the definition of emergency or portable, within a natural gas
distribution system would need to be reported, and not all of these types of small equipment are
even inventoried. The EPA should either apply a de minimis threshold for Subpart C sources to
be reported under the Subpart W Rule, or clarify that the Subpart C stationary source emissions
are not required to be reported by all Subpart W category sources.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter. EPA requires in today’s final rule reporting of
equipment count by type only, not combustion emissions, for small external combustion sources
(e.g. heaters) with a rated heat input capacity equal to or less than 5 mmBtu/hr. For more
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information on the threshold, please see the rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)
under “Equipment Threshold for Small Combustion Units.”

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-22
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Aka recommends that in Section § 98.232(d) only the three significant sources should be listed
(1) Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting, (2) Centrifugal compressor wet seal
degassing venting, and (3) Flare stacks. This section as written requires emissions to be reported
from nine sources listed in this paragraph. EPA has stated in the preamble that only three of these
sources are significant contributors of emissions under this subpart. Therefore only those three
should be reported.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment because it is taken out of context and misquoted.
While the three sources cited by the commenter are “major sources,” today’s final rule includes
four others, namely blowdowns, dehydrators, acid gas removal vents and equipment leaks, which
were determined to collectively contribute significant emissions. Please see the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR-—
2009-0923-0027) for further information on the inclusion of emission sources in natural gas
processing.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-12
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:
Annual Leak Sampling for Reciprocating Compressors:

The proposed rule at 40 CFR 98.233(p) requires an annual estimate of emissions from
reciprocating compressors. Compressor facilities have redundant systems to prevent a potentially
explosive accumulation of natural gas within the compressor building, including automated leak
detection systems. Minor leakage does sometimes occur, but the source is quickly identified
either during equipment operation or when the equipment is shut down. Furthermore, the
compressors are typically fueled by and/or compress odorized natural gas, which further
facilitates leak detection.

Compressors stationed at Laclede’s underground storage field may operate only sporadically, or
on a semi-regular schedule, but hardly on a continuous basis, depending on weather patterns and
other factors that can influence gas storage injection and withdrawal requirements. Individual
compressor units often operate less than 1,000 hours per year. We recommend that the final rule
exempt such infrequently used compressor units from the annual requirement for leak testing,
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specifically those that operate no more than 1,000 hours per year, as well as any units used
exclusively to compress natural gas that is odorized.

Response: EPA disagrees with the exemption of compressor units based on how many hours
they operate each year because large emissions can occur when compressors are operating and
also when they are shut-down under pressure or depressurized. In today’s final rule, EPA
requires measurements of emissions from compressors in the different operating modes. Please
refer to the rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Compressor Modes and
Threshold”.

EPA does not agree that equipment containing odorized gas or subject to safety requirements of
the Department of Transportation meet rationale for requiring the reporting of GHG emissions
because odor detection and “lower explosive limit” instruments required for safety do not
identify leaking sources, and in many cases, especially equipment not housed in a building, the
methane equipment leaks will dissipate into the air without accumulating sufficiently to be
detected by odor or cause a safety issue (i.e. detection above the lower explosive limit action
level). For further details, please see rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under
“Understanding the Substance of the DOT Regulations and Comparing Them to the Subpart W
Requirements” and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-17
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:

Please consider that individual large combustion units, such as compressors and natural gas
heaters, vaporizers, etc. are often only used by an LDC on a limited, seasonal basis for a
relatively few number of days during the peak winter period. An LDC may need to have many
such stations, spread out at numerous locations, to ensure uninterrupted gas service to its
customers on the most extreme cold winter days. However, in the case of Laclede and many
other LDCs, these are not Title VV (Major) sources, and actual emissions from these units are far
below any other reportable threshold. Laclede believes it is inappropriate for EPA to include
these types of units in the reporting scheme. We strongly urge EPA to restructure this portion of
subpart W so as to not trigger reporting under subpart C for sources that were not otherwise
covered, simply by virtue of LDC calculated fugitive emissions exceeding 25,000 metric tons/yr
COoe.

Response: Upon further analysis and review, EPA has determined that small external
combustion sources in onshore production and natural gas distribution with heat input rating of 5
mmBtu or less do not have to report combustion emissions under subpart W, only the number by
type to subpart W. However, combustion equipment above this threshold will have to report
combustion emissions under subpart W for onshore production and natural gas distribution ,
when the sum of process and combustion emissions for a facility as defined in subpart W
exceeds 25,000 tCO.e.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-17
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:
A reduced number of onshore production emission sources required to report GHG emissions
under Subpart W (i.e. Section 98.232(c)) and Subpart C.

Remove sources identified as insignificant by the Noble U.S. inventory analysis. The Noble
Energy analysis of the U.S. onshore petroleum and natural gas production GHG emissions
inventory identified the following emission sources as very likely being insignificant sources:
Centrifugal Compressor Wet Seal Oil Degassing Vents, Acid Gas Removal (AGR) Vent stacks,
Gas Well Venting During Conventional Well Completions, Dehydrator (Desiccant) Venting,
Hydrocarbon Liquids Dissolved CO,, Gas Well Venting During Conventional Well Workovers,
EOR Injection Pump Blowdowns, Well Testing Venting and Flaring, Gathering Pipeline
Fugitives, Reciprocating Compressor Rod Packing Vents (Blowdown Leak & Blowdown Vent
(Unit Isolation Valve Leak), Coal Bed Methane (CBM) Produced Water Emissions, and Natural
Gas Driven Pneumatic Pumps.

Noble recommends that these sources be acknowledged as insignificant sources and excluded
from reporting for onshore petroleum and natural gas production. Alternatively, these
immaterial/insignificant sources could be re-proposed for later addition as necessary to meet
inventory and data quality objectives

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter that centrifugal compressor wet seal oil degassing
vents, acid gas removal vent, gas well venting during well completions and workovers without
hydraulic fracturing, dehydrator (desiccant) venting, EOR injection pump blowdowns, well
testing venting and flaring, reciprocating compressor rod packing vents and natural gas driven
pneumatic pumps are not significant sources of emissions and has retained emissions from these
sources in today’s final rule. The selection of source categories is outlined in the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-0027). EPA agrees that coal bed methane produced water is not a significant source
emissions and today’s final rule does not include this source. For further information please see
the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-129.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-49
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:
Reporting and recordkeeping requirements are identified in Section 98.236 and Section 98.237,
and procedures for missing data are identified are Section 98.235. Noble Energy recommends
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revisions or clarification to these sections to eliminate requirements that are not practical or do
not add substantive value while incurring unwarranted costs.

Response: EPA has made clarifications and/or changes to today’s final rule to simplify reporting
requirements and reduce the burden on the industry. For further details, please see Sections Il.E,
I1.F and 111.B of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-5
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:

Noble analysis of the U.S. onshore production GHG emissions inventory indicates about a third
of the affected emission sources contribute about 80% of the onshore production emissions.
GHG emissions reporting should be limited to these and select other sources. The majority of the
proposed emission sources for this sector are insignificant. The inclusion of these sources adds
unnecessary and unproductive reporting burden, and it is recommended that they be removed
from the reporting requirements.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment because some emissions in onshore production are
understated in the US GHG Inventory. The selection of source categories is outlined in the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD
(EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027). .

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1198-2
Organization: West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association
Commenter: Nicholas DeMarco

Comment Excerpt Text:

The proposal includes the entire natural gas system, from the well head to the burner tip and
emissions from every piece of equipment, regardless of size or emissions would have to be
inventoried. Many of these sources are de minimis sources and are not significant sources of
GHG emissions. It is not practical, not necessary, to include such sources in the inventory of
GHG emissions from the natural gas industry.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment. The selection of source categories is outlined in the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD
(EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027). Furthermore, EPA has clarified the original intent of subpart
W to not include emissions from customer M&R stations. For further information, see the
Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-72
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
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Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Stationary and Potable Combustion Sources: Page 18626 of the Subpart W preamble states:

This supplemental rulemaking proposes methodologies for reporting fugitive and vented
emissions from oil and gas facilities. Once triggering the proposed rule, all of these facilities
would also have to report emissions from stationary combustion.

Because EPA has defined “facility” as the entire hydrocarbon basin for production sites, the
definitions of facility between Subparts C and W becomes muddled. Subpart C uses the standard
CAA definition of facility and, as mentioned above, it should also apply to Subpart W.
Notwithstanding the definition differences between the two MRR subparts, the ill-defined
definition of “facility” under Subpart W pulls into monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
numerous extremely insignificant sources such as production site heaters, boilers, and generators
(typically rated less than 1 MMBtu/hr). Under the proposed rule, each of potentially thousands of
production site would be required to install and calibrate meters to measure fuel continuously to
calculate emissions according to the Subpart C Tier 1 methodology. Since operators do not
currently measure fuel consumption for such units at their production sites, this creates an
enormous burden that is unwarranted for these insignificant emission sources. If EPA insists on
proceeding with the Subpart W definition of facility, IPAMS requests that EPA explicitly
exclude emissions from these insignificant stationary combustion sources.

Response:. EPA requires in today’s final rule only reporting of equipment count by type, not
combustion emissions, for small external combustion sources (e.g. heaters) with a rated heat
input capacity equal to or less than 5 mmBtu/hr. For more information on the threshold, please
see the rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) under “Equipment Threshold for Small
Combustion Units.” EPA disagrees with the comment on onshore production facility definition.
Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1300-6
Organization: Texas Oil and Gas Association
Commenter: Deb Hastings

Comment Excerpt Text:

The rule should allow for simplified methods or outright exemptions for devices and operations
that are below a size or threshold level. Such units may include, but are not limited to, 'no-bleed'
pneumatic controllers; storage tanks and gas dehydrators with low throughputs; small
compressors; small combustion units; and similar sources.

Response: Upon further analysis and review, EPA has developed thresholds below which certain
sources could report using simplified methods. For further details, please see EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923 under “Equipment Threshold for Tanks,” “Equipment Threshold for Dehydrators,”
“Equipment Threshold for Small Combustion Units,” and “Equipment-Level Population
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Emission Factors for Onshore Production.” No-bleed pneumatic controllers are not listed as a
source in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3568.1-4
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

Once in, those utilities would then have to estimate and report emissions for many small meter
and regulator stations and city gate stations that are scattered across the state as well as the
combustion emissions from sources that would otherwise not exceed the facility reporting
threshold.

Response: EPA has determined that this commenter misinterpreted the rule. Today’s final rule
more clearly expresses that equipment leak detection is required only for custody transfer city
gate stations. For further details, please see Section I1.F of the preamble. EPA has also included a
threshold for external combustion equipment in onshore production and natural gas distribution
segment. For further information, see EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Equipment Threshold
for Small Combustion Units.”

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1068-1
Organization:
Commenter: Michael Leonard

Comment Excerpt Text:

(98.230) The reporting requirements of this rule may subject personnel to potentially hazardous
situations including: Additional time spent in hazardous locations, increased exposure to
chemicals, common hazards associated with increased driving time to/from locations, and
possible personnel injury during equipment installation. We propose that a study be conducted to
determine the environmental versus safety tradeoffs of this subpart.

Response: In developing the petroleum and natural gas industry segment, EPA considered
methods currently being used safely throughout the industry to monitor and measure emissions.
For further information, please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-57.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1156-11
Organization: Laclede Gas Company
Commenter: Steve Donatiello

Comment Excerpt Text:

Laclede further wishes to point out that it is very common for M&R stations to be located in
belowground, concrete vaults. As a standard safety precaution, before system technicians may
enter any vault containing gas equipment, a leak detection device is used to check for the
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presence of a gaseous atmosphere within the vault. It is extremely rare for natural gas to be
detected in such vaults. This not only demonstrates how gas-tight are the M&R components
within the vault, which by extension applies equally true to aboveground stations, but further
supports Laclede’s comment that applying an emission factor to every station component,
multiplied by the number of similar components system-wide, will not produce a meaningful
representation of fugitive emissions.

Response: EPA does not agree that the use of population emission factors will not produce a
meaningful inventory report. There are two parts of the emissions reporting: activity data and
emissions data. Wherever possible, EPA has attempted in today’s final rule to require methods
that have a cost burden proportionate to the total emissions expected to be reported. In the case
of below grade M&R stations, the U.S. National Inventory demonstrates, as this commenter
states, that aggregate emissions will be relatively small. However, to inform future policy, EPA
requires a better identification of the activity data for this source. Above ground custody transfer
city gate stations do require in today’s final rule a once per year leak survey, but provides leaker
factors from recent studies of distribution gate stations to make the emissions estimate most cost
effective. Furthermore, non-custody transfer gate stations have an even lower burden, applying a
custom company derived emissions factor per meter run to each of those gate stations.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1197-6
Organization: NiSource, Inc.
Commenter: Kelly Carmichael

Comment Excerpt Text:

Unsafe-to-monitor source measurements - NiSource strongly recommends that provisions to
exclude "unsafe-to-monitor" emission sources be provided in the rule. NiSource also proposes
that provisions to include "difficult-to-monitor" emission sources be also provided in the rule.

Response: In developing the petroleum and natural gas industry segment, EPA considered
methods currently being used safely throughout the industry to monitor and measure emissions.
For further information, please refer to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-57.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1198-12
Organization: West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association
Commenter: Nicholas DeMarco

Comment Excerpt Text:

As proposed, this rule does not recognize the inherent dangers and difficulties related to
accessing some sources, especially considering the rugged terrain in West Virginia. The original
proposed rule at least provided that "component fugitive emissions sources that are not safely
accessible within the operator's arm's reach from the ground or stationary platforms are
excluded.” However, the re-proposed Subpart W does not include this exemption. The EPA
should reinstate this exemption, and others, in the final rule so that unsafe and difficult to
monitor provisions are incorporate to ensure the safety of personnel and limit the undue burden
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of reporting. Further, the proposed rule requires the use of leak detection methods which are
inherently unsafe. - - optical gas imaging equipment. This equipment cannot be used in some
locations due to the combustible nature of natural gas. WVONGA requests that the EPA include
other optional detection methodologies which are safe and more commonly used in the industry.

Response: In developing the petroleum and natural gas industry segment, EPA considered
methods currently being used safely throughout the industry to monitor and measure emissions.
For further information, please refer to the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-57. EPA
has added other equipment leak detection options in today’s final rule; please see Section Il.F of
the preamble for further details. However, the infrared leak imaging cameras are retained in
today’s final rule for detecting equipment leaks that cannot be safely accessed with a hand held
instrument or do not present a reflective background for an IR laser detector. While these devices
are not yet certified as explosion proof, EPA has approved these devices for use in the VOC
LDAR programs as an alternative work practice to the Method 21 sniffer leak detection devices,
which does not relieve an operator from following existing safety work practices.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-39
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Reciprocating compressor rod packing venting

Section 98.233(p): Pump jack reciprocating compressors do not typically have a vent line, and it
is not feasible to attach a distance piece to the packing case. The packing case on a pump jack
compressor is not stationary, and the packing case draws ambient air in and out with the
movement of the piston. There is also a safety issue associated with attempting to have personnel
close enough to monitor the pump jack compressor. IPAMS requests that EPA clearly state that
this source category does not include pump jack reciprocating compressors.

Response: Today’s final rule does not require detection or measurement of onshore production
centrifugal or reciprocating compressor emissions. The methodology specified requires use of an
emission factor for all onshore production compressors.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-16
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:

This source (CBM produced water emissions) is not addressed in The Climate Registry’s
protocol for Oil and Natural Gas GHG reporting, which is largely a more-inclusive program than
EPA. If TCR did not address this as a source of emissions, it is possible that this source is not
expected to be a significant emitter of GHGs. As measuring emissions from this activity is
currently not industry standard, PAW requests the use of BAMM for the first reporting year.
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Response: EPA agrees that coal bed methane produced water is not a significant source of
methane emissions and in today’s final rule reporting is not required. For further information
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-129 and Section I1.E of the preamble
to today’s final rule.

In today’s final rule, EPA is allowing the use of best available monitoring methods under certain
circumstances. Please see the response to this comment in Section Il.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-34
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
General Comments — Fugitive Emissions at Different Operational Modes

On page 43 of the Technical Support Document and in 98.233(p)(4), the EPA addresses fugitive
emissions from compressor operations at different operational modes. In the Technical Support
Document, the EPA concedes that to address this issue, operators must measure emissions for
each mode the compressor is operated in and the duration of that operational mode and this will
“increase the reporting burden, since measurements will have to be taken at each mode of
compressor operation.” Indeed — this requirement will greatly increase the reporting burden
while not addressing a significant source of GHG emissions. 98.233(p)(4) requires measurement
in several operational modes: Compressor engines are generally either operational or not. Some
of the operational modes are not normally encountered and this would have to be artificially
reproduced in the field for the sole purpose of reporting. A compressor would not standby
pressurized for any amount of time that would affect its emissions significantly as it would
otherwise be offset by the fact that the compressor is operational. Therefore, requiring
measurement in each mode is burdensome, difficult to schedule, and does not reflect a significant
source of emissions.

Response: EPA is requiring compressor venting to be measured in “as found” mode. Please see
the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0055-16 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under
“Compressor Modes and Threshold.”

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1154-6
Organization: Latham & Watkins LLP
Commenter: Matthew C. Brewer

Comment Excerpt Text:

In addition, the proportion of the “midstream” sector’s fugitive emissions that would be
accounted for using the non-aggregation approach would be even higher than EPA has estimated.
EPA’s Background Technical Support Document estimates that fugitive emissions from
reciprocal compressor leaks comprise 48% of the sector’s total emissions, which, if true, would

103



make reciprocal compressors by far the sector’s largest source of emissions.[FN 27 - See Table
titled “Inventory of Methane Emissions from Natural Gas Systems; Gas Processing Plants,”
BTSD, Appendix A at p. 74.] However, DCP believes that EPA’s 48% figure likely dramatically
overstates the contribution of compressor leaks to overall sector emissions.

The source of EPA’s 48% figure for reciprocal compressors is not apparent from the BTSD. The
BTSD does, in Appendix K, identify two reports published jointly by EPA and Clearstone
Engineering Ltd. (Clearstone Reports) as the source of leaker emission factors for centrifugal
compressors.?’ Yet nowhere in the Clearstone Reports is a 48% figure for reciprocal compressor
fugitive emissions provided (nor can one be readily discerned using other data), and nowhere in
the BTSD does EPA explain precisely what information it used to arrive at the 48% figure.
Indeed, the 2002 Clearstone Report cited by EPA estimates that “fugitive equipment leaks,”
make up 15.7% of total emissions in the “midstream” sector, and the 2006 Clearstone Report
estimates that “leaking components” account for 17% of total sector GHG emissions. It is
therefore not possible to confirm or challenge EPA’s methodology used to calculate its estimate
that 48% of sector emissions are compressor fugitive emissions.

Similar to the Clearstone Reports, a recent paper authored by the Encana Corporation (Encana),
another large “midstream” company and Gas Processors Association Member, reported that its
total “vented” emissions, which would include emissions from compressor packings and seals,
are much lower than EPA's 48% estimated -- only 6% of its total sector emissions.[ FN 29 - See
Ayala, R., Value-Adding Technologies: Improve Energy Efficiency in Encana’s U.S. Operations,
The American oil & Gas Reporter (May 2010), p. 90, 92, a copy of which is attached to these
comments as Appendix C.]Clearly, if all of this company’s vented emissions total 6% of its
sector emissions, emissions from compressor packings and seals alone must be less than 6% of
sector emissions.

The discrepancies between the 6% reported in the recent Encana publication, the 15.7% and 17%
reported in the Clearstone Reports, and EPA’s 48% estimate are too large. EPA’s 48% figure --
which supposedly derives from the Clearstone reports -- has not been justified and simply is not
credible. The Clearstone Reports, along with the Encana publication, indicate that were EPA to
retain the non-aggregation source approach, and require reporting only from the largest, true
“major” sources, it would still capture a significant, and larger than estimated, percentage of
sector emissions.

Response: EPA’s decision to include reciprocating compressors in the mid-stream (gas
processing) segment was based on several considerations. The EPA’s estimate of reciprocating
compressor emissions in the proposed rule is based on the U.S. GHG Inventory alone, but has
been corroborated by several studies, including a PRCI/GRI study of large reciprocating

20 See Footnotes 49 and 50 of the BTSD, citing: EPA: Identification and Evaluation of Opportunities to Reduce
Methane Losses at Four Gas Processing Plants Clearstone Engineering Ltd. June 20, 2002; and National Gas
Machinery Laboratory, Kansas State University; and Clearstone Engineering, Ltd; Innovative Environmental
Solutions, Inc. Cost- Effective Directed Inspection and Maintenance Control Opportunities at Five Gas Processing
Plants and Upstream Gathering Compressor Stations and Well Sites. For EPA Natural Gas STAR Program. March
2006
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compressor emissions. EPA has documented the estimate in the US GHG Inventory that
reciprocating compressor emissions are 48% of gas processing segment emissions. Please see
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Sinks: 1990-2006, (April 2008), USEPA #430-R-08-005. Although the Clearstone studies and
other Natural Gas STAR Program data from industry make it clear that the US GHG Inventory
under estimates centrifugal compressor emissions making reciprocating compressors a smaller
percentage of total process emissions. The commenter does not provide sufficient details to
support their opinion that reciprocating compressor emissions are “not credible.” In all cases the
level of contribution to emissions from reciprocating compressors is sufficient to merit inclusion
in the gas processing segment. The purpose of the rule itself is to gather more credible data on all
segments of the oil and gas industry, and to develop a more robust and consistent database of
GHG emissions to inform future policy. EPA has attempted, in today’s final rule, to deploy the
sources which appear to be the primary sources in each segment that total to approximately 80%
of the emissions from each segment.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-28
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:
Waste Pits

Waste pits are a somewhat unknown source of methane emissions but one that may require more
attention in the future. EPA has successfully used its WATER9 modeling tool to estimate
emissions from open basins at petroleum facilities and should consider expanding this tools use
for the MRR. Due to the increase in tar sands activity and other unconventional drilling
practices, we will almost certainly be seeing more and more of these pits in the future. Scant
initial data®* suggest these sources may not have major emissions. However, given the dramatic
differences in emissions estimates seen in other oil and gas sources and the potential for rapid
growth in the number of pits utilized, EPA should not assume this source category will remain an
insignificant source of methane emissions without further investigation. It would be prudent for
EPA to complete further sampling and testing to verify that this source does not need to be
included in future updates to this reporting rule. The growth in the number of waste pits may
drive this particular source to become a cumulatively significant source of emissions and EPA
must continue to monitor this source accordingly.

Response: While waste pits are not identified as a significant source in the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural Gas Industry: Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-0027), EPA will continue to track this topic and take into consideration new

2 Based on results from Phase 1 of an EPA (R8/ORD) study of three evaporation ponds: “Measurement of
Emissions from Produced Water Ponds: Upstream QOil and Gas Study #1” (EPA/600/R-09/132 October 2009).
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information in potential future changes to the rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1042-8
Organization: ConocoPhillips Company
Commenter: Dan F. Hunter

Comment Excerpt Text:

898.230(a)(6) and (7) Onshore petroleum an natural gas production. In Alaska, ConocoPhillips
operates a facility that receives natural gas from various producing fields, liquefies it, and loads
it onto tankers for export overseas. This facility appears to fall into both the categories of LNG
Storage and LNG Import and Export Equipment at 98.230(a)(6) and (7), respectively. These two
categories are treated differently under the proposed rules. To avoid confusion, we believe
facilities such as ours should be captured under one or the other category. The preamble to the
rule at page 18616 indicates that the LNG Storage facility definition is intended for those used
for peak-shaving. This intent should be captured in the rule itself perhaps by referencing peak
shaving in the LNG Storage definition.

