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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 60
[AD-FRI.~2509-5]

Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources Equipment Leaks
of VOC Petroleum Refinerics and
Synthetic Organic Chemical
Manufacturing Industry

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMPIARY: This action promulgates
standards of performance for equipment
leaks of volatile organic compounds
(VOC] 1n the petroleum refining
mdustry. The standards were proposed
in the Federal Regmster on January 4,
1983 (48 FR 279). This action also
promulgates minor amendments to
standards for equipment leaks of VOC
within the synthetic organic chemical
manufacturing industry (SOCMI). The
promulgated standards implement
section 111 of the Clean Air Act and are
based on the Administrator's
determination that fugitive emssions of
VOC from the petroleum refining -
industry cause, or contribute
significantly to, air pollution which may
reasonably be anticipated to endanger
public health or welfare. The mntended
effect of the standards 1s to requure all
newly constructed, modified, and
reconstructed refining facilities 1n the
petroleum refinery industry to reduce
emussions to the level achieved by the
best.demonstrated system of continuous
emussion reduction for equipment leaks
of VOC, considering costs, nonarr
quality health and environmental 1mpact
and energy requirements.

EFFECTIVE DATES: May 30, 1984. These
standards of performance become
effective upon promulgation but apply to
affected facilities for which construction
or modification commenced after
January 4, 1983.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act, judicial review of these
standards of performance 1s available
only by the filing of a petition for review
m the U.S, Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit within 60
days of today’s publication of this rule.
Under section 307(b)(2) of the Clean Air
Act, the requirements that are the
subject of today’s notice may not be
challenged later 1n c1vil or criminal
proceedings brought by EPA to enforce
these requirements.

The Director of the Federal Register
approves the mcorporation by reference

of certain publications in 40 CFR Part 60
effective on May 30, 1984.

ADDRESSES: Background Information
Documents. The background
information document (BID) for the
promulgated standards may be obtained
from the U.S. EPA Library (MD-35),
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone number (919) 541-2777
Please refer to “Equipment Leaks of
VOC 1n Petroleum Refiming Industry—
Background Information for
Promulgated Standards of Performance”
(EPA~450/3-80-033b). The BID contains:
(1) A summary of all the public
comments made-on the proposed
standards and EPA’s responses to the
comments, (2) a summary of the changes
made to the standards since proposal,
(3) final Environmental Impact
Statement which summarnzes the
mmpacts of the promulgated standards,
and (4) the rationale for the techmcal
amendments to the standards for
equipment leaks of VOC within SOCMI,
The BID for the proposed standards may
be obtaned from the National Technical
Information Service, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Springfield, Virgima 22161,
Please refer to “VOGC Fugitive Emssions
mn Petroleum Refining Industry—
Background Information for Proposed
Standards,” EPA-450/3-81-015a (NTIS
PB81-157743)

Docket. A docket, number A-80-44,
contaming mformation considered by
EPA 1n the development of the
promulgated standards for petroleum
refineries, 1s available for public
mspection between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00
p.m., Monday through Friday, at EPA’s
Central Docket Section (A-130), West
Tower Lobby, Gallery 1, 401 M Street,
S.W. Washmngton, D.C. 20460. A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying.

A docket, number A-79-32, contaiming
mformation m category VI on the
development of the techmical
amendments to the SOCMI standards, 1s
available for public nspection at the
same time and place as for docket A-
8044,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Gilbert Wood, Emission Standards
and Engineering Division (MD-13), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Trnangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone (919) 541~-5578
concerming policy matters and Mr. James
Durham, Chemicals and Petroleum
Branch, telephone {919) 541-5671
concerning techmcal matters.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Summary of Standards

Standards of performance for new
sources established under section 111 of
the Clean Air Act reflect:

application of the best technologlcal
system of continuous emission reduction
which (taking into consideration the cost of
&chieving such emission reduction, any
nonarr quality health and environmental
impact and energy requirements) the
Admmstrator determines has been
adequately demonstrated [section 111(a)(1)}.

As prescribed by section 111,
promulgation of these standards was
preceded by the the Administrator's
determination (40 CFR 60.16, 44 FR
49222, dated August 21, 1979) that these
sources contribute significantly to air
pollution which may reasonably be
anticipated to endanger public health or
welfare.