Response: EPA requires that facilities with multiple functions to report under the industry
segment for which the majority of emissions occur. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1024-14 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-11
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

Also, MDU believes that using the more accurate emissions factors would further demonstrate
that the portion of the total U.S. economy-wide GHG emissions produced from Subpart W Rule
category source fugitive emissions is insignificant.

Response: EPA used the best available public data to develop the emission factors in Table W-1
through W-7 of today’s final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-87
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:
Paragraph 98.232(d) should be revised from “onshore natural gas processing, report
emissions...” to “onshore natural gas processing plant, report emissions...”

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter and has not changed the rule as suggested by the
commenter.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-11
Organization: Gas Processors Association
Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

GPA also suggests that the same GHGs and sources reported by processing plants under §
98.232(d) be reported by gathering compression and treating facilities under the new source
category.

Response: Gathering lines and compression facilities are not included in today’s final rule at this
time. Please see Section I1.E of the preamble for further details. Gas treating at wellheads and in
processing facilities is retained in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-44
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Population count and emission factors

Section 98.233(r): A company-wide inventory of components would be extremely expensive and
time-consuming to create for all company owned assets. In addition, maintaining the changes to
this inventory for thousands of well sites and thousands of miles of gas gathering lines is not
practical without a large commitment of personnel and money. It appears that EPA has greatly
underestimated the costs and resource requirements to conduct the population count. In addition,
the gas quality can vary at every connection to a gathering pipeline; this would require that each
pipeline segment be counted and tracked separately with the associated gas analysis applied to
each segment. IPAMS requests that EPA either exclude gathering pipelines from the emission
inventory or allow reporters to generate an engineering estimate of the average component count
per well site and/or per mile of natural gas gathering line.

In addition, to account for fugitive emissions reduction measures that the industry has undertaken
in the last few years since the leaker emission factors were developed, IPAMS requests that EPA
provide a provision in the final rule that allows population emission factors to be updated
periodically, either by EPA or by industry in consultation with EPA.

Response: Gathering pipelines and compression facilities are not included in today’s final rule.
Please see Section Il.E of the preamble for further details. EPA will consider new data on

emission factors as EPA deems appropriate. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1299-5.

1.2 SELECTION OF LEVEL OF REPORTING
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1196-11
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of New Mexico
Commenter: Karin V. Foster

Comment Excerpt Text:
I1. Definition of Facility is inconsistent with other regulatory definitions

The EPA proposes the following definition for a facility:

“Onshore petroleum and natural gas production facility means all petroleum or natural gas
equipment associated with all petroleum or natural gas production wells under common
ownership or common control by an onshore petroleum and natural gas production owner or
operator located in a single hydrocarbon basin... Where an operating entity holds more than one
permit in a basin, then all onshore petroleum and natural gas production equipment relating to all
permits in their name in the basin is one onshore petroleum and natural gas production facility.”

A. Common control:

Under the proposed definition, a company who operates numerous wells on both sides of the
Texas-New Mexico border in the Permian Basin would be considered one facility. The IPAA
comments rightly suggest that under the proposed rule, the analogous situation would be to
require all McDonalds in the entire State of New Mexico to be considered as one facility because
they have the same name and are franchised from a common source.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1005-2 for further details.

Comment Number: EMAIL-0002-2 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early
Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)

Organization: Gas Processors Association

Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
Proposed calculation for gathering pipelines is impractical.

EPA is proposing to not include reporting of fugitive emissions from natural gas transmission
pipelines due to the dispersed nature of the fugitive emissions and the fact that once leaks are
found, the emissions are generally addressed quickly. EPA fails to use this same logic for natural
gas gathering pipelines, which are significantly more dispersed than transmission pipelines. Gas
gathering lines are generally much smaller diameter and typically operate at much lower
pressures than transmissions lines, resulting in a lower potential for emissions. Some gathering
pipelines even operate on a vacuum. It is also important to note that many gathering and
processing companies have implemented robust programs to find and fix pipelines leaks.
Contrary to the transmission pipelines, EPA appears to propose that gas processing plants and
producers conduct a physical count of piping components on gathering lines and use population
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factors to determine emissions. Operators then apply another factor (scf/hour/mile) to calculate
GHG emissions from the pipeline segments.

GPA estimates that there are over 250,000 miles of gathering pipelines in the gathering &
processing sector, and hundreds of thousands meter and valve settings, that would require
physical component counts. Even more impractical, is the requirement to conduct compositional
analysis at these sites to determine methane and CO, concentrations. Further, operators would
have to track blowdowns and changes in small meter runs and pipe segments in these hundreds
of thousands of insignificant locations to report GHGs as required by proposed Subpart W.

EPA has significantly underestimated the burden to industry to obtain the information to
calculate the emission estimate for gathering pipelines. It is also noted that the emission factor
for the gathering pipeline segments (2.81scf/hour/miles) is derived from an unexplained total
pipeline emission estimate of 6.6 Bscf (see TSD page 147-148). GPA suggests that if EPA has
already established this emission estimate, they should simply add it to the rolled-up GHG
inventory for the natural gas industry rather than requiring operators to expend significant
resources re-creating the exact same number.

GPA recommends that, consistent with treatment of transmission pipelines, gathering pipelines
and flow lines be excluded from fugitive reporting due to the disperse nature of the emissions
and the impracticality of the requirements of proposed Subpart W.

Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section Il.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-12
Organization: Anadarko Petroleum Corporation
Commenter: William W. (Bill) Grygar

Comment Excerpt Text:

Anadarko recommends that, consistent with treatment of transmission pipelines, gathering
pipelines and flow lines be excluded from fugitive reporting due to the dispersed nature of
the emissions and the impracticality of the requirements of proposed Subpart W.

Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section II.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-4
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

However, AGA is alarmed that in this 2010 version of Subpart W, EPA is now proposing to
require natural gas utilities to report GHG fugitive, vented and combustion emissions from their
natural gas distribution systems.
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For the reasons provided below, AGA urges EPA to delete natural gas distribution from the list
of industry segments subject to Subpart W. However, if EPA retains distribution systems in the
final rule, then AGA urges EPA (1) to postpone applicability or otherwise phase-in Subpart W,
and (2) to revise and clarify several provisions to facilitate implementation and compliance.

Response: EPA disagrees with the proposal to exclude or delay requirements applicable to
distribution systems under today’s final rule. EPA disagrees with a phase-in approach, however,
has provided best available monitoring methods options for the first year under certain
conditions. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-64 for further details. In
today’s final rule EPA has clarified and explained in more detail reporting requirements for
natural gas distribution which some comments interpreted incorrectly. EPA has also clarified the
rule language to correct the perception that led commenters to believe the reporting burden
would be much higher for LDC’s. Please see Section II.E and I11.B.2 of the preamble for a
discussion changes/clarifications to the rule requirements and the economic impacts of today’s
final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-4
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
General Comments — Certification by a “Designated Representative”

As proposed, this rule will require owners of a site to report GHG emissions resulting from rental
and portable equipment located at a well head. Often, the owner of the site does not have
emission information, or relies on information provided by a rental company (i.e., Compressor
Systems, Inc.) that may or may not be accurate or acceptable by EPA standards. 98.4(e) requires
that emissions reports be certified by a “Designated Representative.” Companies Designated
Representative must therefore ultimately certify emissions for units they do not control, and there
IS no guarantee those emissions are auditable, verifiable, etc. PAW requests that the EPA clarify
that emissions from equipment that is on-site, but not under common ownership, does not need
to be reported by the site owner.

Response: The designated representative (DR) is the entity that is responsible for submitting the
emissions data pursuant to today’s final rule. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1024-16 and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1040-19
Organization: American Exploration & Production Council
Commenter: V. Bruce Thompson

Comment Excerpt Text:
98.231(b)
This part states: ~For applying the threshold defined in 98.2(a)(2), you must include combustion
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emissions from portable equipment that cannot move on roadways under its own power and
drive train and that is stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days in a reporting year, including
drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam boilers, and heaters."” As
discussed in the comment for 98.230(a)(2), in cases where the well site operator contacts drilling
rigs from a third-party company, it is not feasible for the well site operator to collect the required
information or control the source's usage.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter. For further details, please see response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7 and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-21.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-39
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
LNG Facilities Do Not Contribute Significant Levels of Fugitive GHG Emissions and Should be
Excluded from the Proposed Rule (Including Threshold Determinations)

1. LNG Storage and Import Facility Emissions Are Minimal and If Quantified Would Not
Materially Increase the Facility’s Total Emissions

There is no policy need to require LNG storage or LNG import facilities to report fugitive GHG
emissions, because the levels of fugitive emissions from these facilities are so low. EPA’s term
“LNG Storage Facility” effectively includes two types of facilities: (1) LNG Satellite Facilities,
and (2) LNG Storage and Liquefaction Facilities. These LNG storage facilities are “peak
shaving” facilities that by design are installed to offset high peak natural gas demand during cold
winter months. LNG storage facilities typically operate (i.e. vaporize stored LNG) about 10-15
times annually for periods of a few hours each during peak gas demand (winter). The limited
vaporization operations minimize the risk of a leak of the product.

Based on our member calculations of varying sizes and types of LNG facilities (LNG satellite,
LNG storage & liquefaction, and LNG import), using both absolutely conservative (100% of
potential emission sources leaking, a practical impossibility given the LNG regulations) and
more realistic although still quite conservative (2% leaking) estimates, and the emission factors
from the proposed rule, our members have determined that none of their LNG storage or import
facilities would be expected to emit enough fugitive GHGs to exceed even 500 tpy (and even the
largest facility could not physically emit more fugitives than 10,000 tpy with 100% of sources
leaking), and therefore the fugitive detection requirement would have no material effect on the
facility’s total emissions in relation to its reaching the 25,000 tpy CO-e regulatory threshold. Our
members very conservatively estimate that LNG satellite facilities could emit in a range of 5-250
tons per year CO.e in fugitive emissions (with 2% - 100% of potential emission sources leaking),
and larger LNG storage and liquefaction facilities could emit around 60-3,000 tpy (2% - 100%).
The combined fugitive, vented, and combustion emissions from both of these types of LNG
storage facilities would be well below the 25,000 tpy threshold.

As a practical matter, LNG storage facilities should be exempt from reporting because they do
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not meet the threshold under §98.2(a)(2). Yet, under the 2010 Proposal, all LNG operators, both
storage and import, would still be forced to engage -- at least once if not periodically-- in the
same level of effort to develop component counts, conduct duplicative Subpart W leak surveys
using optical gas scanning equipment, and apply dated emission factors, in order to demonstrate
that GHG emissions from their facilities do not exceed the regulatory threshold. The minimal
fugitive emissions of these LNG facilities do not warrant the cost per ton of conducting threshold
determinations under Subpart W threshold. Additionally, the requirement to conduct fugitives
detection should be withdrawn for both LNG storage & liquefaction facilities and LNG import
facilities, on the basis of the robust conditions required at all LNG facilities and the inevitably
minimal tpy CO.e that could be detected — a level which could not justify the cost per ton of
undergoing the proposed optical gas scanning detection survey.

All LNG import facilities are expected to exceed the threshold for combustion emissions due to
continuous vaporization, but they will already be required to report those combustion emissions
under Subpart C. Fugitive emissions from import facilities would theoretically range from 160—
8,000 tpy CO.e in fugitive emissions (although it must be recalled that the low end of this range
is itself very conservative).

2. Exclude LNG Storage or Allow a Simplified Threshold Determination:

Accordingly, AGA urges EPA to clearly exclude LNG storage and LNG import facilities from
Subpart W. In the alternative, we urge EPA at least to provide a simple method for making a
threshold determination that does not require component counts and costly leak surveys.

3. Small LNG Throughput and Tight Equipment Yields Low Emissions:

A large percentage of LNG supply is delivered to the national natural gas piping system from 11
existing LNG import terminals. In contrast, a much small percentage of LNG is supplied from
LNG storage facilities.

While the sizes of LDCs vary across the country, one medium sized LDC which owns and
operates an LNG peak shaving facility had a total annual distribution system throughput of
100,000,000 decatherms (Dths) in 2009. Of this volume, approximately 400,000 Dths of natural
gas reentered the system by vaporization and boil-off. This re-gasified LNG send-out equates to
less than 0.4% of the LDC’s total system throughput, the balance being contracted pipeline
supply. It is general LNG industry knowledge regarding peak shaver utilization that typically less
than half of the LNG storage capacity is sent out annually during the winter vaporization season,
unless extremely cold winter weather conditions exist for an extended period of time (referred to
in the gas industry as a design day series).

LDCs contribute to only 6-8% of the total fugitive emissions from the oil and natural gas sector
and less than 1% of total U.S. emissions. It is reasonable to assume that, using the LNG facility
in the above example, the processing and control by LNG facilities of product volumes that are
no more than 0.4% of the volumes that contribute 6-8% of the fugitive emissions in the sector is
unlikely to lead to emissions levels that differ greatly from the proportion of LNG in overall
natural gas send-out. An EPA Climate Change Division presentation titled “Petroleum and
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Natural Gas Fugitive and Vented GHG Emissions Reporting, Proposed Rule” (see Exhibit C,
Fig. 1) clearly illustrates the minimal percentage of GHG fugitive emissions that EPA estimates
that LNG storage and import terminals contribute minimal amounts to the overall fugitive
emissions within the oil and gas processing industry sectors; yet these facilities are proposed to
be included in the proposed rule. This makes no sense to us, and we respectfully request that
EPA delete LNG storage from the list of industry segments covered by Subpart W.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter, and is including LNG storage and LNG import
and export equipment. The commenter claims that the emissions from LNG facilities are small,
but has provided no details of its analysis to support the claim. Furthermore, EPA has limited
data concerning GHG emissions for this sector and cannot validate without actual data reporting
the magnitude of emissions from LNG facilities that it has estimated in the threshold analysis,
which shows that 33 LNG storage terminals and all import terminal are above the reporting
threshold and will have to report. in today’s final rule. Please see the responses to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1025-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1299-12 for further details.

EPA recognizes that several LNG facilities are small and indeed below the reporting threshold.
Hence, EPA plans to provide a screening tool that will help LNG facilities determine whether or
not they have to report to Subpart W. This will mitigate the concern of non-reporters having to
conduct monitoring to determine whether or not to report. Please see Section I1.F of the preamble
to today’s final rule for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-46
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
Emergency Flares Should Be Excluded from Subpart W

The flares installed in LNG Storage and import facilities should be exempt from Subpart W
reporting as this equipment is used only for rare emergency purposes. Only a few LNG storage
facilities are equipped with flares. The purpose of these flares is to serve as a safety system
backup component — typically in the event of a total power loss at the facility or an equipment
failure which disables the boil-off compression units. These boil-off compression units control
storage tank pressure by removing the excessive boil-off gases from the storage tanks,
compressing the gas, for use in the liquefaction pretreatment system, or injecting it into the
LDC’s distribution system or into a transmission system pipeline. LNG facilities are typically
designed and installed with multiple levels of redundancy to ensure availability, including
redundant power supplies and boil-off compression units, further reducing the potential for
unavailability of boil-off compression and the need to flare the boil-off gas. As it has with other
emergency equipment such as emergency generators, EPA should exempt emergency flares at
LNG facilities from emission reporting.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter. Today’s rule has been clarified that only flare
emissions in onshore production and natural gas processing must be reported.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-29
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA Should Revise the Reporting Requirements for Underground Storage to Make Them More
Workable and Reasonable

A. Underground Storage in “Odorized Service” Should be Exempt from Subpart W Reporting

Some of our members operate underground storage in odorized service — meaning that a pungent
mercaptan odorant has been added to the otherwise odorless natural gas. As we noted with
respect to distribution facilities, the presence of this odorant provides a ready method for
detecting methane leaks. Odorized fugitive gas at these underground storage facilities —
particularly at the related compressor stations — would be much more readily discovered through
routine leak detection methods already employed by regulated LDCs under existing federal and
state leak survey requirements discussed earlier in these comments. As a result, natural gas leaks
are found and repaired promptly. In addition, as in the case of transmission pipelines and LNG
facilities, underground storage facilities operate at high pressures, which make any leaks more
readily apparent and quickly fixed. Therefore, for the same reasons that EPA excluded
transmission pipelines from Subpart W, the agency should also exclude underground storage
facilities in odorized service.

In fact, even where natural gas is not odorized, when it is injected into a depleted oil or gas
production reservoir, the natural gas will pick up natural odorants from the reservoir. The vast
majority of fields used for storage service are depleted oil and gas reservoirs where all of the
native gases and oils have not been removed. Thus when the gas is injected, it will pick up some
of this material giving it a natural odor. In addition, there are many fields, including aquifers,
where hydrogen sulfide gas is present. At these facilities, the odor of the natural gas alert
operators to any significant leaks.

In addition, storage facilities operate at high pressures. Storage operators cannot let leaks
continue uninterrupted due to noise as well as the odor. When a leak is detected it is isolated and
fixed quickly. Thus, for the same reasons that EPA excluded transmission pipelines from Subpart
W, the agency should also exclude underground storage facilities in depleted oil and gas
reservoirs.

Response: EPA disagrees that it should exclude underground storage facilities where the gas is
odorized. While odorized natural gas leaks may be detected by smell, there are several emission
sources for which reporters may not be able to smell emissions. For example, storage wellheads
may be remote and visited infrequently, thus, reporters will not immediately detect leaks.
Emissions from compressor seals and valves may be manifolded into a rooftop vent, which will
be inaccessible to scent detection. Pneumatic devices are designed to vent natural gas, an
important emissions source that EPA must collect data for in order to inform future policy. The
information available to the EPA through its National GHG Inventory does not indicate
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emissions from underground storage to be insignificant. Hence, EPA contends that if the leaks
from underground storage facilities are indeed small then they will reflect as such in the
monitoring of equipment. Furthermore, EPA provides adjustments for leaking sources that are
fixed in the reporting of equipment leaks that will avoid overestimating of emissions from the
segment.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-15
Organization: BP America, Inc.
Commenter: Karen St. John

Comment Excerpt Text:

The rule should state that any source that recovers emissions, such as by routing an off-gas
stream back to the process or re-injecting it into the reservoir, is excluded from reporting. This
includes equipment such as dehydrators, tanks, and acid gas units that recover gas streams.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter. Recovery systems do not always function at
100 percent efficiency. Hence, EPA requires reporting of emissions from tanks and dehydrators
even with any form of recovery with an adjustment to the emissions for the portion of actual
recovery. As regards re-injection from AGR units, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-0582-31.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3547-2
Organization:
Commenter: M. Harrison

Comment Excerpt Text:

Basin level reporting represents an unnecessary reporting burden because the facilities are then
so large that there are no exclusions. EPA should define a facility at a more reasonable and
smaller aggregation level.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter. Only about four percent of the total of over
22,500 onshore production facilities in the country will report to today’s final rule, which is
contrary to the commenter’s claim. Please see Section 4 and 5 of the TSD to today’s final rule
for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0582-6
Organization: Western Climate Initiative (WCI)
Commenter: Michael Gibbs

Comment Excerpt Text:

For the purposes of state level reporting, the WCI requests that the EPA require onshore and
offshore petroleum and natural gas production facilities to report emissions by the combination
of state and hydrocarbon basin. As this information is implicit in data that will be collected by
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facilities to support Subpart W reporting, there is little or no burden in reporting at this level and
overall system burden is reduced as States will not need to implement duplicate reporting
programs.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter. Requiring an additional layer of reporting
will increase the burden on reporters since operations often cross state boundaries. Hence EPA
does not ask for the reporting of emissions by State and basin.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-12
Organization: Natural Gas Supply Association
Commenter: Patricia W. Jagtiani

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA Should Replace Basin-Level Reporting With Optional Aggregation of Wellheads Into
Reporter-Designated Production Fields

EPA’s proposal to classify all wells within a basin as a single “onshore petroleum and natural gas
production facility” runs contrary to past practice and does not result in coherent or useful
groupings of sources. As EPA is no doubt aware, basins are massive geographic designations
that are highly heterogeneous with respect to geology, fluid composition, and equipment and
operational practices. A single basin usually contains wellheads with a wide variety of
production characteristics that influence GHG emissions. Thus, emissions data reported at the
level of a basin is unlikely to be helpful in understanding GHG emission trends in the onshore
petroleum and natural gas production sector, nor is it likely to provide a useful guide to
policymaking.

In addition, Clean Air Act regulations have always treated individual equipment sites as the
appropriate unit of compliance for purposes of New Source Performance Standards (NSPS),
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS), and New Source
Review (NSR).18 Section 112 of the Clean Air Act also expressly prohibits the aggregation of
multiple oil and gas wells for purposes of applying NESHAPS. Contrary to discussion in the
TSD indicating that the definition of a “facility” is difficult to apply to onshore petroleum and
natural gas production, these Clean Air Act regulations are well-understood and have proven
workable over a course of many years. The basin-level approach departs dramatically from this
established practice and could lead to confusion, inconsistency, and unintentional misreporting in
our sector.

If EPA seeks to reduce the number of emission reports submitted for the petroleum and natural
gas production sector, NGSA supports the alternative to basin-level reporting proposed by the
American Petroleum Institute. Under this proposal, owners of wellheads would have the option
of aggregating wellheads into coherent producing fields based on common geologic and
operational characteristics. This approach would achieve the goal of rationalizing the number of
reports submitted to EPA without disturbing the conventional definition of “facilities” used in
the Clean Air Act. In addition, this approach would yield more useful data that could eventually
lead to a better understanding of the influence of field characteristics on GHG emission profiles.
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Response: EPA does not agree that a basin level definition does not provide useful information.
Please see response to EMAIL-0001-4 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early
Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) for further details.

EPA does not agree with the commenter that CAA prohibits the use of a basin level definition.
For details EPA’s authority collect information using the basin definition, please see rulemaking
docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Legal Topics - Topic 1: GHG Reporting under Subpart
W and the Consolidated Appropriations Act” and responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044—
1, EMAIL-0001-1 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early Comment Submissions”
in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923), and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-2. Also, EPA has
clarified the boundaries of onshore production as it relates to other segments. For further details,
please see Section 98.2 of the rule.

EPA does not agree with the comment on aggregation of fields within a basin level reporting.
For further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-46.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-3
Organization: Natural Gas Supply Association
Commenter: Patricia W. Jagtiani

Comment Excerpt Text:

A key problem NGSA has identified is that the proposed Subpart W regards a reporting
company’s aggregate basin-level production as the reporting “facility.” The discussion in the
Technical Support Document (TSD) accompanying the proposed rule suggests that EPA views
basin-level reporting as a measure that will “substantially increase reporting burden” but
substantially reduce the complexity of reporting requirements.