Standards of performance for
equipment leaks of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) 1n the petroleum
refining industry were proposed on
January 4, 1983 (48 FR 279).1 The
promulgated standards apply to specific
equipment with the potential to leak
VOC. Two types of “affected facilitios"
apply to the equipment for determining
applicability of the standards. Each
refinery compressor in VOC service is
one type of affected facility. The second
type of affected facility comprises
certamn equipment with the potential to
leak VOC, other than compressors,
within a refinery process unit. A process
unit 1s defined as all the components
&ssembled to perform any of the
physical and chemical operations within
a petroleum refinery.

.Compressors, valves, pumps, pressure
relief devices, sampling systems, flanges
and connectors, and open-ended lines in
VOC service (that 1s, contains or
contacts a process fluid that is at least
10 percent VOC by weight) are the
equipment covered by the standards.
The standards require (1) a leak
detection and repair program for valves
n gas/vapor and light liquid service and
pumps 1n light liquid service; (2)
equipment for certain compressors,
sampling systems, and open-ended lines:
and (3) no detectable emissions (500
ppm as determined by Reference
Method 21) for pressure relief devices in
gas/vapor service during normal
operation. In response to comments on

'The proposed standards referred to fugitive
emission sources of VOC as the air poltution
emission points covered by the standards. The
terminology fugitive emission sources can be
confusing. The proposed and final standards apply
to equipment with the potential to leak VOC and,
therefore, the promulgated standards refer to
equipment leaks to VOC as the air pollution
emission points covered by the standarda.
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the proposed standards, EPA 13
exempting valves and pumps within
process units located in the North Slope
of Alaska from the routine leak
detection and repair program and 18
allowmg up to 3 percent of the valves in
new process units to be designated as
difficult-to-monitor valves. In addition,
EPA 1s providing an alternative
procedure for determining “capital
expenditure” and 1s adding
requrements for semiannual reports.

Owmers and operators of facilities
covered by these standards should note
that some of the releases covered by
these standards might be covered by
requirements developed under the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act. {See 48 FR 23552.)

Standards for Valves. The standards
for valves have not changed since
proposal and are based on a leak
detection and repair program that
requires: {1) Monthly monitoring of
valves 1n gas/vapor and light liqud
service except that valves not found to
leak for two successive months can be
monitored quarterly until leaks are
detected, (2) an initial attempt at
repawring these valves within 5 days
after detection of a leak, (3) reparr of
leaking valves within 15 days after
detection of the leak unless repair would
require a process unit shutdown, and (4}
repair of valves during the next process
unit shutdown if repair 15 delayed until a
process unit shutdown. Monitoring of
equipment to detect leaks 1s conducted
1 accordance with Reference Method 21
and a leak 1s defined as a measured
organic concentration equal to or greater
than 10,000 parts per million by volume
(ppmv). Repair means to reduce the
measured organic concentration to less
than 10,000 ppmv.

Two alternative standards have been
provided for valves m gas/vapor and
light liqu:d service 1n the final
standards. These alternatives are {1) a
limit of 2.0 percent of valves which may
be leaking at any one time and (2) a
skip-period leak detection and repawr
program for process units achieving less
than 2.0 percent of their valves leaking.
These alternative standards establish
standards for owners and operators who
design and operate low-leak process
units.

Standards for Pumps. The standards
for pumps have not changed since
proposal and require leak detection and
reparr of the pump seals or the use of
dual mechamcal seals with controlled
degassing vents. The leak detection and
repair program requires: (1) Monthly
monitoring of pumps 1n light liqud
service, (2} weekly visual mspections of
the seals 1n pumps 1n light liquid service,

(3) an attempt at repainng a pump
within 5 days after detection of a leal:,
and {4) repair of a lealung pump within
15 days after detection of a seal failure
or leak unless repair would require a
process unit shutdown. Pumps that have
repair delayed until a process unit
shutdown must be repawred during the
next process unit shutdown, If a pump
cannot be repaired without the use of
dual mechanical seals with controlled
degassing vents or other equpment, a
delay of repair 15 allowed to install the
equpment. In this case, an owner or
operator must mstall the equpment as
soon as practicable but may talie no
longer than 6 months. Pumps using dual
mechanical seals with controlled
degassing vents and other equpment as
specified in the standards are not
subject to the monthly leal: dotection
and repair program.

Standards for Compressors. The
standards have generally not chanzed
since proposal and require comprassors
to be equipped with seals havinga
barner flud system that prevents
leakage of the process flwid to the
atmosphere. The system must: (1) Use a
barner flmd that 1s something other than
a light liqud or gaseous VQOC; (2) cither
operate at a pressure grzater than the
compressor seal area pressurg, or be
equpped with a barner flmd degassing
reservoir connected by a closed vent
system to a control device; and (3) be
equipped with a sensor o that ceal
failures may bz detected. When seal
failure 13 detected, repair 1s requirad
within 15 days unless repair would
require a process unit shutdown. An
itial attempt at repair 1s required
within 5 days. If a compressor 18
equipped with a closed vent system to
transport leakage from the seal to a
control device, it 15 exempt from the
above requirements.

Compressors 1n hydrogen cervice have
been exempted from the final standards
based on an analysis of cost
effectiveness for thece compressors, “In
hydrogen service" means thata
compressor contamns a process flwd that
1s greater than 50 percent hydrogen by
volume, as determined by ASTM
Methods E-260, E-1€8, or E-1€3. Also,
EPA 18 exempting existing racipraocating
compressors that could become an
affected facility under pravisions of
Section 60.14 or §0.15 from the standards
if the owner or operator demonstrates
that recasting the distance prece or
replacing the compressor are the only
options available to bring the
compressor into compliance with the
standards.

Standards for Sampling Connections,
The standards require that VOC purged
from sampling connections be recycled
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to the process by a closed sampling losp
or that these VOC be collectedna
closed collection system for recycle or
disposal without VOC emissions to
atmosphera. In-situ sampling systems
are exempt from these requirements.
These standards have not changed since
proposal.

Standards for Open-Ended Lines. The
standards require that: (1) Open-endad
lines be sealed with a second valve, cap,
blind flange or plug except when the
open-ended lines are 1n use; and (2)ifa
second valve 1s used, the valve on the
process side must be closed first to
avold trapping VOC between the valves.
The only change made to these
standards since propocal clarifies that
opzn-ended lines 1 double block and
blecd valve systems may be unsealed
vchen they are functiomng as the vent
for these systems.

Standards for Pressure Relief Davica.
The standards require that: (1) Pressure
relief devices have *no detectable
emssions” of VOC except 1n cases of
overpressure relief; and (2) after each
overpressure relief, pressure relief
devices be returned to a state of no
detectable emissions within 5 days.
These standards have not chanzed since
proposal. As noted 1n the preamble to
the proposed standards, pressure relief
devices are one of the few fugitive
emisston sources for which a
performance standard can be
established. There are a vanety of
alternative ways of complying with this
standard. “No detectable emissions” of
VOC, 1n this case, means 500 ppm or
less above the background level as
measured by Reference Methed 21.

Standards for Control Devices. The
standards include requrements for
control devices used i conjunction with
control of equipment leaks. In general,
these requrements have not changed
since propasal. The standards requires
(1) That vapor recovery systems be
designed and operated for at least 95
percent control, and (2] that enclosed
combustion devices be designed and
operated to provide a mmmum
regidence time of 0.75 seconds at a
mummum temperature of 816°C or to
achieve 95 percent reduction. Flares
used to comply with these standards
must {(a) be operated with no assist or
with air or steam assist, {b) be designed
and operated with no visible emssions
except for pencds of time not to exceed
5 minutes in any 2-hour pernod, (¢} be
operated with a flame present, and (d})
meet other operational requirements
mcluding maximum exit gas velocities
and mimmum heat content values. Some
specific requirements for flares have
been added since proposal. The
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standards for closed vent systems and
control devices ensure the use of
devices that have an efficiency better
than 95 percent, including steam-
assisted and nonassisted flares designed
for and operated with an exit velocity of
less than 18 m/sec. EPA has been
studying the question of whether
additional types of flares will also
achieve better than 95 percent
efficiency; if so, the Agency will revise
the standards accordingly.

Miscellaneous Provisions. Flanges,
pressure relief devices in liquid service,
equipment operating at subatmosphenc
pressures, and all equpment
components in “heavy liqmd” VOC
gervice are excluded from the routine
monitoring requirements of the
standards. Even though the standards
do not require monitoring these
equipment for leaks, the standards
require that, if indications of VOC leaks
are visually or otherwise detected from
these equipment, they must be
monitored using Method 21 to detect
leaks. If a leak 18 detected, it must be
reparred within 15 days. This provision
improves current industry housekeeping
practices for these pieces of equipment.

Under section 111(h){3), any person
may request the Admimstrator to permit
the use of an alternative means of
emussion limitation instead of a design,
equipment, work practice or operational
standard. The Administrator will permit
the use of such alternative means if the
Admmstrator determines, dfter notice
and opportunity for a public hearing,
that it will achueve emission reductions
at least equivalent to those required by
the design, equpment, work practice or
operational standards. The permssion
will take the form of an amendment to
the approprate standards.