NGSA believes this reasoning is mistaken. Basin-level aggregation will not streamline or reduce
the complexity of reporting for our sector, even though it may reduce the number of reports
submitted to EPA relative to a field-level or wellhead-level approach. The TSD indicates that
EPA views basin-level reporting as a simplifying approach that will only cover 4 percent of
“facilities” (meaning basins) nationwide. However, under the basin-level approach, entities that
own natural gas production facilities will still have to measure GHG emissions at every
individual wellhead within a basin to determine whether the aggregate 25,000 tons CO-e
threshold for the basin is met, and to prepare emission reports for basins exceeding the threshold.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter that a basin level facility definition does not
reduce complexity. A basin level definition is the least complex of all facility definition options
given the well defined facility definition and minimal impact on small and medium businesses.
Please see the responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-46 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 —
1005-2 for further details. A field level or wellhead level facility definition with a reduced
threshold will result in a larger number of reporters than with a basin level approach. EPA is
planning to provide screening tools for facilities to determine whether or not they have to report.
This will mitigate any concerns of non-reporters having to perform monitoring methods as
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required by the rule to determine whether or not they have to report.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-3
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of America
Commenter: Lee Fuller

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA proposes its basin approach and solicits comment on the option of using a similar approach
involving “field-level reporting”. In doing so, the Agency discounts the obvious choice — the
well pad. Clearly, the well pad looks like a facility under the definition in the CAA and is the
typical permitting unit under CAA regulations. EPA considered a well pad approach and “EPA
analyzed the average emissions associated with each of the four well pad facility cases and
determined that average emissions at these operations were low (from about 370 metric tons of
COqe per year to slightly less than 5,000 metric tons of CO.e per year).” Recognizing that
individual sources were small, EPA chose to create its novel basin approach.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter. Using a well pad definition would have
necessitated the use of a lower threshold or no threshold. This in turn would have impacted small
and medium operators to a much larger extent than the basin level definition will in today’s final
rule. Hence, EPA has retained the basin level definition in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-6
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of America
Commenter: Lee Fuller

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA largely seems to recognize this reality when it states:

...this segment is not proposed for inclusion primarily due to the unique difficulty in defining a
““facility’” in this sector and correspondingly determining who would be responsible for
reporting.

EPA has requested comments on how to define a facility for onshore petroleum and natural gas
production and whether to require reporting on a basin level. We believe that the appropriate
facility definition tracks the nature of the operation — essentially a well pad which may contain
one or several wells and the attendant separation and storage facilities. As we discussed above,
these operations will fall well below the reporting threshold. To approach the reporting on a
basin level would result in compelling this industry to use a reporting threshold far below the
25,000 tons/year threshold required for other industries. In essence, all production operations
would have to determine emissions levels by whatever estimation or monitoring requirements
would apply. This would impose dramatically different costs. To put all of this in some
perspective, EPA’s INVENTORY OF U.S. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND SINKS:
19902007 (Released on April 15, 2009) would suggest that the GHG emissions from natural gas
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systems and petroleum systems account for roughly 2.3 percent of U.S. GHG emissions. EPA
suggests that about 27 percent of these emissions come from onshore petroleum and natural gas
production operations — or roughly 0.6 percent of U.S. GHG emissions.

There is no compelling rationale to justify imposing on this segment of American industry a far
costlier reporting requirement, capturing hundreds of thousands of wells many owned by small
businesses, solely for the purpose of minimally improving the U.S. GHG emission inventory.

This circumstance has not changed appreciably. EPA argues that it has underestimated the
amount of GHG emissions from onshore petroleum and natural gas production systems. The
2008 U.S. Inventory of Greenhouse Gases reported 131 MMTCO.e from petroleum and natural
gas systems. EPA believes the emissions are 351 MMTCO.e. To put this in the same perspective
as our 2009 comments, these systems would account for slightly more than 6 percent of U.S.
GHG emissions and the onshore petroleum and natural gas production systems would be
approximately 3.9 percent. EPA must recognize the burden it will impose on the small
businesses that operate the majority of these systems.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on the use of well pad facility definition. See
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-3 for further details. EPA has also determined that
only a small number marginal operators in the country will be impacted by the rule. Please see
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-7 and Section 5.2 of the EIA to today’s final rule
for further details. Finally, EPA informs that the petroleum and natural gas industry is the second
largest GHG emitter below power plants, and onshore production contributes to over 50 percent
of the industries emissions. Hence, EPA deems it necessary to require reporting of emissions
from onshore production.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-5
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
General Comments — Aggregation by Basin

The EPA has proposed aggregating sources for the purposes of determining applicability. In the
Technical Support Document on page 19, the EPA states, “Reporting at the basin level will
substantially increase reporting burden. However, complexity of reporting requirements will
substantially be reduced if companies report at the basin level.” PAW concedes that the number
of reports filed is reduced as a result of basin-wide aggregation, but complexity of tracking
equipment changes and emissions reporting requirements becomes extraordinarily complex to
track as it is not industry practice to track equipment by basin. That information is tracked by
asset line, which does not coincide with basin-wide operations.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1060-4 for further details.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-7
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:

Lastly, producing basins cross state lines and some states have state-specific reporting
requirements that do not align with the EPA’s proposed reporting rule. Aggregating sources by
basin causes operators to comply with competing methodologies and thresholds in order to
comply with state specific and federal reporting. PAW requests the EPA work with states that
have implemented state-specific GHG reporting requirements to harmonize these GHG reporting
requirements.

Response: EPA has carefully reviewed this comment and disagrees that the onshore producing
reporting requirements should be harmonized with each state program. States do not necessarily
have a harmonized program amongst themselves. This means no matter what options EPA were
to choose there will always be some States that are not in harmony. Furthermore, EPA has
chosen several monitoring methods that are not required by the State programs, such as sampling
and direct measurement of well venting sources , but are required by EPA because they
characterize emissions from sources with reasonable accuracy necessary to inform policy.
Finally, trying to harmonize with State programs without standardization of monitoring methods
would impose a patchwork of reporting obligations on all producers, whether they were presently
reporting under a state program or not and would be difficult to define or administer. Today’s
final rule does require reporting the largest emission sources in onshore production by field
within a basin. While this uniform reporting requirement across the full spectrum of petroleum
and gas producing basins may not exactly conform to each States’ reporting requirements, most
of the data collected at a field level will conform to state boundaries, and can be used in
conjunction with state reporting where suitable to minimize duplication of data collection efforts.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-1
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

General Comments on Sub-Part W In general, CAPP does not support the aggregation of
emissions at the field or basin level. This practice increases the reporting burden with little
improvement of reported emissions. The facility threshold for reporting should be set low
enough to capture all the emissions of interest to the regulating entity. Additionally, special
circumstances (for example unique definition of facility) should not be created for one sector
which either increases or decreases the level of reporting required; carbon should be treated
equally across all sectors.

Response: EPA has chosen the basin level definition with due consideration of burden to report
and necessary coverage required to inform policy. Setting low thresholds would impact a large
number of small and medium sized businesses and would lead to a larger burden than a basin
level definition.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-10
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Preamble page 38, "EPA evaluated and is taking comment on one alternative option for reporting
from onshore petroleum and natural gas production; field level. Field level reporting would
require aggregation of emissions from all covered equipment at onshore petroleum and natural
gas production facilities at the field level, as opposed to the basin level as described above."

- While neither basin nor field level reporting is preferred, of the two, CAPP would recommend
field level reporting as this is generally closer to the way oil and gas companies manage their
business. However, if EPA chooses to go to field level reporting, the threshold should remain at
25,000 metric tones COze per field. -

- As stated previously, CAPP strongly recommends that a de minimus approach be taken if
proceeding with field or basin level reporting for the upstream oil and gas sector.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment on the use of field level facility definition with a
25,000 metric tons COze threshold; a field level definition would warrant a lower reporting
threshold. This would result in lower coverage and lower cost-effectiveness. Please see Section
5.1 of the EIA to today’s final rule. EPA does not agree with the use of a de minimus. Please see
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-2 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1064-2
Organization: Vorys, Stater Seymour and Pease LLP
Commenter: Gregory D. Russell

Comment Excerpt Text:

The Association further believes that imposing emissions monitoring and reporting obligations
on operators at the Basin level would be unreasonable. Ohio producers, like producers elsewhere
in the country, have experienced tremendous volatility in the crude oil and natural gas markets
over the last several years, combined with substantial increases in the costs they pay to explore,
develop and operate producing reservoirs. But Ohio producers are price takers, meaning a) that
they must accept the prevailing market price for the crude oil and natural gas that they produce
and sell; and b) they must also accept the prevailing market price for the exploration,
development and drilling services that they need and for which they often compete on a regional
and national basis. As a consequence, Ohio producers cannot offset increased expenses by
raising the amount they charge for their production. And producers' expenses have increased —
from the direct costs associated with their operations, to the fees that jurisdictional authorities
charge to offset decreases in agency budgets, to the taxes imposed to make up declines in
governmental revenues. Even a quick search across the country shows, for example, how
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regulating agencies and tax authorities are looking to America’s energy producers for a quick fix
to their budgetary shortfalls. The circumstances faced by Ohio producers are no different.

Response: EPA analysis has determined that the impact on Ohio producers will be insignificant.
Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1064-3 for further details. EPA has also
conducted a Small Business Analysis to determine the impact of the rule on small businesses and
has determined that the impact is going to be insignificant. Please see Section 5 of the
Economics Impact Assessment document to today’s final rule for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1083-1
Organization:
Commenter: A. Bhaskar

Comment Excerpt Text:

I strongly approve EPAs April 2010 proposal that would require oil and gas producing
equipment in the same basin to report emissions as one facility. Oil and gas emissions must be
aggregated and reported as one facility.

Response: EPA thanks the commenter for their remarks.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-133
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA Should Limit the Scope of Data Collection

API cautions EPA against trying to use the proposed reporting rules as a way to anticipate or lay
the groundwork for future climate change legislation. EPA states that the GHG emissions data is
relevant in carrying out “a wide variety of CAA provisions,” yet the Agency does not specify
which provisions or how the data will be utilized. Until EPA clearly identifies the policy options
it will pursue with respect to greenhouse gas emissions, EPA should limit the proposed rule to
require the collection of reasonably accurate and complete data using readily available sources or
estimation methods. It is inappropriate at this time for EPA to require the level of exquisite
precision that would be necessary in the context of a compliance-oriented regulatory program.
As presently drafted, the proposed rule runs the risk of collecting data that EPA will ultimately
not need at considerable costs to affected entities — or failing to collect data that EPA would need
to carry out particular programs. For example, EPA has recently issued a series of actions that
the Agency asserts will make stationary sources of GHG emissions subject to Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) and Title V permitting for GHG emissions, beginning on
January 2, 2011. Under the recently finalized PSD and Title V Tailoring Rule (Pre-Publication
version, released May 13, 2010), EPA has set the thresholds for PSD permitting for new sources
and major modifications of existing sources, at 100,000 and 75,000 tpy COe, respectively. In
addition, the Agency asserted that even under future rules, no sources of GHG emissions below
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50,000 tpy CO.e will be subject to CAA permitting, at least until April 30, 2016, and possibly
indefinitely. Thus, if GHGs are indeed regulated under PSD, it is unclear why entities with
emissions below the 50,000 tpy CO.e or even the 100,000 tpy CO.e thresholds should be
required to report emissions.

iv. Proposed Subpart W Imposes Unreasonable Reporting Obligations and Unreasonably Defines
a Facility at the Geologic Basin Level

The proposed reporting requirements exceed EPA’s Section 114 authority to “...undertake
monitoring...[and]...sample emissions...as the Administrator may reasonably require,” 42
U.S.C. Section 7414(a)(1) (emphasis added), because they would unreasonably require an
unprecedented and unworkable number of man-hours to meet compliance requirements, in
addition to the installation and maintenance of extensive and expensive GHG monitoring
instrumentation. This is particularly true in the context of onshore petroleum and natural gas
production facilities, for which EPA has proposed to define a facility at the geologic basin level.
As a result of EPA’s unreasonable decision to define a facility at a geologic basin level, the rule
would impose burdensome, costly, and extremely complex monitoring and reporting obligations
on 21,744 entities (API estimate) operating millions of pieces of equipment scattered over
thousands and thousands of miles. EPA’s choice to define a facility as such results in a program
whose costs would be nearly prohibitive, and clearly unreasonable. Because the proposed rule
does not meet the reasonableness and necessity limitations placed on the EPA Administrator’s
authority to collect information, it exceeds the EPA’s statutory authority. (See Section A above,
for API’s suggested revisions to the facility definition for onshore petroleum and natural gas
production sources.)

API believes that EPA’s reporting efforts — and the resources of regulated entities — would be
more productively targeted if EPA were to identify with greater specificity the policies or
programs that it intends to develop using the data gathered under proposed Subpart W and limit
reporting requirements to support those policies or programs.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter on the monitoring and reporting
requirements of the rule. EPA cannot determine policy without collecting relevant data. If
collecting relevant data could in some cases avoid regulation because emissions reported are
insignificant, then EPA considers that data collection effort worthwhile and does not see any
merit in commenter’s claim that there is a risk of collecting the data required per the rule. EPA
has chosen the most cost-effective but adequate monitoring methods such that the quality of data
is sufficient to inform policy. Please see Section I1.E and I1.F of the preamble to today’s final
rule on EPA required monitoring methods. Regarding Information being gathering under the
reporting rule may be used for a variety of reasons under the CAA. Thus, the PSD/title V
thresholds through 2016 are not dispositive of the issue. Moreover, the information EPA gathers
under the reporting rule from sources below those thresholds may in fact prove useful for the
subsequent review of the thresholds EPA plans to undertake. Please see response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1044-1, EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-6 and VVolume 9 Response to
Comments, Legal Issues, on The Final Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40
CFR part 98) for further details.
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EPA disagrees with the commenter on its authority to collect information at a basin level facility
definition under the CAA. For further details, please see rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923 under “Legal Topics - Topic 1: GHG Reporting under Subpart W and the
Consolidated Appropriations Act” and response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1.

EPA does not agree with the commenter on burden to report under the rule. The commenter has
grossly overestimated the burden to report. See volume 10.3 for further details on cost concerns
from commenters and corresponding EPA responses.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-63
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.236 : Data Reporting Requirements. The following paragraphs in this section of the
proposed rule request data reporting by basin and field. If reporting is done at a basin level for
comparison to the applicability threshold, the data reporting requirements should be consistent
with the basin-wide rollup of emissions and the data should not have to be reported at a field
level due to the additional burden that would be imposed in order to delineate the data by field
and the redundancy in reporting the field level data. API requests that the term “field” be deleted
from the following paragraphs in this section: Section 98.236 (c)(6), (7), (8), (12), (13), (15),
(16), (21), and (22). By default then, reporting will be at the Basin entity level, consistent with
EPA’s definition of “facility” as defined in Section 98.230(a)(2).

Response: EPA requires well unloading, well completion, and well workover emissions to be
estimated at a field level and hence the reporting is required at the field level within a basin.
Since the data will be collected at a field level, EPA does not consider it a problem to report at a
field level. This covers the data reporting requirements in Sections 98.236 (c)(6), (7), (8), (13),
(15), and (16) of the April 2010 proposed rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
0002). In today’s final rule EPA does not require well testing and hydrocarbon liquids to be
reported at a field level. This covers data reporting requirement Sections 98.236(12) and (21) of
the April 2010 proposed rule. Finally, EPA does not require the reporting of produced water
emissions in today’s final rule. EPA would like to note that the data reporting index in today’s
final rule does not match up with the index in the supplementary proposed rule for all emissions
sources.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-66
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Preamble p. 38) EPA seeks comments on the availability of other appropriate standard basin
level definitions that could be applied for the purposes of this rule and their merits over the
AAPG definition.
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WA4. (Preamble pp. 38, 55) EPA evaluated and is taking comment on one alternative option for
reporting from onshore petroleum and natural gas production; field level.

API does not believe the regulatory named field level (as defined in the referenced EIA field list)
is a useful concept for either threshold or emission estimation purposes. With over 44,000 named
fields in the EIA list, the widely varying number of wells in each named field (from zero to tens
of thousands), and the dynamic nature of the list, it would introduce a significant amount of
uncertainty and additional burden. Of particular concern is the changeable nature of the list. As
State Oil and Gas agencies modify their field lists, the EIA subsequently modifies their list
usually with a delay of about one year. For example, Wyoming is actively reviewing their named
fields with a goal of combining like fields (similar to the API proposal below) and reducing the
number of fields listed. This flux in field names and boundaries would pose a significant
challenge to an owner/operator in determining what wells and facilities to group for threshold
and other purposes under the rule.

Response: EPA does not agree with the comment that field level concept is not useful for
estimation of emissions. Please see EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-37 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-67
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:
Preamble p. 39) EPA seeks comments on our decision to propose the basin level approach, and
whether there would be advantages to requiring reporting at the field level instead.

As described in Section I.A above, API proposes an alternative method of grouping fields within
a basin, based on common production characteristics. These Sub-basin entity groupings would be
established and documented by the reporting operator in the monitoring plan. Emissions from the
groupings would be summed at the Basin entity level for comparison against the 25,000 tonne
CO.e reporting threshold.

Response: EPA does not agree with the comment. For further details, please see the response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-46.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-43
Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard

Comment Excerpt Text:

The scope of Subpart W reporting will be basin-wide; thus, the authorization of responsibilities
and requirements at Subpart A at Section 98.4 must be modified to be reasonably and
appropriately applied to Subpart W onshore petroleum and natural gas production facilities.
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Given that under Subpart W reporting is to occur on a basin-wide scope, the authorization of
responsibilities and requirements at Subpart A at Section 98.4 must be modified to be reasonably
and appropriately applied to Subpart W facilities. Overlooking this need to reconcile Subpart A
and Subpart W will cause significant and unjustified burden on onshore petroleum and natural
gas production facilities subject to Subpart W.

Response: The commenter does not provide sufficient details on how 98.4 must be revised as it
applies to Subpart W. EPA has determined the requirements to be relevant and that the
requirements under Subpart A appropriate in relation to W. The designated representative (DR)
is the entity that is responsible for submitting the emissions data pursuant to today’s final rule.
Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-16.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1174-6
Organization: Devon Energy Corporation
Commenter: Richard Luedecke

Comment Excerpt Text:

If EPA decides to go forward with the proposed “onshore petroleum and natural gas production
facility” definition, EPA must take steps to balance the data collection and reporting burden
against the amount of GHG emissions quantified. EPA should:

* Allow owners/operators to group together similar operations and sources at the sub-basin level
based on common production characteristics (e.g., similar well depths and well-bore
configurations, same or groups of similar producing reservoirs, similar fluid compositions,
similar pressure and temperature ranges, etc.) and allow the operator to use emission factors or
estimation methods based on the emission variables that are common to the site grouping. For
instance, WY regulators define a “similar site” for hydrocarbon sampling based on same
reservoir and production equipment with similar characteristics (25 psig) and allow
compositional analysis to be determined from a minimum of 5 wells and an updated analysis
performed every 3 years. This single composite analysis could therefore be used to estimate
hydrocarbon tank emissions from all sites within a grouping rather than an operator having to
collect and analyze a hydrocarbon liquid sample from each site. A similar approach could be
followed for other emission sources such as dehydration units. This would reduce costs
dramatically.

OR
* Allow for exemptions or simplified methods for production sites with de minimis GHG
emissions. This could be accomplished by establishing well defined production thresholds so that

operations below those levels are either exempted from reporting or could use a simplified
method, such as the APl Compendium, to estimate emissions.
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Response: EPA does not agree with the comment on sub-basin entities. For further details,
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-46. EPA does not agree with the use
of a de minimus. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-2 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1196-4
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of New Mexico
Commenter: Karin V. Foster

Comment Excerpt Text:

By requiring reporting at the Basic level, the EPA has effectively proposed aggregating sources
for the purposes of determining applicability. However, guidance provided by the EPA itself in
8112(n)(4)(A) states: “... in the case of any oil or gas exploration or production well such
emissions shall not be aggregated for any purpose...” Finally, in the Technical Support
Document on page 19, the EPA states, “Reporting at the basin level will substantially increase
reporting burden. However, complexity of reporting requirements will substantially be
reduced...” IPANM contends that while the number of reports may be reduced, the complexity of
the reporting with pose excessive burdens on smaller producers. Larger producers may track
emissions by asset line but it is not industry practice to track by basin. Moreover, producing
basins cross state lines and some states have state-specific reporting requirements that do not
align with the EPA’s proposed reporting rule. Aggregating sources by basin causes operators to
comply with competing methodologies and thresholds in order to comply with state specific and
federal reporting.

For example, EPA states, “For applying the threshold defined in 98.2(a)(2), you must include
combustion emissions from portable equipment that cannot move on roadways under its own
power and drive train and that is stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days in a reporting
year, including drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam boilers, and
heaters.” This requirement is unclear. It is important to note that equipment often moves from
well site to well site, however, as written in the rule it appears that equipment must be tracked by
basin. While it is common to track equipment by asset or business line, crossing basins will make
this reporting requirement difficult to comply as it is information not currently tracked in this
manner.

Response: Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-2 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1044-1 respecting the relationship between the MRR and other CAA programs.

EPA disagrees with the commenter on the impact of the rule on small producers. Please see
Section 5.2 of the EIA to today’s final rule and response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-7
for further details.

EPA does not agree with the commenter on the issue of asset line tracking or alignment with

state-specific reporting. Please see responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1060-4 and EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-7 for further details.
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In regards to portable equipment and the 30-days requirement, please see the response to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1196-5
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of New Mexico
Commenter: Karin V. Foster

Comment Excerpt Text:

The requirement that anything with a permit under a company name be pulled into the one
facility definition means all operations, even if a simple NOI or discharge permit will be part of
the facility reporting requirement. It is this portion of the facilities definition that impermissibly
expands the EPA’s authority under the Clean Air Act. Further, the requirement is poorly defined,
as drafted, any permit triggers review and therefore compliance. If any type of state permit is
required then companies who must apply for permits for use of closed loop systems in New
Mexico, but not in Texas, will be further penalized by the excessively punitive regulatory regime
in NM. §98.234(a) will require standby equipment to be included in the emissions reporting
which is overly burdensome: by nature, standby equipment is operated at short intervals, and is
often operated in place of other equipment with minimal emissions. 898.236(f) requires operators
to report emissions separately for portable equipment such as drilling rigs, dehydrators,
compressors, electrical generators, etc. However, this requirement would require installation of
fuel meters on equipment that otherwise would be included in the site-wide fuel usage.
§98.237(f) requires calibration reports for detection and measurement instruments used. This
requirement would mean companies would have to retain records for every single pressure gauge
which is a tremendous amount of information that does not impact GHG emissions from a site.

Clearly, the proposed EPA facilities definition has significant problems. The common control
prerequisite, the basin reporting requirement and the one permit standard will cause many more
petroleum and natural gas facilities to report than originally intended with the 25,000 ton
threshold. Indeed, the rule would apply to the smallest operators who often work to maintain
marginal wells with deminumus greenhouse emissions. In New Mexico it is estimated that 80%
of the oil wells representing 30% of total production in the state are classified by the Energy
Information Administration as marginal. Similarly, 68% of the natural gas wells representing
20% of the natural gas production in New Mexico is classified as marginal production by EIA.
The EPA needs to consider alternative protocols for reporting rather than forcing aggregation
across entire basins. As recommended by the IPAA, a facility should be what it is, a well pad,
which is defined in the Clean Air Act, and is the typical permitting unit in the CAA as well as for
State regulations. Further, there are emissions estimating tools available that could be used
without imposing this new rule. The EPA operates the Natural Gas star program and the API has
completed a new version of its Compendium of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimation
Methodologies for the Oil and Gas Industry. IPAA notes that these tools could be used to create
reasonable average emissions projections for production systems to link to production volumes.
Use of existing systems maintained by the EPA itself would avoid placing costly reporting
burdens on petroleum and natural gas producers.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on its authority to collect information at a basin
level. For further details, please see rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923 under “Legal
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Topics - Topic 1: GHG Reporting under Subpart W and the Consolidated Appropriations Act”
and response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1044-1.