The final standards include
sermannual reports to enable
enforcement agencies to assess
compliance with the standards. The
semiannual reports provide a summary
of the data recorded on leak detection
and repair of valves, pumps, and other
equipment types. The sermannual
reports may be waived for affected
facilities 1n States where the regulatory
program has been delegated, if EPA, in
the course of delegating such authority,
approves reporting requirements or an
alternative means of source surveillance
adopted by the State. In these cases,
such sources would be required to
comply with the requirements adopted
by the State.

Compliance with the leak detection
and repair program and equipment
requirements will also be assessed
through review of records and
mspections. Records of leak detection, «
repair attempts, and maintenance for

equipment leaks of VOC are required by
the standards. Notifications are also
required as described in the General
provisions for new source standards {40
CFR 60.7).

The General Provisions for Part 60 are
being revised to include an
incorporation by reference 1n the
provisions of 40 CFR 60.17

Summary of Impacts of the Standards

Emission Reductions. The standards
of performance will reduce equipment
leaks of VOC from newly constructed,
modified, and reconstructed process
units and compressors in the petroleum
refining industry by about 60 percent i
comparison to those emissions that
would result in the absence of the
standards. The standards will reduce
the emissions by about 31,000 Mg, a
reduction of emissions from 49,000 Mg/
yr to about 18,000 Mg/yr n the fifth year
after the standards were proposed.
These impacts are based on current
industry practices mncluding
requirements associated with State
mmplementation plans. The standards
will cover about 100 newly constructed
refining facilities {(process units
ncluding compressors) and up to 182
modified and reconstructed refining
facilities n the fifth year after proposal.

Cost and Economuc Impacts. The cost
and economic 1mpacts of the standards
are reasonable. The standards will
requre an industry-wide capital
nvestment over the 1nitial 5-year peniod
after the standards were proposed of
approximately $7.2 million for newly
constructed refining facilities and up to
$17.9 million for modified and
reconstructed refining facilities. The
mdustry-wide net annualized cost for
newly constructed, modified, and
reconstructed refimng facilities would
be about $4.1 million in the fifth year
after proposal. Significant price
mcreases are not expected to result from
these standards because the standards
will tend to increase average prices by
less than 0.1 percent.

Other Impacts. These standards of
performance will not increase the
energy usage of petroleum refinery
process units. In general, the controls
required by the standards do not require
energy. Furthermore, the effect of the
standards will be to increase efficiency
of raw material usage so that a net
positive energy unpact will result.
Implementation of the standards will
have no impact on solid waste within
the petroleum refining industry. In
contrast, the standards would also
cause a small positive impact on water
quality by containment of potential
liqud leaks. The recordkeeping and
reporting requirements will require an
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average of 20 industry person years
annually for the years 1984 and 1985.
The environmental, energy, and
economic impacts are discussed n
greater detail 1n the BID for the
promulgated standards. (See the
ADDRESSES section of this preamble.)

Public Participation

Prior to proposal of the standards,
mterested parties were advised by
public notice 1n the Federal Register (46
FR 23982, April 29, 1981) of a meeting of
the National Air Pollution Control
Techmques Advisory Committee to
discuss the standards for equipment
leaks of VOC in the petroleum refining
mdustry recommended for proposal.
This meeting was held on June 3, 1981.
The meeting was open to the public, and
each attendee was given the opportunity
to comment on the standards
recommended for proposal. An
additional information document (AID),
entitled “Fugitive Emission Sources of
Organic Compounds—Additionafl
Information on Emissions, Emission
Reductions, and Costs,” was prepared to
address techrucal 1ssues on fugitive
emissions control technology and to set
forth EPA’s most recent position on
these 1ssues. The AID was distributed
for public comment, and 14 comment
letters were recerved. The standards
were proposed 1n the Federal Register
on January 4, 1983 (48 FR 279). The
preamble to the proposed standards
described the availability of the BID for
the proposed standards, which
discussed 1n detail the regulatory
alternatives considered and the impacts
of these alternatives.

Public comments were solicited at the
time of proposal, and copies of the BID
were distributed to interested parties.
The public was also given the
opportunity to discuss data, views, or
arguments at a public hearing
concernmng the proposed standards in
accordance with section 307(d)(5) of the
Clean Air Act. The public comment
period was from January 4, 1983, to
March 21, 1983. Twenty-four comment
letters were received and, at the reqﬂus!
of interested parties, EPA met to clarify
specific aspects of the proposed
standards. A public hearing, however,
was not held. Comments on the
‘proposed standards have been carofully
considered and, where determined to bo
appropriate by the Admnistrator,
changes have been made in the
proposed standards.

Significant Comments and Changes to
the Proposed Standards

Comments were received from
industry, State and local air pollution
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control agencies, trade associations, and
environmental groups. A detailed
discussion of these comments and
responses can be found mn the BID for
the promulgated standards. (See the
ADDRESSES section of this preamble.)
The comments and responses 1n the BID
serve as the basis for the revisions
which have been made to the standards
between proposal and promulgation.
Major changes made 1n the standards
smce proposal are indicated m the
“Summary of Standards” section of the
preamble. The major comments and
responses are summarized in the next
section of the preamble. The comments
and responses 1n this preamble have
been combined nto the following areas:
Basis for the Standards, Applicability of
Standards, Modification and
Reconstruction, and Reporting and
Recordkeeping.

Bas:s for the Standards

Comment: Several commenters
questioned EPA's selection of the
proposed standards. The commenters
felt that less stringent levels of control
would be more cost effective and,
therefore, should be chosen.

Response: Section 111 of the Clean Air
Act, as amended, requires that
standards of performance be based on
the best system of continuous emission
reduction that has been adequately
demonstrated, considering costs, nonair
quality health and environmental
mmpacts and energy requirements. The
control techmques for equpment leaks
of VOC have been adequately
demonstrated. The nonair quality health
and evironmental impacts associated
with implementation of the standards

are generally beneficial.
TaBLE 1. CONTROL COSTS PER MEGAGRAM OF
VOC ReEDUCED ®
Emis-
Equpment type and control redu- Averege | loore
techm:que ® ton | Sfge gﬁx,ﬂ:.l
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)
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Compressors:
Controed degassing ventf.l  16.5 150 150
Open-ended Ines:
Caps on open-ended [nes*.. 28 480 4E0
Sampling systems:
Closed purge sampling f....... 26 810 810
Valves:
Quarterly leck detoction
F1o%e B (= ot RO 65| <(110}| (110}
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(o1 L SO— 7 *(€0) 310
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({570 < FRSS—— 30 850 850
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EPA analyzed the annualized cost of
controlling VOC emissions and the
resultant emussion reduction of VOC for
each alternative control techmque. In
response to comments, EPA reviewed
these estimates and, consequently,
corrected the emssion reduction
estimates associated with valves. The
control cost per megagram of VOC
reduced for medium-s1zed pracess units
are presented 1n Table 1 for each
equipment type covered by the
standards. In choosing among the
control techmques for each type of
equipment covered by the standards,
EPA first considered their effectiveness
and costs. Then, for the control
techmques which were selected as the
most effective with reasonable costs,
EPA considered the economic impact on
the industry of these control techmques.
After reviewing the decisions made for
the proposed standards, EPA concluded
that the proposed standards generally
should not be made less stringent on the
basis of cost effectiveness. However, for
compressors 1 hydrogen service the
cost effectiveness, as explained below,
18 unreasonable, and the standards have
been revised to exclude them from the
standards.

One should note that these casts do
not represent the actual amounts of
money spent at any particular plant site,
The cost of VOC emission reduction
systems will vary according to the
petroleum product being produced,
production equipment, plant layout,
geographic location, and company
preferences and policies. However,
these costs are considered typical of
most control techmques for equipment
within petroleum refineries, reflect
relatively high cost control techmques
where alternative techmques are
available, and can be used n selecting

the level of control to be required by the
standards.

Pressure Relief Devices. The
annualized costs and VOC emission
reductions acheved for monthly and
quarterly leak detection and repair
programs and for the use of control
equipment (rupture disks) were
determined for pressure relief devices n
gas service. As Table 1 shows, both the
quarterly and monthly leak detection
and repair programs are less expensive
than installation of rupture disks. Leak
detection and repair programs result m
average credits of $170/Mg and $110/M3
of VOC for quarterly and monthly
programs, respactively. A monthly leak
detection and repair program achievas
an additional 0.9 Mg/yr emssion
reduction for medium-sized process
units at an 1ncremental cost of $250/Mg
compared to a quarterly leak detection
and repair program. Rupture disks
achieve an additional 4.5 Mgfyr
ermussion reduction at an incremental
cost of 51,600/Mg. However, EPA s
establishing a performance standard (as
indicated by no detzctable enussion
limit) allowing a vanety of alternative
ways of complying with the standard.
EPA used conservative assumptions mn
making this mcremental cost
calculation; the $1,600/Mg mcremental
cost of achieving this 4.9 Mg/yr of
emisston reduction 18 more than what
many process units would expenence.
Thus, a no detectable emission limit was
selected as the basis for the pressure
relief device standard.