The commenter has misinterpreted the definition of onshore production petroleum and natural
gas facility. EPA has revised and clarified the definition as well as the definition of onshore
petroleum and natural gas production owner or operator in today’s final rule. It is clear from
these definitions that the permit referred to is the drilling or operating permit for the petroleum or
natural gas well and does not include other types of permits such as discharge permits or notices
of intent

In regards to three modes of compressor operations, EPA requires the use of emissions factors
for process emissions estimation from onshore production compressors. Also, for portable
equipment EPA has clarified that engineering estimates of fuel consumption is sufficient. Please
see Section Il.E and I1.F of the preamble to today’s final rule for further details.

As regards to calibration reports, the commenter has not clarified which pressure gauges it is
referring to. If the commenter is referring to pressure readings for gas releases then EPA has
clarified in today’s final rule that the reporters can use typical operating conditions to estimate
emissions, as opposed to conducting a temperature and pressure measurement for every single
instance of gas release. However, the requirement for calibration of other meters that are directly
use to detect and measure emissions are still required to be calibrated.

The commenter makes the claim that many more reporters will have to report with the basin

level definition, but does not provide any analysis to substantiate the claim. EPA has conducted a
thorough analysis using actual data and has determined that the impact on small businesses will
be insignificant. Please see responses to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-7 and Section 5.2 of
the EIA to today’s final rule for further details.

In regards to the use of a well pad facility definition, EPA disagrees with the commenter. Please
see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-3 for further details.

EPA disagrees with the commenter on the use of API Compendium or Natural Gas STAR
Program to develop facility specific emissions estimates. Please see responses to EMAIL-0002-9
(comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923) and -HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-2 for further details.

EPA is in the process of developing screening tools to help with the applicability determination.
Please see Section I1.F of the preamble for more information on the screening tools that will be
developed.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1198-9
Organization: West Virginia Oil and Natural Gas Association
Commenter: Nicholas DeMarco

Comment Excerpt Text:
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EPA's proposal in Subpart W is that emissions from onshore petroleum and natural gas
production would be reported at the basin level. This would include all stationary and portable
equipment located on all well pads within a single hydrocarbon basin as defined by the American
Association of Petroleum Geologists ("AAPG"). According to the AAPG, the entire state of
West Virginia is located within a single hydrocarbon basin. Therefore, a facility will include all
sources owned and operated by an operating entity. In other words, an owner and operator must
aggregate its emissions from each and every stationary and non-stationary piece of equipment in
West Virginia to determine whether it must report its GHG emissions to EPA. This will require
even the smallest owner and operator to calculate and aggregate GHG emissions to determine
whether they must report. This is an extremely burdensome applicability determination for
categories of sources that should not be affected by this rule. The de minimis amount of
emissions from small sources should not be aggregated together to determine applicability.
These sources should be considered separately as they are insignificant. The burden imposed by
the proposed applicability determination requirements far outweighs any significance from these
de minimis emissions - especially considering that the entire state of West Virginia is a single
hydrocarbon basin. Therefore, emissions should not be aggregated at the basin level. The EPA
has requested comment on whether emissions should be aggregated at the field level. WWVONGA
objects to the field level as well. The field level would also encompass an area so large that our
members would be aggregating emissions for virtually all, if not all, of their equipment in West
Virginia.

Response: EPA plans to provide screening tools to avoid unnecessary burden on non-reporters
to determine whether or not they have to report. Please see Section Il.F of the preamble to
today’s final rule for further details.

EPA does not agree with the use of a de minimus. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1018-2 for further details.

EPA has retained the basin as opposed to field level definition in today’s final rule as it is the
least burdensome of the options for collecting data from this sector.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1201-3
Organization: North Slope Burough
Commenter: Edward S. Itta

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA Should Require Basin Level Reporting for Onshore QOil and Gas Production Sources.

EPA has proposed reporting requirements for onshore oil and gas production sources that would
be aggregated at the basin level.? This level of aggregation is estimated to cover approximately
81 percent of emissions from this sector.”® EPA is also seeking comments, however, on reporting

22 See 75 FR 18615, April 12, 2010.
% See 75 FR 18615, April 12, 2010.
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at the field level.?* EPA has estimated that field level reporting would result in a “significantly
lower coverage in emissions, estimated at 55 percent in comparison to the basin level coverage
of 81 percent.”®

Under EPA’s proposed basin level reporting scheme, each operator would be required to
aggregate emissions from all operations conducted within a defined basin to determine if it is
required to report emissions (i.e., if aggregated emissions exceed the applicable reporting
threshold). This aggregation is important for determining threshold applicability. But EPA
should consider requiring disaggregation of the actual reported data to the county or field level,
as this would result in a dataset that is much more useful.

We would support a field-level reporting scheme in combination with substantially lower
reporting thresholds that would ensure at least 80% of facilities are captured in the reporting
requirements.

Response: EPA agrees that the basin level facility definition should be retained, and has done so
in today’s final rule. EPA has considered the field level with reduced threshold option, but
determined that a basin level approach to be less burdensome; please see response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1004-3 for a discussion on why basin level definition is better suited for this
rule.

EPA has, where applicable, such as in the case of well venting sources, required the reporting of
emissions at a field level within the basin. However, requiring this of every emissions sources
will add to the reporting burden and therefore in such cases EPA requires reporting of emissions
at a basin level only.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1297-1
Organization:Southern Ute Growth Fund
Commenter:Lynn Woomer

Comment Excerpt Text:

EPA is seeking comment on the proposed rule on its alternative option for reporting from
onshore petroleum and natural gas production; field level, as opposed to basin level reporting.
The SUGF encourages EPA to consider the "field level” approach (at a reporting threshold of
25,000 mtCO.e) should EPA decide to pursue aggregating upstream production sites.

Although the SUGF disagrees with either approach, the "field level" approach would seem more
practicable, as many natural gas basins are very large and tend to cross multijurisdictional
regulatory areas. This would cause confusion as to which jurisdictional area the emissions may
be resulting from.

2 See 75 FR 18615, April 12, 2010
% See 75 FR 18615, April 12, 2010.
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Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1004-3 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-50
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.236(c): This requirement states that an operator must report activity data for each
aggregated source type as further specified. Several of these specifications require reporting for
each field within the basin [see Section 98.236(c)(6), (7), (8), (12), (13), (15), (16), (21), and
(22)]. Additional breakdown of emissions to the field level is not needed and adds an additional
layer of reporting that is both time consuming and unwarranted. IPAMS requests that EPA
modify these requirements so that all aggregated reporting is done at the same level of the
organization.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter in regards to data reporting of well venting
emissions at a field level. EPA has clarified the data reporting requirements for the other sources
listed by the commenter. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-63 for further
details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3568.5-3
Organization: Environmental Defense Fund
Commenter: Peter Zalzal

Comment Excerpt Text:

EDF likewise supports EPA’s definition of an onshore production facility. By requiring facilities
to report at the basin level, EPA has captured roughly 81 percent of emissions from the onshore
production segment. While the alternatives EPA considered would provide substantially less
emissions coverage without significant methodological differences.

Response: EPA thanks the commenter for their remarks. For further details, please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-46.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-35
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
Clarify that Leak Surveys are Not Required at Storage Wellheads
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AGA requests clarification that leak surveys will not be required at storage wellheads. We are
unsure whether this is the case, because of the different, potentially conflicting descriptions of
what is covered in the source category, reporting requirements and leak survey requirements.

The source category description is very broad in 98.230(a)(5), and evidently includes storage
wellheads. Underground storage facility fugitive emissions to be reported under section
98.232(f)(5) include components that could be found at storage wellheads. The first paragraph of
section 98.233(q)] states that “[y]Jou must use the methods described in 98.234(a) to conduct an
annual leak detection of fugitive emissions listed in §98.232(f)(5).” Section 98.233(q) further
states that “[i]f fugitive emissions are detected for sources listed in this paragraph, calculate
emissions using Equation W-18...” which requires using “Leaker” emission factors “for the
specific sources listed in Table W-2 through Table W-7. Section 98.233(q)(4) refers to “storage
stations” but does not mention wellheads:

(4) Underground natural gas storage facilities for storage stations shall use the appropriate
default leaker emission factors listed in Table W—4 of this subpart for fugitive emissions detected
from connectors; block valves; control valves; compressor blow down valves; pressure relief
valves; orifice meters; other meters; regulators; and open ended lines.

Proposed section 98.233(r)(4) provides:

(4) Underground natural gas storage facilities for storage wellheads shall use the appropriate
default population emission factors listed in Table W—4 of this subpart for fugitive emissions
from connectors; valves; pressure relief valves; and open ended lines.

Table W-4, in turn includes Population Emission Factors—Storage Wellheads, Gas Service. It is
our understanding that EPA intends that leak surveys and leaker emission factors will not apply
to fugitives at storage wellheads, and instead operators will need to do component counts and
then use population emission factors.

To clarify the rule so that it achieves that result, we request that EPA revise the first paragraph of
98.233(q) to make it clear that leak surveys and leaker emission factors do not apply to
98.232(f)(5) components located at storage wellheads.

Response: EPA disagrees that the monitoring requirements — and specifically the leak detection
requirements — are ambiguous. In today’s final rule it is stated that population emission factors
are used for storage wellheads; thus, no leak detection is required. However, leak detection is
required at storage compression facilities, referred to as storage stations. Table W-4 of today’s
final rule supplies leaker emission factors for storage stations and population emission factors for
storage wellheads.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-54
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman
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Comment Excerpt Text:

98.236 (d):

With respect to providing the minimum, maximum and average throughput for each operation
listed in paragraphs (a)(1) through (a)(8) of this section, CAPP requires clarification on which
level this information is required for: basin, field, facility, source.

Response: EPA agrees with the comment and has made clarifications in today’s final rule. For
further details, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-36.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1019-6
Organization: Red Cedar Gathering
Commenter: Ethan W. Hinkley

Comment Excerpt Text:
Combining Facility Emissions for Natural Gas Processing Facilities and Compressor/Booster
Stations

According to EPA's definition of Onshore Natural Gas Processing Plants all field gathering
and/or boosting stations that gather and process natural gas from multiple wellheads, and
compress and transport natural gas as feed to the natural gas processing plant are considered a
part of the processing plant. Red Cedar is requesting clarification and direction from EPA as to
how to group these facilities in situations where there is not direct gas flow from the field
compressor station to the processing plant. Much of Red Cedar's system consists of field
compressor stations that feed compressed and dehydrated gas into a common medium pressure
pipeline. From this pipeline the gas can go to multiple processing plants. In general, how does
EPA anticipate the reporting of systems similar to this?

Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1021-1
Organization:
Commenter: Michael Leonard

Comment Excerpt Text:

If a facility falls under the reporting requirements of (98.2 (a)(3)), the facility would not be
required to report under any other Subpart, including Subpart W due to the following verbiage:
For these facilities, the annual GHG report must cover emissions from stationary fuel
combustion sources only. We propose that clarification be made as to whether or not a facility
would need to report under Subpart W if it falls under the reporting requirements of (98.2 (a)(3).

Response: Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0508-1741 in Volume 12, Subpart A:
Applicability and Reporting Schedule, of the EPA’s Response to Public Comments for the Final
MRR for further details.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1062-1
Organization:
Commenter: Michael Leonard

Comment Excerpt Text:

If a supplier falls under the reporting requirements of (98.2 (a)(4), for this supplier, the annual
GHG report must cover all applicable products for which calculation methodologies are provided
in subparts KK through PP of this part. We request clarification that a as described in (98.2 (a)(4)
would not be required to report under Subpart W

Response: The general provisions state in 98.1(b) that "Owners and operators of facilities and
suppliers that are subject to this part must follow the requirements of subpart A and all applicable
subparts of this part." Further, Section 98.2(a) clarifies that owners and operators of facilities
meeting the requirements of the paragraphs referenced in Section 98.2(a), and any supplier that
meets the requirements prescribed in Section 98.2 must report to EPA. Therefore, depending on
individual circumstances, an owner or operator may be required to report both as a facility that
directly emits GHG's or as a supplier of industrial GHGs.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1176-2
Organization: Citizens Energy Group
Commenter: Ann W. Mclver

Comment Excerpt Text:

As well, Section 98.232(g) does not clearly explain how gas lines, burners, control linkages,
gauges, valves and other auxiliary equipment associated with vaporizers at LNG plants are
accounted under the scope of this rule. For example, does the rule intend for LNG facilities to
count vaporizers as a single unit or is every valve, connector, burner, and gauge counted?

Response: LNG storage facilities shall use the appropriate default population emission factors
listed in Table W-5 of today’s final rule for equipment leak from vapor recovery compressors.
As aresult, LNG facilities may count vaporizers as a single unit. For further details, please see
Section 98.233(q) of today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-53
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.236(d): This requirement states that an operator must report the “minimum, maximum
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and average throughput for each operation listed in paragraphs (a)(1) through (a)(8) of this
section.” This is a very vague request, and EPA does not specify which “throughput” values are
required here for each of these reporting sectors. This adds an additional layer of reporting that is
unwarranted. IPAMS requests that EPA clarify what is being requested, explain why this
information is needed within the context of the specific goal of the emissions reporting rule, and
how these data will be used.

Response: EPA has added clarification to Section 98.236(d) of the rule text . For further details,
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-36.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1306-17
Organization: DTE Energy
Commenter: Gregory L. Ryan

Comment Excerpt Text:

In Sec. 98.230(a) it is stated which industry segments of the petroleum and natural gas sector are
subject to the reporting requirements of proposed Subpart W. Section 98.232 then defines which
source types must be reported for each industry segment. However, it is not explicitly stated
whether or not a single facility can be subject to reporting emissions for source types from
multiple industry segments.

DTE Energy requests that EPA clarify the GHGs that a single facility must report when that
facility includes source types from multiple industry segments. DTE Energy operates several
compressor stations for the purpose of underground natural gas storage. These compressor
stations are connected directly to the transmission system and contain limited amounts of
processing equipment. It is not clear if such a facility is required to report emissions from source
types listed under onshore natural gas transmission compression, underground natural gas
storage, and onshore natural gas processing, or from only underground natural gas storage.

Response: EPA has clarified in today’s final rule that a segment shall report emissions from
sources listed under that segment in Section 98.232 of the rule. Furthermore, EPA has also
clarified how to deal with co-located facilities and dual purpose equipment. Please see response
to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-14 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1306-18
Organization: DTE Energy
Commenter: Gregory L. Ryan

Comment Excerpt Text:

To add to the confusion, in 98.236(a) it is stated that emissions will be reported separately for
each industry segment. In the attached tables of Subpart W, different industry segments have
different emission factors for the same component type. For example, Table W-3 includes
emission factors for components in the transmission segment that are different than the emission
factors provided in Table W-4 for the components in the underground storage segment. In
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98.233(q) it is not clear if the emission factors from Table W-3 or Table W-4 would be used for a
storage station that is directly connected to a transmission pipeline. DTE Energy requests
clarification on how to determine which emission factors will be used for facilities falling under
more than one industry segment and how such facilities would be able to report emissions for
each industry segment.

DTE Energy requests that any differentiation of industry segments has clear facility definitions
and leaves no ambiguity as currently exists for reporting emissions.

Response: In today’s final rule, EPA has clarified how to deal with co-located facilities and dual
purpose equipment and use of respective monitoring methods. Please see response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1024-14 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-18
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

MDU does not know if the EPA is defining a meter and regulator station to include all meter and
regulator stations. The current presentation of the term in the Subpart W Rule is interpreted to
include residential, commercial, and industrial meter and regulator stations, district stations, and
city gate stations. Each MDU LDC has approximately 250,000 to 330,000 residential, 11,000 to
50,800 commercial and 115 to 2,700 industrial meter and regulator stations. It would be
excessively burdensome to apply the Subpart W Rule reporting requirements to all of these meter
and regulator stations.

Response: Today’s final rule clarifies that EPA specifically defines meter and regulator stations
to not include the following: 1) all cutstomer meters, 2) the customer meters and pipelines
serving major industrial users directly, and 3) “farm taps.” See the definition of natural gas
distribution in Section 98.238 for more details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0049-8
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

Second, EPA needs to clearly define the term “M&R station” to include industrial metering and
regulating equipment, but to exclude all commercial and residential customer metering and
regulating sets.

Response: Today’s final rule clarifies that sources subject to reporting in the natural gas
distribution segment do not include customer and residential meters. Please see response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-18.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0055-10
Organization: Indaco Air Quality Services, Inc.
Commenter: Touche Howard

Comment Excerpt Text:

Suggestion 3: Eliminate the Requirement for Component Counts at Compressor Stations

Section 98.236 (c) (19) (i) requires a component count for each fugitive emissions source. It’s
not quite clear if this means a full component count of all components in natural gas service, or a
list of all leaking components. If a full component count is intended, this adds a substantial
amount of work to the surveys of compressor stations but does not provide any information
needed to calculate emissions, since the proposed method is based on leaking components and
leaker emission factors. Eliminating this requirement allows more focus on accurate data
collection and reporting.

Response: EPA agrees that it would be beneficial to clarify the data reporting requirements
regarding component counts of detected leaks. EPA intended this requirement to mean only a
component count for leaking components. Section 98.236(c)(15) of today’s final rule clarifies
that only counts of components detected to be leaking are required by component type.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0055-4
Organization: Indaco Air Quality Services, Inc.
Commenter: Touche Howard

Comment Excerpt Text:
Eliminate the requirement for component counts at compressor stations;

Response: Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0055-10.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-32
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
Reduce Number of Components Requiring Leak Surveys

AGA appreciates that the 2010 Proposal includes significant improvements from the April 2009
version with respect to wellhead fugitive emissions. Specifically, we appreciate EPA’s revised
proposal apparently would allow the use of component counts rather than requiring leak surveys
at underground storage wellheads, although the regulatory language needs to be clarified in this
regard, as we discuss below.16 However, as we contend elsewhere in these comments, EPA
should either allow the use of facility level emission factors or reduce the number of components
requiring leak surveys at underground storage stations. This will help to further reduce
compliance burdens and costs for underground natural gas storage facilities.
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Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter that EPA should allow the use of facility level
emission factors or reduce the number of components requiring surveys. EPA has determined

that facility level emission factors for underground storage facilities have high uncertainty and

are not suitable to inform future public policy. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1011-19 for further details. Underground storage stations are similar to transmission storage
stations and leak detection is manageable with reasonable burden. Furthermore, compressors at
underground storage stations are large sources of GHG emissions that EPA intends to capture in
today’s final rule. Hence, EPA has retained leak survey requirements for underground storage
stations.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3546-2
Organization: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Commenter: Mark R. Vickery

Comment Excerpt Text:

The TCEQ agrees that the addition of sources from the onshore petroleum and natural gas
production sector will include emissions from a large source of human-made methane emissions.
In its rule proposal, the EPA requested comment on whether reporting should be at a basin or a
field level for the onshore petroleum and natural gas production sector. The TCEQ is satisfied
that the basin level provides a more complete coverage of emissions. However, reporting burden
remains a concern for the TCEQ. The commission notes that regardless of whether reporting is a
field or a basin, much of the data requested such as fugitive valve counts are not currently known
nor can be obtained from a central location for many of the reporters. The oil and gas industry
covers a large territory and locating or developing the data for reporting by the first due date will
be resource intensive and expensive. A phased-in approach reporting is recommended for
equipment level information and component counts.

The EPA used a decision tree to decide which are the most significant sources to include in the
reporting rule. However, several sources, that were not determined from this methodology were
included in the list of sources for reporting because EPA considered them under or over-
reported. These are condensate and oil storage tanks, natural gas well workovers, natural gas
well completions, natural gas well blowdowns, centrifugal compressor wet seals, and flares. If
any of these listed sources is not a significant source of greenhouse emissions, the EPA should
remove it.

Response: There is a burden associated with counting of components at well sites and in order to
manage this burden, EPA has made changes to the proposed rule. In the final rule, EPA requires
the counting of major equipment as opposed to individual components. See Section II.F of the
preamble for further details. EPA has in the final rule made several changes that will make it
easier for onshore reporters to collect data and report emissions. However, EPA has also made
provisions for BAMM under certain conditions. See Section I1.F of the preamble for further
details.

EPA added a limited number of sources to the rule without consideration to the decision tree in
those cases because the magnitudes of emissions from those sources are large yet these large
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emissions are not reflected in the National GHG Inventory. This has been determined through
EPA experience in the Natural Gas STAR Program and also through the EPA National GHG
Inventory where the reductions of emissions from these sources as reported by Natural Gas
STAR Partners is higher than the emissions estimated in the National Inventory. See Appendix B
of the TSD for further details on re-estimation of emissions from certain sources where some
public data is available.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1059-7
Organization: Montana-Dakota Utilities Co.
Commenter: Abbie Krebsbach

Comment Excerpt Text:

The EPA did not provide a direct reason in the Subpart W Rule to require these small fugitive
GHG emissions sources, emitting much less than 25,000 tons of COze per year, to report as it did
for the larger source categories in the main rule published in September 2009.

Response: With regard to reporting requirements for smaller sources, EPA has determined the
selected threshold maximizes the rule coverage with 85 percent of U.S. GHG emissions while
keeping reporting burden to a minimum. Furthermore, many industry stakeholders that EPA met
with expressed support for a 25,000 metric ton CO-e threshold because it sufficiently captures
the majority of GHG emissions in the U.S., while excluding most of the smaller facilities and
sources. In response to the comments EPA received about the monitoring and reporting
requirements in specific source categories, EPA incorporated changes that reduce burden on
reporters while maximizing emissions coverage. For information on these issues, refer to
Section II.F of the preamble. Please see Section I11.D of the preamble for a discussion of
impacts of the rule on small businesses.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1064-3
Organization: Vorys, Stater Seymour and Pease LLP
Commenter: Gregory D. Russell

Comment Excerpt Text:

Still, much of Ohio's production - both oil and gas - is marginal in nature. According to the
Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission (IOGCC), eighty-three percent of the oil produced
in Ohio in 2007 came from marginal wells producing at an average rate of 0.43 barrels of oil per
day.?® Similarly, seventy-seven percent of the natural gas produced in Ohio came from marginal
wells producing at an average rate of only 5.5 Mcfper day.?’ This production is continually at
risk of being abandoned prematurely because of the attendant economics — economics that are

% |0GCC, Marginal Wells: Fuelfor Economic Growth at 5 (2008). The IOGCC is a multi-state government agency
tasked with protecting the health, safety and environment of the country's citizens while promoting the
conservation and efficient recovery of our nation's oil and gas resources.

211d. at 10.
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getting worse with the declining economy, increasing taxes and fees, and more threatening
regulatory climate. Yet, to quote the IOGCC: "In addition to supplying much needed energy,
marginal wells are important to communities across the country, providing jobs and driving
economic activity. In fact, every $1 million directly generated by marginal production results in
more than $2 million of activity elsewhere in the economy.?® Requiring America's energy
producers to monitor and report at the Basin level by definition is certain to raise the regulatory
costs for Ohio producers and thereby threaten needed production, jobs and economic activity.