Compressors. Only one control
technique can be considered for
compressor seals: the 1nstallation of
control equipment such as barner flind
systems. If a compressor 1s found
lealung, the repair procedure would bz
the installation of control equpment.
Because compressors are not generally
spared, repair would be delayed until
the next turnaround, thereby reducing
the effectiveness of a leak detection and
repair program to essentially zero. The
mnstallation of control equpment results
1n a cost of $5150/Mg of VOC. This cost
15 reasonable and, therefore, control
equipment was selected as the basis for
the standards for compressors.

EPA 15 providing an exemption from
these eqmpment requirements for
existing reciprocating compressors
which become affected facilities through
modification or reconstruction
provisions of §§ 60.14 and €0.15
provided the owner or operator
demonstrates that recasting the distance
piece or replacing the compressor are
the only options available to bring the
compressor into compliance. This
exemption 15 necessary bacause the cost
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impact of installing the required control
equipment or replacing the compressor
18 unreasonable under these conditions.
These compressors will be exempt from
the standards until they are replaced by
new compressors or the distance pieces
are replaced.

In response to several commenters’
concerns, the costs of controlling valves
and compressors i hydrogen service
were analyzed. EPA found that
significant emission reductions are
achieved for valves in hydrogen service
at a reasonable cost ($106/Mg of VOC).
However, control of compressors i
hydrogen service results m a cost
effectiveness of $4,600/Mg of VOC. EPA,
therefore, decided to exclude
compressors 1 hydrogen service from
the standards.

Open-ended Lines and Sampling
Systems. EPA considered caps or
closures as the control technque for
open-ended lines. Caps and closures are
used m the petroleum refining industry
and are expected to be used even more
frequently 1 the future. The cost and
emission reduction presented 1n Table 1
are the cost and emussion reduction
which would be realized for an open-
ended line that 1s not controlled. The
$460/Mg of VOC cost for controlling
emussions of VOC from open-ended
lines 18 reasonable.

EPA considered closed purge
sampling as the control technique for
sampling systems. Closed purge systems
are becoming increasingly common
this industry. The $810/Mg of VOC cost
for controlling emissions of VOC from
sampling systems 1s reasonable.

Valves. Several leak detection and
repair programs were considered for
valves. The costs of seal bellows valves
are unreasonable. The leak detection
and repair programs differed 1n the
monitoring frequency which would be
implemented. As Table 1 shows, the
quarterly monitoring program results in
savings {($110/Mg of VOC on the
average). This occurs because the value
of the recovered VOC 1s greater than the
cost to implement the quarterly
monitormg program. The monthly
monitoring program results in the largest
emussion reduction at an average credit
of $80/Mg of VOC. The mcremental cost
per Mg of VOC emissions reduced for
the monthly program 1s $310/Mg of VOC
(compared to the quarterly program)
with an incremental emission reduction
of 11 Mg/yr for a medium-sized process
unit. EPA considers these costs to be
reasonable. Therefore, EPA selected a
monthly leak detection and repair
program as the basis for the standards
for valves.

Pumps. The control costs mcurred for
each megagram of VOC emissions

reduced were determined for three leak
detection and repair programs and for
the use of dual mechanical seals with
controlled degassing vents. The leak
detection and repair programs mcur
lower costs than the costs which would
be mncurred with equipment nstallation.
The lowest average and incremental
costs per MG are associated with a
monthly leak detection and repair
program. The monthly program achieves
a higher degree of control than the
quarterly program, but it achieves a
lower degree of control.than mstallation
of control equipment. However, even
though control equipment provides for
the greatest amount of VOC reduction,
the $10,900/Mg incremental costs to
obtain the additional 2.4 Mg/yr are
judged to be unreasonably lgh. Because
the costs for equpment are
unreasonably high, and the costs for
monthly leak detection and repair are
reasonable, monthly leak detection and
repair was selected as the basis for the
standards for pumps.

Economic Impact Considerations. An.
economic analysis was performed which
evaluated the economic 1mpacts of the
selected standards. The results of that
analysis are presented 1n detail 1n the
BID for the promulgated standards. As
summarized in the Summary of the
Impacts of the Standards section of this
preamble, the industry-wide net
annualized cost will be about $4.1
million 1 1986. This cost 1s not expected
to result m mdustry-wide price
increases. These impacts are
reasonable.