Response: EPA threshold analysis has determined that a small number of producers who own a
large number of marginal wells will be impacted by the rule. See response EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-0053-1 for further details. In fact, EPA threshold analysis shows that there will be
approximately only five reporters producing from marginal wells from Ohio. Also, EPA is
planning to provide screening tools that will mitigate any burden issues relating to determination
of whether or not to report. See Section I1.E of the preamble for further details. Finally, EPA
does not anticipate any wider economic impact due to the rule. See Section Il.F of the preamble
and “Subpart W Greater Economic Impact” for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1064-4
Organization: Vorys, Stater Seymour and Pease LLP
Commenter: Gregory D. Russell

Comment Excerpt Text:

In the event that U.S. EPA decides to impose on America's oil and gas producers these new
regulatory obligations, an exemption for small producers is essential. The Association first urges
U.S. EPA to adopt a general small producer exemption for production that meets the definition
of marginal well production as provided for by either the IOGCC or the federal tax code.
Moreover, in the event that U.S. EPA decides to impose these regulatory obligations at the
corporate - and not facility - level based on an operator's aggregate Basin-production (as now
proposed by EPA), the Association urges EPA to adopt a small producer exemption based on
annual production volumes of 2.2 Bcf (billion cubic feet) per calendar year as measured at the
Basin level. %

Response: EPA has conducted small business analysis that does not indicate any significant
impact on small businesses, hence an exemption is unwarranted. See Section 5 of the Economic
Impact Analysis for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-10
Organization: Gas Processors Association

%8 U.S. Dept. of Energy, Energy Information Administration (www.eia.doe.gov); Independent Petroleum
Association of America, Industry Statistics (http://www.ipaa.org/reports/industrystats/default.asp)..

% This would be similar to the exemption adopted by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in Docket No.
RMO07-10.
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Commenter: Jeff Applekamp

Comment Excerpt Text:

The proposed Subpart W, however, treats these small and widely dispersed facilities as if they
are the same size and complexity of a gas processing plant. Examples of proposed requirements
that may be appropriate for processing plants but unduly burdensome for small and widely
dispersed gathering compression facilities include: collecting extensive data and modeling tank
emissions, compressor rod packing vents, leak detection using optical imaging or population
factors, and quarterly sampling of gas streams.

Response: Today’s final rule does not include gathering lines and boosting systems. For further
details, please see Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1202-9
Organization: Enterprise Products
Commenter: Rodney Sartor

Comment Excerpt Text:

Direct Measurement - Direct measurement of emissions from certain sources is unnecessary for
an inventory and inappropriate because of the assumption that direct measurement data is
essentially more accurate than emission factors.

a. The inclusion of direct measurement seems unnecessary and inconsistent with current
requirements associated with other inventory practices, such as those used for annual criteria
pollutant emissions inventories.

c. EPA has not proposed or included any standard operating procedures or quality assurance and
control for the direct measurement methods. Without appropriate standards or methods for taking
these measurements there would be a huge potential for error and variance which would negate
any assumed benefit of direct measurement methods.

d. The reasoning behind collecting direct measurement data is flawed because it assumes that a
snapshot measurement applied across an entire year is more accurate than an emission factor
developed from well documented and controlled studies. Increasing the number of direct
measurement data samples would create an undue burden on resources while not increasing
accuracy as indicated in the paragraphs above.

Response: The commenter does not provide specifics on how EPA required direct measurements
of certain sources are unnecessary. The commenter also does not provide any particular
reference to what the current inventory practices are for EPA to provide response. Accordingly,
EPA cannot directly respond to either point. EPA has a judicious approach to direct
measurement based on careful deliberation and analysis. Only major emissions sources that do
not have valid emissions factors or an engineering estimation method use direct measurement.
Please see chapter (4)(c)(ii) of the Technical Support Document (TSD) for today’s final rule
found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)for the decision tree use to select the quantification
methodologies for each emission source. Additionally, many of the direct measurement
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requirements in the proposed rule have been replaced with emission factors in today’s final rule.
Please see Section Il.E of the preamble for further details.

EPA has included references to standards for use of measurement devices and instruments in the
Monitoring and QA/QC requirements of the rule. For example, instruments used in equipment
leak detection are referenced to EPA’s Method 21 of the LDAR Program, or the Alternate Work
Practice for the LDAR Program for the infrared leak imaging cameras.

The commenter does not provide any information on the well-documented and controlled
studies. EPA is not aware of any studies that conclusively provide information on emissions
sources where direct measurement is being required. In fact, the very reason direct measurement
is being required is because there is a dearth of data for these sources. Although EPA recognizes
that a one time snapshot of a few sample data points is not most accurate, EPA determined it
sufficient to inform policy — some data is better than no data.

Hence, considering the above points, EPA has retained direct measurement for certain sources in
today’s final rule where required.

Note, there was no comment “b” submitted by the commenter above.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0055-9
Organization: Indaco Air Quality Services, Inc.
Commenter: Touche Howard

Comment Excerpt Text:
Suggestion 4: Allow Surveys of Compressors to Take Place in an “As Found” Mode, as Opposed
to Surveying All Three Modes.

Section 98.233 (p) requires that all compressor vents be surveyed in each of the operational
modes that occurs during a reporting period (operating, standby pressurized, and not operating —
depressurized). It is certainly true that the mode of a compressor unit can substantially affect the
leak rates observed from the vented components. However, requiring a survey of all three modes
creates enormous challenges and some unwanted consequences.

First, surveying all three modes will require an additional blow down event per unit, because if a
unit is on line it would have to be taken off line and then blown down to survey the
depressurized mode. On the other hand, if a unit were already blown down, it would have to be
pressurized and put on line, and then after the measurements were made, it would be taken back
off line and blown down.

Second, putting a unit on line temporarily may not provide a representative measurement since
the rod packings may not be properly warmed up or it may have to be placed in a recirculating
mode if there is no extra gas capacity in the pipeline.

Third, it may not be feasible to take a unit off line due to pipeline demand — requiring a unit to

come off line might disrupt gas supply and operations. This may be especially true in the
production sector where there may not be any additional units with which to switch.
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A more workable approach would be to allow facilities to survey the compressor units in an “As
Found” mode, where the compressor unit is surveyed in whatever mode it is operating in when
the survey takes place. The data from each mode can then be used to calculate a system specific
emission factor for each mode, and then the emissions can be projected using operating hours
(which would also need to detail whether units are pressurized or depressurized when taken off—
line). Since most units will spend most of their time off line either pressurized or blown down (as
opposed to both), there will usually be only two modes in the calculation.

One way to ensure that this approach is representative would be to require that at least 50% of
the units owned or operated by a company that are subject to these measurements would be
surveyed in their primary mode (the mode in which they spend the most time) at least once every
three years.

Using this approach, each unit would continue to be surveyed annually using the “As Found”
basis. If by the third year of the program at least 50% of the compressor units owned or operated
by a given company had not been surveyed in their primary mode, then the survey plan in the
third year would require that enough units were surveyed in the primary mode to meet the 50%
requirement. Some units might have to have their operating mode switched or might have to be
surveyed again at a later date. However, this approach would provide flexibility to facility
operators while still providing a realistic sampling of operating modes. The three year window
would also give companies more time to install taps or meters in vent systems if they so desire to
provide easier monitoring.

Note: A clarification is needed between Section 98.233 (p) (2) (i) which requires the
measurement of compressor blow down vents along with other compressor unit vents and
Section 98.233 (q) (3) which indicates that compressor blow down vents should be surveyed
using an IR camera and then the “leaker” emission factor applied to calculate leakage.

Further discussion of the contribution of compressor modes is provided in the Appendix of this
letter.

Response: EPA agrees with the comment with the exception that EPA is also requiring a
measurement of emissions from compressors in the not operating, depressurized mode at least
once every three years. For further details, please see the rulemaking docket EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923 under “Compressor Modes and Threshold”.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3546-4
Organization: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Commenter: Mark R. Vickery

Comment Excerpt Text:

The TCEQ has experienced difficulty obtaining tank flash emissions reporting from some
reporters. It is recommended that the rule language specifically state that all emissions losses
from tanks should be reported: working, breathing, and flashing.
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Response: Typically, working and breathing losses are a smaller portion of total emissions from
tanks where the majority of the emissions result from flashing losses. Therefore, today’s final
rule includes methods that would estimate only flashing losses (where the source of pressure oil
from a gas-liquid separator is sent offsite to an atmospheric storage tank not owned or operated
by the reporter) and any emissions that result from malfunctioning separator dump valves. Other
simplified methods included in today’s final rule would account for all GHG emissions from
storage tanks: namely, a method where the reporter assumes all methane and CO; in the crude oil
going to tankage will be emitted. Therefore, while the rule does not require reporters to
determine working and breathing losses, some methods will account for these small emissions as
well as the primary emission source required by the rule: flashing losses and emissions from
malfunctioning separator dump valves. If further data regarding working and breathing losses
becomes available, EPA may reconsider collecting data from this source through an amendment
or other mechanism.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-2
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:

In the original MRR proposal, we were particularly concerned that EPA had proposed in Subpart
NN to require annual calibration of all meters — a proposal that would have cost natural gas
utilities and their retail and residential customers $14.9 billion per year to remove from service,
calibrate and replace over 65 million residential and commercial customer meters every year,
causing major resource burdens on gas utility operations and serious disruptions in service. AGA
appreciates the agency’s decision to clarify in the Final MRR that gas utilities would not be
required to conduct costly, duplicative annual calibration on customer meters, but instead could
use normal utility-commission regulated standard industry practices to calibrate meters and to
measure the natural gas deliveries to customers for purposes of estimating the GHG emissions
resulting from the customers’ combustion of natural gas for home heating, water heating, and
other customer equipment.

Response: EPA thanks the commenter for their remarks.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1155-33
Organization: Clean Air Task Force et. al.
Commenter: Pamela Campos

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA must more carefully account for the life cycle emissions fuels produced and used in the oil
and gas sector. We recommend two general categories of improvements.

a. Improving the Data Reporting Requirements for Crude Feedstocks
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EPA proposes that refiners report “basic information to EPA on the crude oil feedstock type, API
gravity, sulfur content and country of origin during the reporting period. This basic information
on the feedstock characteristics would provide useful information to EPA to assess the lifecycle
GHG emissions associated with petroleum refining.”*® Assessing the lifecycle GHG emissions
associated with petroleum refining is critical to monitoring and controlling GHG emissions. It is
already required under U.S. law in the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA),
Section 526. More detailed reporting would improve implementation of EISA Section 526 and
any future lifecycle GHG emissions assessment requirements.

Because petroleum arrives in many forms to refiners and importers, the feedstock characteristics
listed in the proposed reporting rule are not sufficient to estimate the lifecycle GHG emissions of
a particular type of petroleum product. For example, in order to assess the lifecycle GHG
emissions of petroleum, it is necessary to know how the petroleum was extracted, the type of
upgrading and refining it had to undergo, and how it was transported. The EPA cannot
determine, based on the proposed required characteristics alone, whether the petroleum, for
example originated in the Canadian tar sands which carry a heavier production process GHG
emission burden than conventional oil and whether, for example, the extraction was done
through strip-mining or through steam assisted gravity drainage or a similar in situ process both
of which have very different GHG emissions associated with them.3* The rule should include a
way to identify lifecycle emissions from different types of extraction processes. Identification of
the petroleum recovery method, or the process used, would allow estimates of the associated
upstream emissions to be made for petroleum products.

A second tier of information to more accurately identify lifecycle GHG emissions would be to
include an additional reporting requirement, requiring refiners and importers to report not only
on the feedstock’s country of origin, but also on its particular facility of origin. That way, the
EPA will have more accurate information of how the petroleum was extracted, the type of
upgrading and refining which it underwent, and how it was transported. The EPA could also, in
many instances, associate the upstream facility emissions with a particular product. This would
allow for the best information to be on hand in order to conduct a more accurate measure of a
fuel’s lifecycle GHG emissions.

Response: Suppliers under subpart MM report feedstock information, if available, but reporters
under subpart W, particularly onshore and offshore production, will report a significant share of
the emissions associated with oil and gas production in the United States. At this time, however,
a full life-cycle accounting of fossil fuel emissions is beyond the scope of this rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1171-3
Organization: Western Resource Advocates
Commenter: Robert Harris

% 74 Fed. Reg. at 16,573.

#1 Mui, Simon, Doug Hannah and Roland Hwang, Lifecycle Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Tar Sands.
NRDC White Paper. November 2008 (Ex. 53).
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Comment Excerpt Text:

The Proposed Rule unjustifiably excludes all relevant onshore production sources, listed at
proposed section 98.232(c), from mandatory annual leak detection of fugitive GHG emissions.
Proposed 40 C.F.R. 8 98.233(q). Identifying and fixing GHG leaks on oil and gas production
facilities ranks among the lowest of the “low-hanging fruit” in fighting climate change. The
Proposed Rule misses an opportunity to promote reductions in GHG emissions and conservation
of hydrocarbons for economically beneficial use.

Response: Under 98.232(c) for onshore petroleum and natural gas production, one must report
emissions from for example equipment leaks from valves, connectors, open ended lines, pressure
relief valves, pumps, flanges, and other equipment leak sources (such as instruments, loading
arms, pressure relief valves, stuffing boxes, compressor seals, dump lever arms, and breather
caps) and therefore EPA is requiring data collection from sources from which emitted
hydrocarbons could be economically useful.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0030-1
Organization: NDTrak Technologies
Commenter: Roger Cobert

Comment Excerpt Text:

Did the EPA mean to exclude “98.232 (c)(21) Onshore petroleum and natural gas production

-- Fugitive emissions from valves, connectors, open ended lines, pressure relief valves,
compressor starter gas vents, pumps, flanges, and other fugitive sources (such as instruments,
loading arms, pressure relief valves, stuffing boxes, compressor seals, dump lever arms, and
breather caps for crude services).” from the requirements set forth in “98.232(q) Leak detection
and leaker emission factors”?

If so, what might be the reasoning?

Response: EPA intended onshore petroleum and natural gas production not to use leak detection
and leaker emissions factors in the proposal, since onshore production uses population emissions
factors. In today’s final rule, onshore production still uses population emissions factors, but has
to count major equipment as opposed to individual components. Please see Section Il.F of the
preamble for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-4
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Finally CAPP recognizes the need to have access to source level information for flaring and
venting emissions, however many of these sources are combined and routed to a common flare
or vent header. There is extensive information available from facilities on the composition and
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flow rate of vented or flared gas based on the combined header, but there is significantly less
data available at the source level for the common header. As the primary goal of the MRR s to
obtain high quality GHG emission data from facilities CAPP recommends, in the case of
common flare and vent headers, that the facility be allowed to report on the common header flow
rates and emissions instead of disaggregating those emissions to the source level where errors
may be introduced.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter on reporting of flow to a flare form a common
header. With regards to emissions passing through common flares and vent headers, please see
the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-31.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-57
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:
Table W-8

During the review of W-8 CAPP noticed that the N20 emission factors presented in Table W-8
were not appropriate for estimating emissions at a source level. These factors represent metric
tonnes of N20 emissions from flaring per MMscf of gas production or receipts, and were
intended to estimate N20O emissions from flaring at a country level when flare volumes are not
known but total gas production is. Since the amount of gas flared from a particular source, and
hence its N20 emissions, has nothing to do with the amount of production or receipts for the
facility, these factors cannot be used as intended. To illustrate this CAPP has created the
following example:

Facility 1 — Gas Processmg Facility 2 — Gas Processing

Flared volume 100 mscf Flared volume 1000 mscf
Throughput 1000 mmscf Throughput 100 mmscf

N-O emissions = 1000 mmscf N,0O emissions = 100 mmsef

1000 mmsct* 5 9E-7 tonne/mmsct 100 mmscf* 5 9E-7 tonne/mmscf
N-0 emissions = 5. 9E-4 metric tonnes N-O emissions = 5 9E-5 metric tonnes

The results above show that Facility 2 flares 10 times the volume of gas as Facility 1; however it
estimated emissions are one-tenth of those of Facility 1 based on the emission factors presented
in Table W-8. As a result CAPP recommends that the EPA replaces the N20 emissions factors in
this table with those that are more representative for source level emissions.

Response: In today’s final rule, EPA no longer requires the use of these emission factors, but has
moved to factors used in subpart C. Where appropriate factors are not available for the fuel

148



stream being flared, reporters will use the composition and equations to develop factors as
outlined in today’s final rule text.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-48
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
SECTION 98.236 Data reporting requirements.

In addition to the information required by SECTION 98.3(c), each annual report must contain
reported emissions as specified in this section.

(a) Report annual emissions separately for each of the industry segment listed in paragraphs ()
(1) through (8) of this section. For each segment, report emissions from each source type in the
aggregate, unless specified otherwise. For example, an underground natural gas storage operation
with multiple reciprocating compressors must report emissions from all reciprocating
Compressors as an aggregate number.

(1) Onshore petroleum and natural gas production.

(2) Offshore petroleum and natural gas production.

(3) Field gathering and/or boosting stations.

(3) Onshore natural gas processing plants.

(4) Onshore natural gas transmission compression.

(5) Underground natural gas storage.

(6) LNG storage.

(7) LNG import and export.

(8) Natural gas distribution. Report each source in the aggregate for pipelines and for Metering
and Regulating (M&R) stations. (b) Report emissions separately for standby equipment. (c)
Report activity data for each aggregated source type as follows: (1) Count of natural gas
pneumatic high bleed devices. (2) Count of natural gas pneumatic low bleed devices. (3) Count
of natural gas driven pneumatic pumps. (4) For each acid gas removal unit report the following:
(i) Total volume of natural gas flow into the acid gas removal unit. (ii) Total volume of natural
gas flow out of the acid gas removal unit. (iii) Volume weighted CO, content of natural gas into
the acid gas removal unit. (5) For each dehydrator unit report the following: (i) Glycol

dehydrators: (A) Glycol dehydrator feed natural gas flow rate. (B) Glycol dehydrator absorbent
circulation pump type. (C) Glycol dehydrator absorbent circulation rate. (D) Whether stripper
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gas is used in glycol dehydrator. (E) Whether a flash tank separator is used in glycol dehydrator.
(i) Desiccant dehydrators: (A) The number of desiccant dehydrators operated. (B) [Reserved]

(6) Count of wells vented to the atmosphere for liquids unloading for each field in the basin.

(7) Count of wells venting during well completions for each field in the basin. (i) Number of
conventional completions. (ii) Number of completions involving hydraulic fracturing.

(8) Count of wells venting during well workovers for each field in the basin. (i) Number of
conventional well workovers involving well venting to the atmosphere. (ii) Number of
unconventional well workovers involving well venting to the atmosphere.

(9) For each compressor blowdown vent stack report the following for each compressor: (i) List
of emissions sources routed to the vent. (ii)Type(s) of compressor whether reciprocating or
centrifugal. (iii) Compressor capacity in horse powers. (iv) Volume of gas between isolation
valves. (iv) Number of blowdowns per year.

(10) For each estimate of gas emitted from liquids sent to atmospheric tank using E&P Tank
report the following: (i) Immediate upstream separator temperature and pressure. (ii) Sales oil
API gravity. (iii) Estimate of individual tank or tank battery capacity in barrels. (iv) Qil,
hydrocarbon condensate and water sent to tank(s) in barrels. (v) Control measure: either vapor
recovery system or flaring of tank vapors.

(11) For tank dump valve malfunction emissions identified using optical gas imaging instrument
per SECTION 98.234(a), report the following for each tank: (i) Immediate upstream separator
temperature and pressure. (ii) Sales oil API gravity. (iii) Tank capacity in barrels. (iv) Tank
throughput in barrels. (v) Control measure: either vapor recovery system or flaring of tank
vapors. (vi) Optical gas imagining instrument used. (vii) Equipment used for measuring
emissions. (viii) List of emissions sources routed to the tank.

(12) For well testing report the following for each field in the basin: (i) Number of wells tested in
reporting period. (ii) Average gas to oil ratio for each field. (iii) Average flow rate during testing
for each field. (iv) Average number of days the well is tested. (v) Whether the hydrocarbons
produced during testing are vented or flared.

(13) For associated natural gas venting report the following for each field in the basin: (i)
Number of wells venting or flaring associated natural gas in reporting period. (ii) Average gas to
oil ratio for each field. (iii) Average volume of oil produced per well per field. (iv) Whether the
associated natural gas is vented or flared.

(14) For flare stacks report the following for each flare: (i) Whether flare has a continuous flow
monitor. (ii) If using engineering estimation methods, identify sources of emissions going to the
flare. (iii) Whether flare has a continuous gas analyzer. (iv) Identify proportion of total natural
gas to pure hydrocarbon stream being sent to the flare annually for the reporting period. (v) Flare
combustion efficiency.
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(15) For well venting for liquids unloading report the following by field, basin, and well tubing
size: (i) Number of wells being unloaded for liquids in reporting year. (ii) Average number of
unloading(s) per well per reporting year. (iii) Average volume of natural gas produced per well
per reporting year during liquids unloading.

(16) For well completions and workovers report the following for each field in the basin: (i)
Number of wells completed (worked over) in reporting year. (ii) Average number of days
required for completion (workover). (iii) Average volume of natural gas produced per well per
reporting year during well completion (workover).

(17) For compressor wet seal degassing vents report the following for each degassing vent: (i)
Number of wet seals connected to the degassing vent. (ii) Number of compressors whose wet

seals are connected to the degassing vent. {H)Fetal-throughput-ofcompressors-whose-wet-seals
are-connected-to-the-degassing-vent:] (iv) Type of meter used for making measurements. (v)

Whether emissions estimate is based on a continuous or one time measurement. (vi) Total time
the compressor(s) associated with the degassing vent stack is operating. Sum the hours of
operation if multiple compressors are connected to the vent stack. (vii) Proportion of vent gas
recovered for fuel gas or sent to a flare.

(18) For reC|procat|ng compressor rod packlng report the foIIowmg per rod packlng (i) Total

- (i)
Total tlme in hours the reCIprocatlng compressor isin operatlng mode. (|||) The operating mode
during rod packing emissions measurement: (a) Operating. (b) Standby pressurized. (c) Not
operating, depressurized. (iii) Whether or not the rod packing case is connected to an open ended
line. (iv) If rod packing is connected to an open ended line, report type of device used for
measurement emissions. (v) If rod packing is not connected to an open ended vent line, report the
locations from where the emissions from the rod packing are detected.

(19) For fugitive emissions sources using emission factors for estimating emissions report the
following: (i) Component count for each fugitive emissions source. (ii) CH4 and CO; in
produced natural gas for onshore petroleum and natural gas production.

(20) For EOR injection pump blowdown report the following per pump: (i) Pump capacity. (ii)
Volume of gas between isolation valves. (iii) Number of blowdowns per year. (iv) Supercritical
phase EOR injection gas density.

offshore petroleum and natural gas productlon faC|I|t|es the number of connected wells, and
whether the wells are producing oil, gas, or both. (f) Report emissions separately for portable
equipment for the following source types: drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical
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generators, steam boilers, and heaters. (1) Aggregate emissions by source type. (2) Report count
of each source type.

Response: EPA has not included gathering lines and boosting stations as an emissions source in
subpart W at this time. For further information on this issue please see Section Il.F of the
preamble for a response to this comment.

As regards the change of term processing facility to processing plant, EPA has retained the use
of the term facility for all segments of the industry. Please see response to EMAIL-0001-1
(comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923) for further details.

In regards to emissions to a compressor vent, EPA does not agree with the commenter. EPA
needs emissions from isolation valves, blowdown valves, and rod packings that may be routed to
a common vent line separately. Otherwise, EPA has no way to associate emissions with their
respective sources, which does not help characterize the sources.

The EPA has decided not to clarify the data reporting requirements for transmission storage
tanks as suggested by the commenter. Instead, the EPA decided to clarify that the emissions
identified using an optical gas imaging instrument are for transmission storage tanks only.
Additionally, EPA has removed the requirement to report the equipment used to measure
emissions.

In today’s final rule, reporting requirements are not limited to blowdown events from
compressor. Instead, any equipment with a physical volume greater than or equal to 50 standard
cubic feet between isolation valves must report the emissions and total number of events for each
equipment type separately.

The GHG calculation methodologies for centrifugal and reciprocating compressor venting have
changed in today’s final rule. For further information on these changes, please see “Compressor
Modes and Threshold” (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0023). Subsequently, the data reporting
requirements for centrifugal and reciprocating compressors have changed. For more information
on reporting the throughput, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-13.

In today’s rule, EPA does not require the monitoring of CO, from produced water at any onshore
petroleum and natural gas production operations and subsequently the reporting requirements
have been removed. For further information on sampling of produced water, please see the
response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-129.

Reporting of emissions from hydrocarbon liquids dissolved CO, at EOR facilities was not

removed in today’s final rule. For more information, please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1011-21. Consequently, the reporting requirements have been retained.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-59
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
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Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
If EPA believes it is necessary to collect GHG emissions on a basin-wide basis, IPAMS requests
that EPA change its proposed language to Proposed Subpart W Sections 98.238 and 98.230(2):

Section 98.238: Onshore petroleum and natural gas production facHity threshold reporting area
means all petroleum or natural gas facilities and equipment associated with all petroleum or
natural gas production under common ownership or common control by an onshore petroleum
and natural gas production owner or operator located in a single hydrocarbon basin as defined....

Section 98.230(2): Onshore petroleum and natural gas production: Onshore petroleum and
natural gas production eguipment threshold reporting area means all struetures facilities
associated with the production of petroleum or natural gas including but not limited to all
structures associated with wells....

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment on the replacement of the term “facility” with
“threshold reporting area”. For further details, please see the response to EMAIL-0001-1
(comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1060-11
Organization: Yates Petroleum Corporation
Commenter:

Comment Excerpt Text:
General Comments — Natural Gas Composition and Sampling Frequency

In the Technical Support Document (Page 44), the EPA states that, “these gas composition
estimates are assumed to be available with facilities. But this may or may not be a practical
assumption. In the absence of gas composition, periodic measurement of the required gas
composition for a speciation of natural gas mass emissions into CH, and CO, could be a
potential option.” Yates does not have gas composition estimates for all facilities required to
report as there have been no previous regulatory requirements to do so. However, for facilities
required to monitor fuel, Yates has found that the content of natural gas remains relatively
constant by producing field. It is unnecessary to sample gas semi-annually or for every site, as
the content changes over years, not months — and largely not by basin. Monthly gas samples are
taken in fields that are still under development until the field stabilizes. Once the field stabilizes,
those samples are generally taken no more frequently than semi-annually. Once a wellhead
stabilizes and is tied into a gathering system, it is not industry practice to sample the fuel more
frequently than semi-annually.

Therefore, Yates recommends that the EPA allow companies to collect representative gas

samples by basin rather than site-by-site for sites required to do quarterly or semi-annual gas
sampling as required by 98.233(d)(1) and 98.233(u)(2)(i).
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Response: EPA does not agree with the suggestion to allow basin sampling rather than
collection of quarterly site by site data for acid gas removal vent stacks. For further details,
please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1058-11. However, EPA has revised
today’s final rule to allow the gas analysis for produced gas in Section 98.233(u) to use the
reporter’s most recent gas composition based on available sample analysis of the field.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-15
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section § 98.236(c)(18)(i) requires companies to report throughput for each compressor covered
by Subpart W. Compliance with this requirement would require a flow meter to be installed on
every affected compressor in the E&P sector. This requirement would be excessively costly
because individual compressors typically are not equipped with flow meters, so countless new
meters would have to be installed. Moreover, individual compressor throughput is data that is not
useful to EPA for any reasonable policy or regulatory purpose

Response: The commenter has made several assumptions which are not consistent with EPA’s
intent. For further details on EPA’s approach to compressor throughput, please see the response
to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1206-63. Also, please see Section I1.F of the preamble for more
information on Subpart W’s data collection requirements for compressors.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-50
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Rolling-up gathering compression facility emissions with processing plant emissions is in
conflict with EPA’s assessment of the impact of the proposed Subpart W. EPA inaccurately
states in the proposed Subpart W preamble:

... [T]here are a reasonable number of reporters. Most natural gas processing facilities proposed
for inclusion in this supplemental proposed rulemaking would already be required to report
under subpart C and/or subpart NN of the Final MRR. 75 Fed. Reg. at 18616.

In fact, this proposal will increase the number of facilities subject to Subpart C for compression
GHG emissions by approximately 15 times. This level of reporting with no consideration for
individual facility emission levels is neither reasonable nor appropriate.

154



Response: Today’s final rule does not require reporting of emissions from gathering and
boosting segment of the industry. For further details, please see Section II.F of the preamble and
the response to EMAIL-0002-1 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early Comment
Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-51
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.236(c)(9)(ii): This requirement states that the compressor capacity, in horsepower,
must be reported for each compressor blowdown vent stack. This horsepower value is not
required by the calculation methodology, so this requirement only creates an unnecessary
recordkeeping and reporting burden on the operator. IPAMS requests that EPA remove this
requirement.

Response: EPA agrees with the comment and has removed the requirement to report compressor
capacity, in horsepower, from the Data reporting requirements.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-52
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.236(c)(14)(iv): This requirement states that an operator must report the proportion of
total natural gas to pure hydrocarbon stream being sent to a flare annually for the reporting
period. This value is not required by the calculation methodology, so this requirement only
creates an unnecessary recordkeeping and reporting burden on the operator. IPAMS requests that
EPA remove this requirement.

Response: EPA agrees with the commenter that the requirement to report the proportion of total
natural gas to pure hydrocarbon stream is unnecessary and has removed it from the data
reporting requirements.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-5
Organization: BP America, Inc.
Commenter: Karen St. John

Comment Excerpt Text:

When re-structuring and finalizing the rule, EPA should take all opportunities to simplify the
requirements and reduce burden. The rule should allow for simplified methods or outright
exemptions for devices and operations that are below a size or threshold level. Such units may
include, but are not limited to, ‘no-bleed’ pneumatic controllers; storage tanks and gas
dehydrators with low throughputs; small compressors, small combustion units and similar
sources.
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- EPA should provide a simple screening approach to determine applicability. For example, a
basin entity with 50 wells or less, at EPA’s estimated emissions of 370 tonnes CO-e per well,
would have nominal emissions of less than 20,000 MT’s and could be exempted from reporting.
A screening system is necessary to avoid the necessity to fully monitor all sites and sources
simply to determine threshold applicability.

Response: In today’s final rule, EPA has simplified several requirements and reduced burden on
the industry. For simplifications in methodologies and exemptions from the rule, please refer to
Section II.F of the preamble. With regard to a few of these thresholds for dehydration units,
onshore production storage tanks and small combustion units, please see the responses to EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1011-39, EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1061-10 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1024-23. In addition, EPA is in the process of developing screening tools to help with the
applicability determination. Please see Section I1.F of the preamble for more information on the
screening tools that will be developed.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-45
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
LNG pumps and leakage via shaft seals.

The majority of LNG pumps at LNG facilities are not open to the atmosphere, either vertical
turbine multistage pumps installed in pump wells submerged within the LNG tank, or pumps for
which the motor and the pump are fully enclosed and submerged in LNG in the pump can.™
These pump types do not require pump shaft seals and are not open to the atmosphere, so they
generate no fugitive emissions. For those facilities utilizing LNG pumps with external motors not
enclosed within the pump can, and with pump shaft sealing, the seals are closely monitored, and
if leakage were to occur, the pump would be shut down and repairs to the seal performed. Due to
the level of redundancy of systems and equipment, LNG facilities are generally equipped with a
number of spare pumps, allowing shutdown of any pump experiencing a seal failure, while
maintaining facility operations.

Response: EPA disagrees with the commenter. Please see response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009—
0923-1299-12 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-31
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.236(c)(2): IPAMS requests that EPA replace the word “count” with “estimate.”

%2 TSD Figure 4A and 4B.
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Response: EPA reduced burden while maintaining the necessary data quality to inform future
policy. EPA has revised the final rule to allow reporters to complete a count of total pneumatic
devices in three years, with best available data being acceptable for years one and two if the
count is incomplete to reduce burden while maintaining the necessary data quality to inform
future policy. Furthermore, EPA allows reporters to update the total count of pneumatic devices
based on changes in the system beyond year three of reporting. Please see the preamble Section
IL.F.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-32
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.236(c)(1): IPAMS requests that EPA replace the word “count” with “estimate.

Response: EPA reduced burden while maintaining the necessary data quality to inform future
policy. EPA has revised the final rule to allow reporters to complete a count of total pneumatic
devices in three years, with best available data being acceptable for years one and two if the
count is incomplete to reduce burden while maintaining the necessary data quality to inform
future policy. Furthermore, EPA allows reporters to update the total count of pneumatic devices
based on changes in the system beyond year three of reporting. Please see the preamble Section
IL.F.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-34
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.236(c)(3): IPAMS requests that EPA replace the word “count” with “estimate.”

Response: EPA reduced burden while maintaining the necessary data quality to inform future
policy. EPA has revised the final rule to allow reporters to complete a count of total pneumatic
devices in three years, with best available data being acceptable for years one and two if the
count is incomplete to reduce burden while maintaining the necessary data quality to inform
future policy. Furthermore, EPA allows reporters to update the total count of pneumatic devices
based on changes in the system beyond year three of reporting. Please see the preamble Section
IL.F.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1298-36
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States
Commenter: Kathleen M. Sgamma

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.236(c)(7) & (8): There is no need to track well completions and workovers based on
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whether a well is “conventional” or “unconventional.” IPAMS requests that EPA remove the
sub-bullets (i) and (ii) from both paragraphs.

Response: EPA does not agree that tracking is unnecessary for whether a well completion or
workover is unconventional or conventional (akin to with or without hydraulic fracturing). The
emissions from well completions or workovers with hydraulic fractures (which is a feature of
most unconventional wells) is much higher than emissions from well completion or workover
without hydraulic fractures (which is a feature of most conventional wells). Please see chapter 4
and Appendix B of the TSD to today’s final rule for further details.
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VOLUME 2: SELECTION OF REPORTING THRESHOLDS,
GREENHOUSE GASES AND DE MINIMIS PROVISIONS

‘2.0 SELECTION OF REPORTING THRESHOLDS, GREENHOUSE GASES AND DE
MINIMIS PROVISIONS

No comments received.

2.1 SELECTION OF GREENHOUSE GASES TO REPORT

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0582-12
Organization: Western Climate Initiative (WCI)
Commenter: Michael Gibbs

Comment Excerpt Text:
Field gas combustion emissions should be reported;

Response: General stationary fuel combustion sources are to report emissions under subpart C,
as specified in Section 98.232(k), while onshore production and natural gas distribution will
report both portable and stationary combustion emissions sources, including field gas
combustion emissions under subpart W as specified in Sections 98.232(c) and 98.232(i)

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0582-18
Organization: Western Climate Initiative (WCI)
Commenter: Michael Gibbs

Comment Excerpt Text:

WCI recommends that SECTION 98.232(k) be revised to read as follows:

(K) You must report the emissions of CO,, CH,4, and N,O from each stationary fuel combustion
source. For stationary combustion sources that combust field gas, you must report under this
subpart. For stationary combustion sources that combust fuels other than field gas, you must
report under subpart C of this part (General Stationary Combustion Sources).

Response: EPA has considered this recommendation, and will require reporting all combustion
emissions from onshore production and natural gas distribution sources under subpart W,
including field gas from stationary and portable combustion sources beginning in 2011. Please
see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0582-12.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-21
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman
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Comment Excerpt Text:
Part 98 Section 98.232 — GHGs to Report

In sub-sections (18) Hydrocarbon liquids dissolved CO, and (20) Produced water dissolved CO;
CAPP was unable to determine what emissions EPA was trying to quantify by the inclusion of
these source types. In the case of hydrocarbon liquids, any CO, still remaining dissolved in the
liquid when custody is transferred to the transmission system would only be released when it is
further refined. At the point of further refining the emissions associated with the liberated CO,
would be the responsibility of the refiner. In the case of produced water, this source is typically
re-injected into a designated disposal well where the CO; dissolved in produced water would
remain dissolved and never be released to the atmosphere. Based on this information CAPP
recommends the removal of these source types from the MRR and Sub-Part W.

98.232 (e):
In sub-section (7) CAPP recommends the EPA include compressor dry gas seals in this section.

98.232 (j):
CAPP recommends the addition of incinerator to 98.232 (j). This section would then read: “You
must report the CO,, CH,4, and N,O emissions from each flare and incinerator.”

Response: EPA disagrees with deleting dissolved CO; in hydrocarbon liquids leaving an EOR
facility. Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-46. EPA has revised
the rule and no longer requires the monitoring of CO, from produced water at onshore petroleum
and natural gas production operations. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1151-129.

EPA agrees that centrifugal compressor dry seals should be monitored and has clarified in
today’s final rule that these emissions are covered under the source “centrifugal compressor
venting”. Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1011-46.

EPA has determined that incinerators do not contribute large enough emissions in the petroleum
and natural gas industry to justify reporting under any industry segment and therefore are not
included in the final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1042-11
Organization: ConocoPhillips Company
Commenter: Dan F. Hunter

Comment Excerpt Text:
General ConocoPhillips Comment

The rule should state that any source that recovers emissions, such as by routing an off-gas back
to the process, re-injecting it back into the reservoir, or use as a fuel for another source, is
excluded from reporting emissions. This includes equipment such as dehydrators, tanks, and acid
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gas units that recover gas streams.

Response: EPA does not agree with the commenter. Recovery systems do not always function
at 100 percent efficiency. Hence, EPA requires reporting of emissions from tanks and
dehydrators even with any form of recovery with an adjustment to the emissions for the portion
of actual recovery. As regards re-injection from AGR units, please see the response to EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-0582-31.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1042-12
Organization: ConocoPhillips Company
Commenter: Dan F. Hunter

Comment Excerpt Text:
898.232(c)(9) Gathering Pipeline Fugitives:

ConocoPhillips Comment:

898.232(c)(9) and Table W-1 requires, for gathering pipelines in gas service, the quantification
of fugitive emissions. The emission factor is in terms of scf/hour/mile. We believe this category
is neither intended nor accurate for oil production gathering pipelines where the fluid is three-
phase (oil, water, gas) and the pipelines are entirely welded between the well site and the
processing facility. Since fugitives have to be quantified at the well site and in the processing
facility pursuant to 898.233(r), we believe use of this emission factor will significantly overstate
the emissions — i.e., there are none between the well site and the processing facilities. We request
that EPA clarify that gathering pipeline fugitives do not have to be quantified for oil production
facilities (or for facilities with nothing but welded pipe between the well site and the processing
facility) in the final rule.

Response: Today’s final rule does not include gathering lines and boosting stations. Please see
the preamble Section I1.F.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1080-35
Organization: Aka Energy Group, LLC
Commenter: Barbara Wickman

Comment Excerpt Text:
Aka recommends that the same GHGs and sources reported by processing plants under
§98.232(d) be reported by gathering compression facilities.

Response: Today’s final rule does not include gathering lines and boosting stations. Please see
the preamble Section I1.F.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1167-14

Organization: Noble Energy, Inc
Commenter: Brian K. Lockard
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Comment Excerpt Text:

Table 2 presents the emission source estimates from largest to smallest. The onshore production
Subpart W sources and affected combustion sources are included. For each emission source, the
estimated GHG emissions (tonne CO.e), the source’s percentage of the total onshore production
GHG inventory, and the cumulative percent of inventory at that source (i.e. percentage based
sum of emissions from that source and all larger sources) are presented. The emissions data
show:

- Approximately 81 % of the estimated GHG emissions are attributable to the following eight
sources:

* Well Venting for Liquids Unloading;

* Associated Gas Venting and Flaring;

* Gas-Fired Reciprocating 1C Engines (Combustion);

* External Combustion: Heaters, Boilers (Combustion);

* Gas Well Venting During Unconventional Well Completions;

* Natural Gas Pneumatic Bleed Devices (High or Continuous);

* Portable Combustion Sources (Drilling Rigs); and

* Natural Gas Pneumatic Bleed Devices (Low).
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Table 2. Estimated 2006 US GHG Inventory for MRR Subpart W and Subpart C Onshore
Petroleum and Natural Gas Production Emission Sources.

. 0y .
Emission Source Coze "o of (.ut'mn Notes
tonne/vr) Inv Qo
Well Venting for Liquids Unloading [98.233(f)] 48.000,000 24%|  24%
Associated Gas Venting and Flaring [§98.233(m)] 24,000,000 12%| 36%
Gas-Fired Reciprocating IC Engimes (Conibustion) 22,000,000 11%| 48%
External Combustion: Heaters, boilers 16,000,000 84%| 56%
Gas Well Venting During Unconventional Well Completions 16.000.000| 8.0%| 64%
[98.233(g)]
Natural Gas Pneumatic Bleed Devices (High or Continuous) 13,000,000 6.9%| 71%
[98.233(a)]
Portable Combustion Sources (Dnill Rigs) [§98.233(z)] 13,000,000 6.6%| T7%
Natural Gas Pneumatic Bleed Devices (Low) [98.233(b)] 7,700,000 3.9%| 81%
Gas Well Venting Durmg Unconventional Well Workers 7,000,000 316%|  85%
[98.233(g]
Dehydrator (glycol) Vent stacks [98.233(e)] 6,100,000 3.1%| B88%
Components [§98.233(r)] 6,000,000 3.0%| 91%
Produced Water Dissolved CO2 [§98.233(y)] 5,400,000 27%| 94%| A
Production Storage Tanks [98.233(3)] 4.400.000 22%| 96%
Gathering Pipeline Fugitives [§98.233(r)] 3,066,000 1.6%| 98%
Reciprocating Compressor Rod Packing Vents (Blowdown Leak & 5 o o
Blowdown Vent (Unit Isolation Valve Leak) [§98.233(p)] 1,423,000 0.7%|  98%
Coal Bed Methane (CBM) Produced Water Emissions [§98.233(r)]| 1,400,000 0.7%| 99%
Natural Gas driven pneumatic pumps [98 233(c)] 1.100.000 0.6%| 100%
Centrifugal Compressor Wet Seal Oil Degassing [§98.233(0)] 190,000 0.1%| 100%
Acid Gas Removal (AGR) Vent stacks [98.233(d)] 150,000 0.1%| 100%
Gas Well Venting - Conventional Well Completions [98.233(h)] 130,000 0.1%| 100%
Dehydrator (Desiccant) Vent stacks [98.233(e)] 120,000 0.1%| 100%
Hydrocarbon Liquids Dissolved CO2 [§98.233(x)] 8,700 0.0%| 100%
Gas Well Venting - Conventional Well Workovers [98.233(h] 6,700 0.0%| 100%
EOR Injection Pump Blowdown [§98.233(w)] - <0.1%| 100%| B
Well Testing Venting and Flaring [§98.233(1)] 0 0.0%| 100%| C
Flare Stacks [§98.233(n)] - - 100%| D
TOTAL 200,000,000| 100.0%
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A. These emissions could be estimated by simulations of produced water tank emissions by E&P
Tanks (as applicable) or other process simulators (e.g. HYSIS) using water samples collected for
storage tanks.

B. Based on docket data, 500,000 pumps would be needed to account for 0.1% of sector GHG
emissions.

C. The majority of well tests are conducted while the wells are in operation and do not require
flaring. Other well tests would be included in well completion and well workover estimates.




D. Flare emission estimates included in other emission source specific estimates.

- Sixteen sources contribute less than 20 percent of the overall estimated GHG emissions
inventory. These sources increase the regulatory burden and greatly add to the cost as shown in
Table 1.

Table 1. Estimated Noble Energy Cost to Comply with MRR Subpart W and Subpart C
for Onshore Petroleum and Natural Gas Production Emission Sources.
% of US | NE Costs (S/tonne CO2e)®

Emission Source Im'.'i Year 1 Year 2+ Notes

Well Venting for Liquids Unloading [98.233(1)] 24%; $11.00 $9.00| C
Associated Gas Venting and Flaring  [§98.233(m)] 12% $2.00 $1.70

—— — — - :
ﬁgsileit:ng[g[glgﬁg% ]ncom entional Well Completions 12% $1.20 $0 51
Gas-Fired Reciprocating IC Engines (Combustion) 11% 32.90 $2.50
External Combustion: Heaters. boilers 8.4% 53.70 2,100 D
Egzétgx;; gﬁs Pneumatic Bleed Devices (High or Continuous) 6.9% $1.30 $0.19
Portable Combustion Sources (Drill Rags) [§98.233(z)] 6.6% ND ND
Natural Gas Pneumatic Bleed Devices (Low) [98.233(b)] 3.9% $52.60 $0.37
Dehydrator (glycol) Vent stacks [98.233(e)] 3.1% $12.00 $10.00
Components [§98.233(r)] 3.0% $17.00 $2.401
Produced Water Dissolved CO2 [§98.233(v)] 2. 7% $21.00 $18.00 E
Production Storage Tanks [98.233(7)] 2.2% $18.00 $16.00
Gathering Pipeline Fugitives [§98.233(1)] 1.6% $46.00 $6.60
Reciprocating Compressor Rod Packing Vents (Blowdown
Leak & Blowdown Vent (Unit Isolation Valve Leak) 0.7% $43.00 $24.00
[§98.233(p)]
Coal Bed Methane (CBM) Produced Water Enussions 0.7% ) ) F

[§98.233(1)]
Natural Gas driven pneumatic pumps [98.233(c)] 0.6% 51.50 $0.54

Centrifugal Compressor Wet Seal Oil Degassing Vent
[§98.233(0)]

Acid Gas Removal (AGR) Vent stacks [98.233(d)] 0.1% $49.00 $7.40
Gas Well Venting Duning Conventional Well Completions and

0.1% ND ND

Workovers [98.233(h)] 0.1%  ND ND
Dehydrator (Desiccant) Vent stacks [98.233(e)] 0.1% ND ND
Hydrocarbon Liquds Dissolved CO2 [§98 233(x)] 0.0%| $38.00000[ $33.000.00
EOR Injection Pump Blowdown [§98 233(w)] 0.0% ND ND G
Well Testing Venting and Flaring [§98.233(1)] 0.0% NA NA H
Flare Stacks [§98.233(n)] 0.0% NA NA I
Gas Composition [§98.233(1)] NA NA J
TOTAL 100.0% $8.50 $5.90

WD — data not available

NA —not applicable
* Of these sixteen “bottom 20%” emission sources, eight sources have estimated emissions of

approximately 0.1% of the inventory or less. Even if these estimates are an order of magnitude
low, each emission source would still contribute approximately 1% or less to the inventory and it
is recommended that these be acknowledged as insignificant sources and excluded from
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reporting for onshore petroleum and natural gas production:

> Centrifugal Compressor Wet Seal Oil Degassing Vents. Centrifugal compressors are not
frequently employed for oil and gas production because reciprocating compressors have partial
load operating advantages. Noble does not own or operate centrifugal compressors and Noble is
not aware of any centrifugal compressors used in onshore oil and natural gas production. In
addition, the prevalence and use of wet seals for centrifugal compressors have steadily decreased
since wet seals were identified as a gas emission source; thus, it is expected that the few
centrifugal compressors used for onshore production would primarily be equipped with dry seals;
> Acid Gas Removal (AGR) Vent Stacks. Acid gas removal is predominately performed in the
gas processing segment and AGRs are infrequently employed during production;

> Gas Well Venting During Conventional Well Completions. Data presented in the TSD indicate
that vented gas emissions from “conventional” well completions are orders of magnitude smaller
than from “unconventional” well completions;

> Dehydrator (Desiccant) Vent stacks. EPA Natural GasStar data®® show emission from
desiccant dehydrators to be less than 2% of glycol dehydrator emissions and this is a very small
emission source;

> Hydrocarbon Liquids Dissolved CO2. Oil that has flashed in an atmospheric pressure storage
tank would be expected to retain minimal amounts of gaseous compounds such as CO2. The API
Compendium notes that “once live crude reaches atmospheric pressure and the volatile CH4/CO,
has flashed off, the crude is considered “weathered” and the crude oil vapors contain very little,
if any, CH, or CO,."