Applicability of Standards

Comment 1: Commenters questioned
the use of the group of fugitive emission
sources within a process unit as an
“affected facility” stating that the
definition 1s inconsistent with the terms
of the Clean Ar Act and added that
control of fugitive emissions through
new source performance standards 1s
unworkable.

Response 1: In choosing the
designation of affected facilities, EPA
examined fugitive emission sources of
VOC m light of the terms and purpose of
section 111 of the Clean Air Act. The
Clean Air Act mandates the EPA to set
standards for any pollutant emitted from
a category of new or modified
“stationary sources.” Section 111{a)(3)
of the Act defines the term “stationary
source” to mean “any building,
structure, facility, or installation which
emits or may emit any air pollutant.”
The fugitive emission equipment pieces
1 VOC service 1n a process unit, viewed
1n the aggregate, are a “facility” that
may emit air pollutants and, therefore,
are approprnately considered as a

“source.” ! Since the purpose of section
111 15 to mimmize emissions by
application of the best demonstrated
system of emussion reduction at new
and modified sources {considering cost,
non-air quality health and
environmental impacts, and energy
requirements), there 1s a presumption
that the narrowest designation (i.e.,
mndividual pieces of equipment) 1s
proper. However, EPA, for the reasons
discussed at proposal (48 FR 281-282),
rejected the equpment component
(individual fugitive emission sources or
pieces of equpment) designation for
fugitive emssion. Consequently, the
next most narrow definition, the group
of fugitive equipment componentis in
VOC service within a process unit, was
considered. Review of the relevant
statutory factors did not lead to the
conclusion that designating each group
of equpment components 1n a process
unit as an affected facility would result
1n adverse 1mpacts.

Some commenters suggested that EPA
cannot select the “equipment” in VOC
service as the affected facility because
that equipment 1s not an apparatus to
which the standards apply, under the
definition of “affected facility” at 40
CFR €0.2. On the contrary, since the
requrements 1n these standards apply
only to the “equipment” 1n VOC service,
the § 60.2 definition requires EPA to
limit the affected facility to that
equipment.? Moreover, for the reasons

1This agrees with the dictionary definition of
“facility,” meaning “something designed, bullt,
mstalled, etc., to serve a specific function or
performed a particular service” (The Kandom Houso
College Dictionary, Revised Edition, 1075). The
group of equipment 1n VOC service covered by
these standards is designed and installed to servo
the specific function of handling the processing of
petroleum products into intermediate or more
refined materials.

Note 1n this regard that the Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit has stated that:

In designating what will constitute a facility in
each particular industrial context, EPA is gulded by
a reasoned application of the terms of the statute it
is charged to enforce, not by an abstract
“dictionary" definition. This court would not
remove this appropriate exercise of the agency’s
discretion.

ASARCO v. EPA 578 F.2d 319, 324 n. 17 (1070).
EPA’s selection of the groups of fugitive VOC
enussions-related equipment as the affected facility
reflects a reasoned application of section 111, It
assures that an :dentifiable subset of petroleum
emssions—equipment leaks of VOC~-{is controllod
as soon as the equipment responsible for those
emissions s either modified, reconstructed, or
newly constructed. For the reasons explalned at
proposal and in the text below, a broader definition
{e.g., all the components of a process unit} would
simply delay that result.

?The comment that this group of equipment {a not
an “apparatus” is without merit, Webster's New
Collegiate Dictionary, 1977, defines “apparatus” as,
inter alia, “the functional machinery by means of
which a systematized activity is carried out.”* The

Centinuod

HeinOnline -- 49 Fed. Reg. 22602 1984



Federal Register / Vol. 49, No. 105 / Wednesday, May 30, 1984 / Rules and Regulations

22603

discussed mn the previous paragraph, a
broader affected facility would be
mconsistent with the purposes of section
111. It would allow emssion reductions
resulting from the incremental control of
emssion pomnts to which the standards
do not apply to offset increases 1n
emissions resulting from emission poimnts
to which the standards do apply. This
would sumply delay coverage of the
equipment through the modification
provistons. Based on these
considerations, EPA rejected this
approach. Therefore, the affected
facilities for the standards are:. (1)
Compressors mn petroleum refinenes and
(2) the group of equipment (pressure
relief devices, open ended lines,
sampling systems, valves, and pumps) 1n
a process unit.

One commenter requested that the
standards apply to each piece of
equipment 1n VOC service. As the
commenter noted, EPA judged that
umplementing a leak detection and
reparr program {the principal control
techmque considered for the standards)
for a very small proportion of all the
equipment components at a plant site
would be too costly. The commenter did
not agree with this judgement. However,
explamed 1n detail in the BID for the
promulgated standards, EPA
reconsidered this decision and
concluded that the process unit 1s an
approprate basis for an affected
facility, except for compressors.