> Gas Well Venting During Conventional Well Workovers. Data presented in the TSD indicate
that vented gas emissions from “conventional” well workovers are orders of magnitude smaller
than from “unconventional” well workovers;

> EOR CO2 Injection Pump Blowdowns. Blowdown event volumes and frequency presented in
docket documents indicate that tens of millions of these pumps would be needed for this to be a
significant emission source; and

> Well Testing Venting and Flaring. The majority of well tests are conducted while the wells are
in operation and do not require flaring. Emissions from other well tests would be included in
well completion and well workover estimates.

These sources should be eliminated from 98.232 (c) (1) through (21) and from reporting
requirements in Subpart W. If EPA elects to retain these sources, proper cost impact analysis and
justification should be provided to support the cost effectiveness and data end use objectives for
the GHG inventory.

For the remaining nine “bottom 20%” emission sources - Gas Well Venting During
Unconventional Well Completions, Dehydrator (glycol) Vent stacks, Components, Produced
Water Dissolved CO2, Production Storage Tanks, Gathering Pipeline Fugitives, Reciprocating
Compressor Rod Packing Vents (Blowdown Leak & Blowdown Vent (Unit Isolation Valve
Leak)), Coal Bed Methane (CBM) Produced Water Emissions, and Natural Gas Driven
Pneumatic Pumps - additional emission data collection and analysis to refine the emission
estimates and better evaluate their potential significance (i.e. in the highest 80%) would be

¥ "Replacing Glycol Dehydrators with Desiccant Dehydrators” http://www.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/Il_desde.pdf.
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recommended.

In the TSD, EPA primarily references data and information from the U.S. GHG Inventory and
EPA Natural GasStar studies to estimate emissions from and determine the significance of
individual emission sources. Much of the U.S. GHG Inventory is based on emission factors
developed from production equipment and operations in the early 1990’s (i.e. the GRI/EPA
Study**) and the GasStar data are often “data of opportunity” rather than from a representative
sampling of industry sources. Thus, some emission estimates may not represent current
equipment and operations. Examples of emission reductions since the GRI/EPA Study include
LDAR programs to reduce fugitive emissions, flash tanks and combustion controls for glycol
dehydrators, and other Gas STAR implemented recommended technologies and practices.

It is recommended that EPA investigate additional, more recent sources of GHG emissions data
and refine the emission source estimates presented in the TSD (i.e. refine Table 2). Updated,
more representative data will allow a better evaluation of the potential contribution of all the
individual emission sources and determine which sources are most likely insignificant,
significant (i.e. in the top 80% largest sources), and sources where additional data would be
needed to better define contribution to the overall inventory.

Potential sources of additional, more recent GHG emission data include, but are not limited to,
the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP), data collected for State Implementation Plans,
state agencies, equipment and reagent sales (e.g. desiccants sales to industry by largest
suppliers), and GHG reporting programs.

If this analysis is not completed, then Noble recommends that the Noble U.S. GHG Inventory
presented in Table 2 be used to identify insignificant sources; thus, the eight sources discussed
above would be considered insignificant and removed from the rule. In addition, it is further
recommended that the remaining emission sources estimated to contribute less than 2% of the
GHG inventory be acknowledged as insignificant sources and excluded from reporting for
onshore petroleum and natural gas production:

- Gathering Pipeline Fugitives;

- Reciprocating Compressor Rod Packing Vents (Blowdown Leak & Blowdown Vent (Unit
Isolation Valve Leak);

- Coal Bed Methane (CBM) Produced Water Emissions; and

- Natural Gas Driven Pneumatic Pumps.

Response: EPA disagrees with the analysis provided by the commenter on the decision process.
The decision process used by EPA as a guidance and provided in Appendix A of the Technical
Support Document (TSD) for today’s final rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)
does not include combustion emissions to make the determination on whether a particular source
is in the top 80 percent emissions for the segment; only process emissions are considered. By
adding the combustion emissions, the commenter has skewed the analysis to take several
important sources out of the 80 percent reporting source category. EPA in today’s final rule has

¥ GRI/EPA Reports, “Methane Emissions from the Natural Gas Industry”, June 1996 (EPA -600/R-96-080).
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set equipment thresholds for several sources, namely small dehydrators less than 0.4 mmscfd,
production storage tank emissions from sources less than 10 barrels per day. In addition, the
entire gas gathering and boosting segment of the industry, and coal bed methane produced water
emissions are not included in today’s final rule. Please see Section Il of the preamble for further
information. EPA has greatly simplified the GHG calculation methodologies for several small or
uncertain sources, such as: equipment leaks (now based on factors from major equipment
counts), process emissions from reciprocating and centrifugal compressors in onshore petroleum
and natural gas production (now based on count and emission factor), pneumatic pumps (now
based on count and emission factor), and well workovers without hydraulic fracturing (now
based on count and factor). Also, external combustion equal to or less than 5 mmBtu/hr require
reporting of a count by equipment type only. . It is important to understand that, to inform future
policy, activity data is often as useful as emissions estimates. (see section 4.c. of the TSD to
today’s final rule). On this basis, while today’s final rule greatly simplifies the reporting
requirements for many smaller sources, EPA disagrees with Noble’s comment to exclude eight
source types — centrifugal compressor wet seal oil degassing vents, AGR vent stacks, gas well
venting during conventional well completions (gas well venting from well completions without
hydraulic fracturing in today’s final rule), dehydrator vent stacks, hydrocarbon liquids dissolved
CO02, gas well venting during conventional well workovers (gas well venting from workovers
without hydraulic fracturing in today’s final rule), and EOR CO2 injection pump blowdowns.
EPA needs to know if some of these sources are present in onshore production (AGRs,
centrifugal compressors), and needs a better accounting of the number of some sources (well
completions and workovers without hydraulic fracturing involving venting or flaring of gas).
Note, if a well test, as the commenter suggests, is conducted without any venting or flaring, then
there is nothing to report for that test: this source requires reporting of gas vented or flared. As
the commenter suggests, if the majority of these tests are conducted as part of well completions
and workovers then these will be reported under well completions and workovers, respectively,
and there is no need for duplicative reporting.

EPA disagrees with the comment on costs. Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1167-11. EPA has provided justification, and conducted a detailed cost impact
analysis for all sources in the onshore production sector. This information can be found in the
Economic Impact Analysis for the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions under
subpart W proposed rule (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923). For a complete list of programs and
guidance documents that EPA had evaluated on GHG emissions monitoring and reporting,
please see Table 2: Summary of Program and Guidance Documents on GHG Emissions
Monitoring and Reporting of the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Petroleum and Natural
Gas Industry: Background TSD (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0027).

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-3541-4
Organization: Sempra LNG
Commenter: David M. Cobb

Comment Excerpt Text:
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The inclusion of pump seals should be removed from 98.232(h)(4). The majority of pumps at
LNG import facilities are hermetically sealed and therefore are not open to the atmosphere,
either vertical turbine multistage pumps installed in pump wells submerged within the LNG tank,
or pumps for which the motor and the pump are fully enclosed and submerged in LNG in the
pump can. These pump types do not require pump shaft seals and are not open to the atmosphere,
so they generate no fugitive emissions. For that small number of facilities utilizing LNG pumps
with external motors not enclosed within the pump can, and with pump shaft sealing, the seals
are closely monitored, and if leakage were to occur, the pump would be shut down and repairs to
the seal performed. Due to the level of redundancy of systems and equipment, LNG facilities are
generally equipped with a number of spare pumps, allowing shutdown of any pump for
maintenance, while continuing facility operations without interruption .

Response: EPA is aware that there are different pump technologies deployed by LNG facilities.
If LNG facilities are using low emission technologies and/or implementing emission reduction
practices (such as closely monitoring pump seals as the commenter noted above), then those
should be reflected in the emission levels reported to EPA. However, the use of low emission
pump technologies or emission reduction practices are not known to be ubiquitous in the LNG
industry. Therefore the collection of GHG data from the LNG sector is important in
understanding differentiated emissions levels, which is necessary to informing future policy.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-5
Organization: Interstate Natural Gas Association of America
Commenter: Lisa Beal

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.232 Segment-Specific Source Reporting Should Be Clarified

§98.232(b)—(i) identify the emission sources to report for each of the eight industry segments.
These are the primary sources identified by EPA for each segment. INGAA recommends
focusing on sources that comprise the majority of emissions, and the current Proposed Rule is
more focused on primary emission sources than the 2009 version of Subpart W. INGAA
supports this approach. INGAA’s understanding is that only those sources listed in the applicable
898.232 subsection that applies to a particular segment are to be reported for a facility — i.e., the
source list is specifically defined and limited to those sources in the §98.232 subsection for that
segment.

A facility’s segment should be based on the primary facility function. For example, for natural
gas transmission compression, the seven source types listed in §98.232(e) are to be reported
under Subpart W. If another source type listed for another segment is at a compressor station
(e.g., a dehydrator), reporting and other associated requirements for that source would not be
required.

To facilitate implementation and to reduce ambiguity, INGAA recommends revisions to 898.232

to: (1) clarify identification of an industry segment for a particular facility; and (2) clearly
indicate the segment-specific limitation in sources to report.
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Response: With regards to segment-specific sources to report, please refer back to Section
98.232, “GHGs to report,” of today’s final rule, which contains the complete list of source types
to report for each industry segment. EPA requires that facilities with multiple functions report
under the industry segment for which the majority of emissions occur. Please see the response to
EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-14 for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-6
Organization: Interstate Natural Gas Association of America
Commenter: Lisa Beal

Comment Excerpt Text:
INGAA Recommends Relying on Primary NAICS Code to Identify Segment

Natural gas industry operations include an array of processes, and equipment/source types
prevalent in a particular segment that may also be located at facilities in other segments. INGAA
understands that EPA’s intent is that a particular facility would only report emissions from the
corresponding source types listed for the applicable segment in 98.232. EPA has indicated it
plans to add a “frequently asked question” to its on-line support material to address this issue.
Without additional clarity, INGAA is concerned that implementation questions could arise. Thus,
it is important that the Final Rule more clearly reflects EPA’s intent and also provides a means to
document the appropriate segment for a facility.

To identify the segment that applies to a facility, INGAA recommends that EPA initially rely on
the primary six digit NAICS code. As needed, additional information can be provided to further
refine the segment. For example, NAICS code 486210 applies to “pipeline transportation of
natural gas”. Since there is not a separate code for storage, this code should apply for both
transmission compressor stations and natural gas storage facilities. To provide additional
differentiation beyond the NAICS, operators should clarify additional segmentation in the GHG
Monitoring Plan and identify the segment that applies under §98.232 in the annual report. This
approach would be supported by recent General Provision proposed amendments to require
NAICS reporting.

On April 12, 2010, EPA proposed amendments to 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A of the Mandatory
Reporting Rule at 75 FR 18455 — 18468. The proposed amendments include the requirement for
reporters to provide, “...their primary and all other applicable North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS) code(s)”. [75 FR 18455] INGAA understands that this
requirement is not yet final, but with expectations that NAICS code reporting will be required,
INGAA recommends relying on the NAICS code to identify the industry segment under
898.232. Since NAICS code reporting will likely be instituted, this information can also be used
to clarify the applicable industry segment under 898.232. Some NAICS codes apply to multiple
segments within 898.232, and in such cases additional clarification can be provided in the GHG
Monitoring Plan.

To address this issue presuming the proposed General Provision amendments are finalized,
INGAA recommends revisions to §98.232(a) to indicate the following:

169



“(a) You must report CO, and CH,4 emissions from each industry segment specified in paragraph
(b) through (i) of this section.

(i) The industry segment specified in paragraph (b) through (i) shall be based on the primary
NAICS code reported under §98.3(c)(10)(i).

(i) When the NAICS code includes multiple industry segments from paragraph (b) through (i) of
this section, the basis and determination for the industry segment shall be documented in the
facility GHG Monitoring Plan required under §98.3(g)(5).”

This language, or similar text, should be added to section §98.232 to clarify the source segment
for a particular facility. If the Subpart A amendments are not finalized for reference in the Final
Rule, the language provided in (a)(i) above could be revised to delete reference to Subpart A, but
still provide similar criteria.

Response: EPA disagrees with the use of NAICS codes. Please see response to comment EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-14 .

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-7
Organization: Interstate Natural Gas Association of America
Commenter: Lisa Beal

Comment Excerpt Text:
Additional INGAA Recommended Clarifications to §98.232

INGAA recommends additional clarifications in the rule text to clarify rule intent. Minor
revisions can add considerable clarification, and INGAA recommends the following revision to
§98.232(a):

“(a) You must report CO, and CH,4 emissions from each industry segment specified in paragraph
(b) through (i) of this section, and only those sources specified for the industry segment shall be
reported for an applicable facility under this subpart.”

This proposed revision is in addition to the text proposed in Comment I11.A above, but is
provided separately to avoid confusion. If EPA elects not to include such text in the Final Rule,
then the Final Rule preamble should, at a minimum, include a discussion to clearly indicate the
requirement — i.e., the preamble should indicate that an applicable facility would only report
emissions from the emission sources listed for its corresponding industry segment in §98.232.
For example, a natural gas transmission compressor station would only report emissions for the
seven sources identified in §98.232(e) under Subpart W.

In addition, further clarification is required regarding §98.232(j) which addresses reporting of
flare emissions. INGAA understands that flare emissions reporting is not required for natural gas
transmission or storage because it is not included in the segment-specific list. However, the
subsection hierarchy in §98.232 causes confusion, where 898.232(j) through (l) are separate from
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the criteria in §98.232(b) through (i). Paragraph (j) could be perceived as a stand-alone
requirement, similar to criteria in (k) and (1), which indicate Subpart C combustion emissions and
Subpart PP emissions must be reported. Since paragraph (j) has the same hierarchy as (k) and (1),
it causes confusion. Thus, §98.232(j) should be clarified to indicate the following:

“(j) Where flare emissions reporting is required in paragraph (b) through (i) of this section, you
must report the CO,, CHg4, and N,O emissions from each flare.

If an alternative interpretation is intended — i.e., flares reporting is applicable to all industry
segments specified in paragraph (b) through (i), then EPA should explain the basis for this
decision.

Response: With regard to sources to report for each industry segment, please see response to
comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-5. In response to commenters’ concern about the
ambiguity of which industry segment is required to report flare emissions, today’s final rule has
been clarified for GHGs to report in Section 98.232(j) to state that only the flare emissions from
applicable industry segments must be reported.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1042-13
Organization: ConocoPhillips Company
Commenter: Dan F. Hunter

Comment Excerpt Text:
898.232(j): You must report the CO,, CHa, and N,O emissions from each flare.

This paragraph appears to require reporting emission from flares for ALL industry segment
defined under Subpart W. To confuse matters, flares are specifically limited as a source for
“onshore natural gas processing” (8§98.232(d)) or used for control of another listed source under
898.232(b) through (i). Specifically identifying flare stacks in the applicable segment is
sufficient and reduces any confusion. Therefore, ConocoPhillips requests the removal of this
paragraph from 8§ 98.232.

Response: Please see the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-7.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1151-26
Organization: American Petroleum Institute
Commenter: Karin Ritter

Comment Excerpt Text:

Section 98.232 GHG’s to report. Section 98.232(j) should be removed from the regulations. As
proposed, this paragraph indicates ALL flares for all segments have to report CO,, CH,4, and
NO. Specifically identifying flare stacks in the applicable segment is sufficient and reduces any
confusion.

Response: Please see the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-7.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-14
Organization: BP America, Inc.

Commenter: Karen St. John

Commenter Type: Industry - oil and gas

Comment Excerpt Text:
Section 98.232 GHG’s to report

98.232(j) should be removed from the regulations. As proposed, this paragraph indicates ALL
flares for all segments have to report CO,, CH4, and N,O. Specifically identifying flare stacks in
the applicable segment is sufficient and reduces any confusion.

Paragraph (k) requires reporters to report under subpart C the emissions of CO,, CH,4, and N,O
from each stationary fuel combustion units by following the requirements of subpart C. Subpart
C Section 98.30(b)(1) says the source category subject to Subpart C excludes portable
equipment. 98.230(a)(2) says the onshore petroleum and natural gas production source category
includes “...portable non-self-propelled equipment (including but not limited to well drilling and
completion equipment, workover, equipment, gravity separation equipment, auxiliary
nontransportation- related equipment, and leased, rented or contracted equipment...” EPA should
clarify if the source category definitions in 98.230 and in particular 98.230(a)(2) only apply to
vented, fugitive and flare emissions reported under Subpart W or if the source category
definitions in 98.230 also apply to combustion sources located at the petroleum and natural gas
source category facilities. In other words for onshore petroleum and natural gas facilities which
of the following 2 scenarios is the correct interpretation: (1) are stationary, portable, rented,
contracted and leased vented and fugitive emissions reported under Subpart W and stationary,
portable, rented, contracted and leased combustion source emissions reported under Subpart C
because 98.230(a)(2) says portable, rented, contracted and leased equipment is part of the
onshore production facility; OR (2) are stationary, portable, rented, contracted and leased vented
and fugitive emissions reported under Subpart W because 98.230(a)(2) says portable, rented,
contracted and leased equipment is part of the onshore production facility and only stationary
combustion source emissions (not portable, rented, contracted and leased combustion source
emissions) are reported under Subpart C because 98.232(k) says to report combustion emissions
following the requirements of Subpart C which includes an exclusion for portable combustion
emissions? EPA should significantly clarify the interaction between Subpart W and Subpart C.

Response: Please see the response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-7 for discussion
on GHG’s to report under flare emissions. Onshore production must report emissions from each
portable and stationary fuel combustion source under subpart W. Please see Section II.F of the
preamble. The source category definitions in Section 98.230 apply to combustion emissions,
equipment leaks, vented and flare emissions. You must report combined emissions and follow
the requirements of Section 98.2, for facilities that contain any source category for which
calculation methods are provided. In the final rule EPA has revised the term facility in 98.238 for
the purposes of subpart W, and separated it from the Subpart A requirements with respect to
natural gas distribution and onshore petroleum and natural gas production for clarity. Please see
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the preamble Section I1.D.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1022-1
Organization :
Commenter: Michael Leonard

Comment Excerpt Text:

(98.232) Regarding GHGs to report, stationary combustion emissions from portable equipment
are not listed as a source type under any type of facility. We request clarification whether or not
stationary combustion emissions from portable equipment would be required to report under
Subpart W.

Response: Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1305-14.

2.2 SELECTION OF THRESHOLDS

Comment Number: EMAIL-0011-1 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early
Comment Submissions” in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923)

Organization: Swanner Consulting & Reporting, LLC

Commenter: Robin Swanner

Comment Excerpt Text:

I have read the rules concerning Oil & Gas Operators and participated in the webinar and am still
trying to decide if Oil & Gas operators are required to test and/or report to the EPA. | understand
that there is a threshold of the 25,000 co2e, so does the EPA recommend using the optical
emission detection for fugitive gases in addition to the calculation to determine what the
threshold would be on a yearly basis? If the operator determines they are under the threshold
then no report would be due, but they would have the information if EPA requests it.

Response: Facilities have the responsibility of determining their applicability to the rule based
on the general provisions outlined in Section 98.2. Please see The Final Mandatory GHG
Reporting Rule (“Final MRR™), (40 CFR part 98) preamble Section I1.P, where EPA addressed
applicability determination broadly. EPA plans to develop screening tools to help facilities in
each segment of the petroleum and natural gas industry determine whether they would be subject
to reporting. For further details about the screening tools, please see Section Il.F of the
preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0051-1
Organization:
Commenter: Z. Carpenter

Comment Excerpt Text:
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I am in full support of the proposed rule to subject owners or operators of petroleum and natural
gas facilities with emissions equal to or greater than 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide per
year to mandatory reporting. However, | think the proposed rule does not go far enough, and that
10,000 metric tons is a better threshold.

The most compelling scientific research regarding carbon dioxide emissions tells us that 350
parts per million is “the safe upper limit for CO2 in our atmosphere.” www.350.0rg
(“Accelerating arctic warming and other early climate impacts have led scientists to conclude
that we are already above the safe zone at our current 390 ppm, and that unless we are able to
rapidly return to below 350 ppm this century, we risk reaching tipping points and irreversible
impacts such as the melting of the Greenland ice sheet and major methane releases from
increased permafrost melt.”), see also IPCC 4th Assessment Report, 2007.

The EPA, as well as Congress and our nation’s President, have made it a priority goal to reduce
Greenhouse Gas emissions. | think that in order to “rapidly return to below 350 ppm this
century” the EPA must act to regulate more Greenhouse Gas producing industries across the
board. However, the EPA should target bigger industries first, because they have the resources to
fund the technological innovation needed to make reducing Greenhouse Gas emissions a cost-
effective option for smaller industries. While these smaller industries are in a less advantageous
position to develop this technology, they eventually need to lower their emissions for us to get to
350ppm. The EPA’s own fact sheet regarding the recently announced tailoring rule noted that
“[e]missions from small farms, restaurants, and all but the very largest commercial facilities will
not be covered by these programs at this time.” (emphasis added). Final Rule: Prevention of
Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule. Evidently, it is the EPA’s
own ambition to expand Greenhouse Gas regulation to these small industries as well as the large
petroleum and natural gas facilities that will be impacted by this proposed rule.

So why, then, not adjust the threshold to 10,000? The 25,000 ton threshold is under inclusive of
thousands of large CO2 producing facilities in the petroleum and natural gas industry, an
industry that is well situated to bear the burden of spearheading the effort of American business
to lower Greenhouse Gas emissions. Further, lowering the threshold level for large petroleum
and natural gas facilities would put smaller industries on notice that they will soon be subject to
Greenhouse Gas regulation as well, because it would express a more aggressive agency position
on CO; regulation. This indirect notice effect would make the agency’s job easier when it came
time to expand regulation further. It is my impression that this is essentially what motivated the
additional rules in the first place, I am simply suggesting that the agency go further than it has

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment on the 10,000 metric ton CO-e threshold. Please see
The Final Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40 CFR part 98) preamble Section
I1.E, the Technical Support Document (TSD) and the Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) for
today’s final rule found in docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923. EPA disagrees that the rule is
under-inclusive of facilities, as EPA estimates that the rule will cover 85 percent of the total
GHG emissions from the U.S. petroleum and natural gas industry with about 2,800 facilities
reporting. Please see the EIA Section 5, for more information.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0582-43
Organization: Western Climate Initiative (WCI)
Commenter: Michael Gibbs

Comment Excerpt Text:

Reporting Facilities: The WCI supports the EPA’s proposed approach of defining the reporting
facilities for on-shore and off-shore production and natural gas processing for determining
compliance obligations against the 25,000 tonne threshold. The approach of separating
consolidated onshore and offshore production facilities from natural gas processing plants and
downstream operations meets the needs of the WCI so long as the option is present for a lower
state level reporting threshold as discussed by the Integrated Project Team.

Response: Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0051-1.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0837-3
Organization: Canadian Gas Association
Commenter: Michael Cleland

Comment Excerpt Text:

We note from information in the preamble that only one in ten LDCs is likely to trigger the
25,000 tCO.e reporting threshold; however, there is still an onus on facilities under the threshold
to determine that they do not report. This is a potentially costly and onerous effort for LDCs
below the reporting threshold. We would encourage EPA to provide a straightforward means for
these smaller LDCs to confirm exclusion from reporting. For example, some level of miles of
distribution main and/or number of gate stations could be set as the starting threshold for
reporting.

Response: EPA agrees that approximately one in ten LDCs will report, as EPA estimates that
143 LDCs, of approximately 1,427 LDCs, will be subject to subpart W using a facility threshold
of 25,000 tpy CO2e. Please see the EIA in EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923. EPA disagrees that the
initial applicability determination process is burdensome, please see The Final Mandatory GHG
Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40 CFR part 98) Section II.P EPA has estimated the burden for
reporting determination made by non-reporters and it is included in the EIA. EPA plans to
develop voluntary screening tools to assist facilities in determining whether they are subject to
reporting. Please Section I1.F of the preamble in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0955-1
Organization: American Public Gas Association (APGA)
Commenter: Bert Kalisch

Comment Excerpt Text:
APGA supports applying the 25,000 metric ton threshold to fugitive emissions, particularly for
LDCs covered under proposed subpart W.
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Of the approximately 1,000 public LDCs in the United States, over half have fewer than 5,000
customers, annual revenues of less than $1 million and 5 or fewer employees. For these utilities
the administrative burden of complying with this regulation would be significant. APGA
commends EPA for proposing to limit reporting to those utilities whose estimated fugitive
emissions and emissions of other greenhouse gases exceed 25,000 metric tons CO2 equivalent
per year.

The limitation is particularly appropriate for LDCs covered under proposed subpart W. APGA’s
analysis using annual report data submitted by 1,372 LDC operators to the Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (“PHMSA”) for calendar year 2007 finds that the
total estimated emissions using EPA’s emission factors and the count of mains and services were
14,662,873 metric tons CO2 equivalent per year. For the 97 operators whose estimated emissions
were over 25,000 metric tons, the total estimated emissions were 12,918,715 metric tons per
year. By applying the 25,000 metric ton threshold, about 90 percent of the estimated LDC
emissions would be reported and at the same time EPA would eliminate the burden on the 93
percent of LDC operators whose operations are very small and for which reporting would be a
substantial burden. In that regard, the 90 percent of the emissions from LDCs that would still be
captured by application of the threshold compares very favorably to the 83% of emissions that
would be captured by application of the threshold to all categories covered under the Proposed
Rule.

Thus, application of the 25,000 metric tons threshold is particularly warranted for LDCs covered
under subpart W. In that regard, it is worth noting that because the PHMSA data on emissions is
publicly available, EPA could easily use such PHMSA data rather than impose unnecessary

burdens on small LDC operators by requiring these LDCs to report such data separately to EPA.

In sum, APGA supports the 25,000 metric ton CO2 equivalent threshold, particularly for LDCs
covered under subpart W, because application of the threshold would appropriately eliminate
unduly burdensome requirements.

Response: EPA does not agree that the leak detection and repair requirements of the Department
of Transportation meet the requirements to inform public policy regarding greenhouse gas
emissions. For further details, please see rulemaking docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923) under
“Understanding the Substance of the DOT Regulations and Comparing Them to the Subpart W
Requirements” and the response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1026-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-5
Organization: Natural Gas Supply Association
Commenter: Patricia W. Jagtiani

Comment Excerpt Text:
The agency can reduce the total number of wellheads and related facilities that are subject to
reporting by increasing applicable emission thresholds, redefining the unit of reporting, or a
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combination of these two approaches.

Response: See response to comment, EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0051-1 for a discussion of the
alternatives of changing the emissions threshold. Furthermore, redefining units of reporting to
something other than basin level has been evaluated by EPA, and EPA has determined that basin
level reporting has the optimal balance of emissions coverage and cost burden (See Volume 2 on
Selection of Reporting Thresholds, Greenhouses Gases, and De Minimis Provisions of the
Response to Comment document which addresses a number of these questions). In addition, the
Economic Impact Analysis of today’s final rule, Section 5, also discusses the analysis of using a
field level versus basin level for reporting.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1004-7
Organization: Natural Gas Supply Association
Commenter: Patricia W. Jagtiani

Comment Excerpt Text:
Devising a simple “screening” threshold that would allow wellheads that are of small size or
throughput to be excluded from GHG emissions reporting;

Response: EPA disagrees with de minimis reporting. Please see The Final Mandatory GHG
Reporting Rule (“Final MRR”), (40 CFR part 98) preamble Section I1.K. Low production well
data must be reported if said well is part of a facility over the threshold, but EPA has revised
several methodologies including using emission factors for onshore production tanks with less
than 10 barrels per day separator and well production throughput, please see response to
comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-2. EPA will provide a screening tool for overall
basin-level applicability determination. Please see Section Il.F of the preamble to today’s final
rule for further details.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-5
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of America
Commenter: Lee Fuller

Comment Excerpt Text:

American petroleum and natural gas production comes from approximately 933,000 wells —
roughly 500,000 oil wells and 433,000 natural gas wells. These facilities are spread across 33
states. Offshore facilities would be within the scope of the reporting requirements. EPA
estimates that 50 offshore facilities would be covered under the 25,000 tons/year threshold. If
EPA were to expand the reporting requirements to onshore facilities, it is highly unlikely that any
production well facility would meet the reporting threshold. For example, approximately 85
percent of oil wells and 74 percent of natural gas wells are marginal wells producing less than 15
barrels/day of oil and 90 mcf/day of natural gas, respectively. Most of these operations are
owned by small businesses. None of them would exceed the reporting threshold individually.
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Response: Please see Section 11.D.1 of the preamble for onshore production segment and the
reporting requirements. EPA disagrees with the commenter’s comparison of onshore and
offshore production facility definitions and the possible resultant reporting determinations.
Please see the Technical Support Document (TSD) for today’s final rule found in docket (EPA—
HQ-OAR-2009-0923) for a discussion of facility definitions. With regards to the comment on
marginal well operations and the reporting threshold, please see response to comment EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-0053 -1.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1005-8
Organization: Independent Petroleum Association of America
Commenter: Lee Fuller

Comment Excerpt Text:
Reporting Threshold

We continue to endorse a 25,000 tons/year reporting threshold for a facility. However, we
believe the onshore petroleum and natural gas production should be treated as other industries
with a facility definition that is related to real operations. In this instance — consistent with other
portions of the CAA — the well pad is an appropriate facility definition.

Response: EPA disagrees with the comment regarding onshore production facility definition,
please see Section Il of the preamble in today’s final rule, and the Technical Support Document
(TSD) for today’s final rule found in docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923). EPA disagrees with
the comment regarding consistency with the CAA. Please see response to comments EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1044-1 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1174-5.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-11
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
There are several issues here: Does the 25,000 tonne threshold include all combustion equipment
in the basin for production facilities?

Response: Yes for onshore production, portable and stationary combustion emissions must be
included in the 25,000 MtCO.e threshold determination. However, for external combustion
sources with a rated heat input capacity equal to or less than 5 mmBtu/hr, reporters are only
required to report the number and type of equipment and therefore, the emissions from these
small sources will not be included in the threshold analysis. Yes for onshore production, portable
and stationary combustion emissions must be included in the 25,000 MtCO.e threshold
determination. However, for external combustion sources with a rated heat input capacity equal
to or less than 5 mmBtu/hr, reporters are only required to report the number and type of
equipment and therefore, the emissions from these small sources will not be included in the

178



threshold analysis. In the final rule, EPA has clarified the For threshold determination for
onshore production and distribution. Please see the preamble Section I1.D.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1015-8
Organization: The Petroleum Association of Wyoming
Commenter: John Robitaille

Comment Excerpt Text:
General Comments — Portable and Standby Equipment

EPA states, “For applying the threshold defined in 98.2(a)(2), you must include combustion
emissions from portable equipment that cannot move on roadways under its own power and
drive train and that is stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days in a reporting year, including
drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam boilers, and heaters.” This
requirement is unclear. Must it be the same piece of equipment (i.e., what if there are three
different portable engines that together add up to >30 days)? It is important to note that
equipment often moves from well site to well site, however, as written in the rule it appears that
equipment must be tracked by basin. While it is common to track equipment by asset or business
line, crossing basins will make this reporting requirement difficult to comply as it is information
not currently tracked in this manner.

98.234(a) will require standby equipment to be included in annual leak detection which is overly
burdensome: by nature, standby equipment is operated in short intervals, and is often operated in
place of other equipment that would otherwise be emitting GHG emissions. Also, this
requirement would force field personnel to make multiple trips to each wellhead each year to
quantify emissions that are otherwise minimal.

Response: In today’s final rule EPA has removed the 30-day at wellhead clause to avoid
practical issues with determining the time the portable equipment is at the wellhead. Please see
response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7. In regards to the comment on
movement of portable equipment, EPA does not agree with the commenter. Typically, the
operator will know where the portable equipment is located any given point in time. This is
tracked as the commenter has pointed out by asset (or field operations). Usually, one basin will
have multiple assets for an operator and determining the number of days the portable equipment
was in the basin is simply a matter of adding the number of days the portable equipment was in
each of the assets in that basin. In any case, the removal of 30 days requirement will make the
tracking easier.

In regard to annual leak detection of compressors in standby mode, today’s final rule requires the
use of emissions factors to estimate process emissions (vented and equipment leaks) from
compressors in onshore production. Hence, the issue of standby compressors is not relevant for
onshore production in today’s final rule.
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Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1016-27
Organization: American Gas Association
Commenter: Pamela A. Lacey

Comment Excerpt Text:
Clarify That Portable and Stationary Combustion Emissions Are Not Included in the Threshold
Determination under Subpart W for Facilities Other Than Production

It is not clear how section 98.2(a)(2) in Subpart A relates to threshold determinations under
Subpart W. Proposed section 98.231(a) describes the reporting threshold for Subpart W facilities
as follows:

“You must report GHG emissions from ... natural gas systems if your facility as defined in
898.230 meets the requirements of §98.2(a)(2).

Section 98.2(a) sets out a facility threshold of 25,000 metric tons per year CO2e “in combined
emissions from stationary fuel combustion units, ... and all source categories listed in Table A-3
of Subpart A.” This may make sense for a traditional Clean Air Act “facility” with contiguous
boundaries, where one could survey combustion sources within the fence line, but it makes no
sense when applied to a larger distribution system under a reporting rule that is intended to
estimate and report fugitive and vented emissions. Proposed section 98.230 would create an
unusually expansive definition of facility for “Natural Gas Distribution” — encompassing many
miles of distribution pipelines and metering and regulating stations that can stretch across an
entire state. There could be many small pieces of combustion equipment along gas mains and at
M&R stations scattered across a state. LDCs do not maintain inventories of these small
combustion units, and the cost of obtaining a count of such small fuel combustion units would
not be justified by the small amount of emissions involved. EPA should not require LDCs to
develop an estimate of combustion emissions from such small sources either for threshold or
reporting purposes.

Proposed section 98.231(b) states that “[f]or applying the threshold defined in §98.2(a)(2) [i.e.
25,000 metric tons per year COZ2e], you must include combustion emissions from portable
equipment that cannot move on roadways under its own power and drive train and that is
stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days, including drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors,
electrical generators, steam boilers, and heaters.” While the preamble explains that EPA is
proposing to require portable and stationary fuel combustion emissions to be included in the
threshold determination for onshore production facilities,*® the proposed regulatory language is
not clear. It could be interpreted to apply to wellheads at underground storage facilities as well as
production wellheads.

The problem with including portable equipment in the determination whether an underground
storage facility has triggered the 25,000 tpy threshold is the fact it is literally a moving target.
For example, an operator may have a drilling rig on site for 6 months in 2008 but not in 2009. If

¥ 75 Fed. Reg. at 18619.
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the drilling rig for that six month period caused the underground storage facility to “trigger” the
threshold for reporting but it is a one-time occurrence, the operator is saddled with Subpart W
reporting for a facility that triggered the threshold only because of this one time emission. It
would also be a ‘logistical nightmare’ to track all contractor portable equipment and their run
time and then calculate the emissions to determine whether the portable equipment emission
cumulatively triggers the 25,000 tpy threshold over the course of a year.

AGA'’s Suggested Revision: Accordingly, the provision should be clarified by revising the
beginning of section 98.231 as follows: “For applying the threshold defined in §98.2(a)(2) to
onshore production facilities, you must include combustion emissions from portable
equipment....”

Response: EPA never intended portable combustion emissions monitoring for natural gas
distribution or underground natural gas storage. In today’s final rule, EPA has clarified that
portable combustion emissions are to be included in threshold determination and require
reporting only from onshore production segments, as portable combustion are responsible for a
large portion of onshore production emissions. Please see Section II.F of the preamble in today’s
final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-12
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:

Pre-amble-page 54, "Although EPA is proposing an emissions threshold of 25,000 metric tonnes
CO2e for all segments of the petroleum and natural gas industry, EPA is taking comment on
whether a 10,000 metric tonnes COZ2e threshold for onshore petroleum and natural gas
production would be more appropriate.” -

- CAPP does not support the lowering of the facility threshold to 10,000 metric tomes CO2e.

Response: Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-0051-1.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1018-20
Organization: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
Commenter: Rick Hyndman

Comment Excerpt Text:
Part 98 Section 98.231 — Threshold Reporting

98.231 (b)
“...must include combustion emissions from portable equipment that cannot move on roadways
under its own power and drive train and that is stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days in a
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reporting year, including drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam
boilers, and heaters.” -

- CAPP understands that the EPA was attempting to reduce the burden on industry by placing a
30 day threshold for portable equipment, however in practice this only removes the calculation
portion of the burden as all equipment and associated data would still have to be collected in case
the annual 30 day threshold is met. If the EPA wishes to reduce the burden for portable
equipment, CAPP recommends a portable equipment size de minimus be implemented, which
would exclude the smaller heaters and generators.

- CAPP would also like to see consistency between all sectors and facility types with respect to
how portable equipment is handled.

Response: The treatment of portable equipment is clarified in Section I1.F of the preamble.
Regarding the comment on small combustion sources, please see response to comment EPA-HQ—
OAR-2009-0923-1015-11.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-12
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
Comments on the Scope of the Proposed Rule. The following section presents Kinder Morgan’s
comments on the scope of the proposed Subpart W.

1. Applicability. Kinder Morgan noted in its comments on the original Mandatory Reporting
Rule that it is critical for EPA to provide a practical, streamlined, bright-line procedure in the
rule for determining whether Subpart W applies to a given facility. As the Mandatory Reporting
Rule is currently written, facilities that are potentially subject to Subpart W but most likely
below the applicability threshold must still use the full suite of measurement and calculation
methodologies provided in the rule in order to determine whether reporting is required.* To
comply with this requirement, Kinder Morgan would have to carry out a full Subpart W
emissions assessment at all of the facilities that could potentially meet the criteria in 40 C.F.R.
SECTION 98.2(a)(2). This would entail a number of costly and burdensome measures at
facilities that are ultimately found to be below the reporting threshold, including, among other
things: installing and maintaining flow meters at components targeted for reporting under
Subpart W, conducting surveys of components for which population emission factors are used to
estimate emissions, and conducting optical scans of facilities in order to detect fugitive emissions
from components for which leak emission factors are used. This outcome would defeat the
purpose of having a 25,000 metric tons CO2-e threshold for reporting and will cause Kinder

% See 40 C.F.R. SECTION 98.2(b) (generally requiring the methods prescribed in each Subpart to be applied to a
facility for purposes of applicability determination, if the facility is among the source types listed in 98.2(a)(2)).
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Morgan to collect data at numerous facilities that are too small to trigger a reporting requirement.

The Mandatory Reporting Rule already provides a simple screening procedure for combustion
devices, by applying a presumption that devices with a heat rate of less than 30 mmBTU/hour
are not required to report and allowing other devices to use any of the emission calculation
methods provided in Subpart C.*” Similarly, Kinder Morgan believes it is possible to develop a
robust screening method for the petroleum and natural gas sector that will avoid the problems
described above. To reduce unnecessary compliance and enforcement risk, it is important that
the screening method be included in the text of the final rule, rather than provided in the form of
guidance. In addition, the screening method must rely on clear objective factors that yield
consistent applicability determinations.

For facilities in the onshore natural gas transmission sector, we endorse the proposal submitted
by INGAA in its comments on this proposed rule, under which facilities with combustion and
event-based blowdown vent emissions of less than 15,000 metric tons CO2-e per year would not
be required to conduct leak detection or monitoring to determine reportability but rather would
be presumed to be less than the 25,000 metric tons CO2-e reporting threshold. As explained in
INGAA’s comments, this method is simple to apply and would reliably screen out facilities that
are clearly below the reporting threshold. For facilities in the onshore petroleum and natural gas
production sector, Kinder Morgan supports the recommendation of the American Exploration
and Production Council (AXPC) that sites with throughput at or below minimal levels be
presumptively excluded from reporting under Subpart W.

Response: EPA disagrees with inserting the screening language in the rule, and plans to develop
voluntary screening tools to assist reporters in determining whether they meet the threshold for
reporting. Please see Section I1.F of the preamble in today’s final rule. EPA disagrees with the
comment to use 15,000 metric tons CO2-e per year as a screening level or that onshore
production facilities below a certain throughput level not be included, as it is the reporters’
responsibility to determine applicability with the threshold, please see response to comment
EMAIL-0011-1 (comment also located in rulemaking memo “Early Comment Submissions™ in
docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923). EPA disagrees with the comment regarding flow meters, as
today’s final rule does not require any permanent flow meters.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-2
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
EPA should provide a simple screening method for determining whether Subpart
W applies to individual facilities, so that measurements are not required at facilities with

%7 See 40 C.F.R. SECTION 98.2(a)(3), (c).

* The AXPC comments specifically call for excluding any site with (1) only wellhead fugitive emissions and
produced water storage tank emissions, (2) any natural gas production site with less than 3 million standard cubic
feet per day (MMSCFD) of production and less than 1 barrel of oil per day (BOPD) condensate production, or (3)
any oil stripper well producing less than 10 BOPD.
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emissions well below the 25,000 metric tons CO2-e threshold. Kinder Morgan supports the
Interstate Natural Gas Association of America’s recommendation that facilities with combustion
and event-based blowdown vent emissions of less than 15,000 metric tons CO2-e are not
required to conduct leak detection or monitoring to determine reportability but rather would be
presumed to emit less than the 25,000 metric tons CO2-e per year reporting threshold.

Response: Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-12.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-43
Organization: Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
Commenter: Kim Dang

Comment Excerpt Text:
SECTION 98.231 Reporting threshold.

(@) You must report GHG emissions from petroleum and natural gas systems if your facility as
defined in SECTION 98.230 meets the requirements of SECTION 98.2(a)(2).

(b) For applying the threshold defined in SECTION 98.2(a)(2), you must include combustion
emissions from portable non-emergency equipment that cannot move on roadways under its own
power and drive train and that is stationed at a production wellhead for more than 30 days in a
reporting year, including drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam
boilers, and heaters.

Response: EPA has clarified the rule in 98.231 that onshore production and natural gas
distribution must include stationary and portable combustion in determining applicability with
the threshold. Subpart W does not include combustion emissions from emergency equipment or
emergency generators, see subpart C. EPA has removed the 30-day at wellhead clause to avoid
practical issues with determining the time the portable equipment is at the wellhead. Please see
response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1170-7.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1025-2
Organization: Paiute Pipeline Company
Commenter: Jeff Maples

Comment Excerpt Text:
LNG Facilities do not Exceed the Threshold for Fugitives

Paiute’s LNG peak-shaving facility would not emit enough fugitive GHGs to exceed the 25,000
tons per year (tpy) COZ2e threshold for being required to report. As a practical matter, LNG
facilities should be exempt from reporting because they do not meet the threshold under 40 CFR
898.2(a)(2). However, under the Subpart W proposal, LNG operators would still be forced to
engage -- at least once if not periodically-- in the same level of effort to develop component
counts, conduct duplicative Subpart W leak surveys using optical gas scanning equipment, and
apply dated emission factors in order to demonstrate that GHG emissions from their facilities do
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not exceed the regulatory threshold.

LNG facilities contribute minimal amounts to the overall fugitive emissions within the oil and
gas processing industry sectors, yet these facilities are proposed to be included in the proposed
rule. This makes no sense to us, and we respectfully request that EPA delete LNG facilities from
the list of industry segments covered by Subpart W.

Response: For threshold determination the reporter must combine emissions and follow the
requirements of Section 98.2, for facilities that contain any source category for which calculation
methods are provided, including combustion emissions and equipment leaks. EPA disagrees
with eliminating LNG facilities from subpart W, and will continue to retain reporting
requirements from LNG facilities. Please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923—
1025-1. EPA plans to develop voluntary screening tools to facilitate reporting determinations,
please see Section I1.F of the preamble in today’s final rule.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1027-6
Organization: Offshore Operators Committee
Commenter: Allen Verret

Comment Excerpt Text:

98.231(b): For applying the threshold defined in § 98.2(a)(2), you must include combustion
emissions from portable equipment that cannot move on roadways under its own power and
drive train and that is stationed at a wellhead for more than 30 days in a reporting year, including
drilling rigs, dehydrators, compressors, electrical generators, steam boilers, and heaters.

OOC Comment: The language in this section would not appear to fit the offshore category. It
defines portable equipment that must be included in terms of ability to move on roadways, which
suggests that the paragraph was written with the onshore categories in mind. If the requirement
to include drilling rigs were to apply offshore, it would be in conflict with GOADS 2008
guidance which only included drilling activities in cases of platform rig applications or jack-up
rigs associated with an Area/Block with existing production structures. It would also result in the
odd conclusion that portable equipment is included in threshold determination but not in the
reporting itself, which according to 98.232(b) is only required for “stationary vented” and
“stationary fugitives” sources. Finally, tracking portable equipment offshore such as short-term
contractor sources would be a burdensome requirement because of the need to catalog and track
specifications of contractor equipment, and represents a very small portion of the overall
emissions from an offshore facility that may already be captured if fuel use is aggregated.

Response: Regarding combustion emissions, please see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR—
2009-0923-1027-8.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1031-14

Organization: Anadarko Petroleum Corporation
Commenter: William W. (Bill) Grygar
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Comment Excerpt Text:

In addition, EPA should include an applicability threshold that would not require reporting
by operators with small gathering line systems with GHG emissions clearly below the 25k
tpy level. We suggest that an appropriate cutoff would be 2,500 miles per owner/operator,
which equates to about 25k tpy using EPA’s proposed emissions calculation method for
gathering lines and assuming the lines contain 100% methane, a worst case assumption.

Response: Natural gas gathering pipelines are not included in today’s final rule. For a discussion
of this, please see Section I1.F of the preamble.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1036-1
Organization: Contek Solutions, LLC
Commenter: Jim Johnstone

Comment Excerpt Text:
(98.231) The rules states that portable equipment is to be included for reporting purposes at
wellheads. Is portable equipment at production facilities and gas plants exempt from reporting?

Response: In regard to portable equipment combustion emissions under Section 98.231, please
see response to comment EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1024-43.

Comment Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0923-1039-2
Organization: Interstate Natural Gas Association of America
Commenter: Lisa Beal

Comment Excerpt Text:
An Applicability Screening Method is Needed to Identify Facilities that Report

As defined in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A, a 25,000 metric tons CO2e annual facility emission
threshold triggers reporting obligations under the Mandatory Reporting Rule. However, for
Subpart W facilities, the absence of a workable screen method to facilitate the applicability
determination significantly undermines the benefits of that threshold. To initially determine
whether a given natural gas facility exceeds the threshold for emissions reporting, the General
Provisions (i.e., Subpart 