Comment 2: Other commenters
requested that the definition of “volatile
organic compounds (VOC)" specifically
state which organic compounds are
excluded.

Response 2: Volatile organic
compounds (VOC) are defined as
orgamc compounds that participate in
photochemical reactions. Any orgamc
compound 1s presumed to participate 1n
atmosphenc reactions unless the
Admmstrator determines that it does
not. EPA considers several organic
compounds to have negligible
photochemical reactivity. These are
methane, ethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane,
methylene chlorde,
trnichlorofluoromethane,
dichlorodifluoromethane,
chlorodifluoromethane,
trifluoromethane,
tnichlorotrifluoroethane,

vagueness of this definition suggests that the term
does not plamly exclude the group of equpment
EPA has selected as the affected facility. Beyond
that, however, the purpose of the § 60.2 definition 15
merely to identify as the “affected facility” the
specific equpment actually subject to a standard of
performance. Focusing on the word “apparatus,” as
if the Agency had intended it to have some
additional effect, 1s inconsistent with that faurly
simple purpose.

dichlorotetrafluoroethane, and
chloropentafluoroethane.

Comment 3: One commenter stated
that process units with in-place state-of-
the-art hydrocarbon gas detection
systems should be exempted. This
commenter requested that units i an

-arctic environment be exempted

because of several unique aspects of
refining in the North Slope of Alaska.

Response 3: The presence of an in-
place state-of-the-art hydrocarbon gas
detection system does not necessarily
ensure emission reductions. Gas
detection systems set for 12,500 ppm
would permit VOC to be emitted
without notice. Several megagrams of
VOC would be released to the
atmosphere annually without the use of
specific control techniques like thoze
required by the standards. The
commenter did not demonstrate that
their system resulted 1n at least
equivalent emussion reductions as the
standards. Upon request by EPA, the
commenter explained the specific
control techmques used at their plant,
many of which are 1dentical to those
required by the standards. Based on
EPA experience, gas detection systems
alone are neffective for reducing
equipment leaks of VOC. Thus, EPA has
not exempted process units using these
systems from the standards. The final
standards do, however, allow an
existing control program to be continued
if EPA determines that the program 15 at
least equivalent to the requirements of
the standards.

EPA has studied the commenter’s
concerns and acknowledges that there
are several umique aspects to refimng in
the North Slope of Alaska. Accordingly,
EPA concluded that the costs to comply
with the routine leak detection and
repair requirements of the proposed
standards may be unreasonable. These
operations mncur higher labor,
administrative, and support costs
associated with leak detection and
reparr programs because: (1) They are
located at great distances from major
population centers, (2) they must
necessarily deal with the long-term,
extremely low temperatures of the
arctic, and consequently (3) they must
provide extraordinary services for plant
personnel. These unique aspects make
the cost of routine leak detection and
repair unreasonable (Document Number
IV-B-15). Therefore, EPA has decided
that refineries in the North Slope of
Alaska are exempt from the routine leak
detection and repair requirements of the
standards. This exemption deces not
nclude the equipment requirements in
the standards because the cost of those
requirements 1s reasonable.
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Comment 4: Commenters accused
EPA of incorporating 1nto the standards
a bias against small refiners. They
asserted that small refiners will be
affected more adversely than will large
refiners.

Response 4: In analyzing the economic
impacls of the standards, EPA assumed
a reasonably small throughput for a
range of process unit types. EPA
anticpated that process units with small
throughput vwould show significant
adverse economic 1mpacts, if any east,
much more readily than large throughput
units. Thus, EPA’s impact analysis was
sensitive to 1mpacts on small refiners.
However, no adverse economic mmpacts
were projected (see Chapter 9 of the BID
for the proposed standards). Therefore,
EPA concluded that the standards are
reasonable n general and considered
specifically how the standards impact
small firms.

Modification and Reconstruction

Comment 1: Commenters requested
that the capital expenditure
determunation (as it relates to the
modification provisions) be revised so
that it 15 more practicable.

Response 1: After revievang the
comments concermng the difficulties
with using the capital expenditure
definition, EPA agreed that the
definition for capital expenditure may
be difficult to use for some refinenes.
Accordingly, EPA decided to provide an
alternative to the procedures m the
General Provisions. Although the
mplementation of the capital
expenditure definition has been made
more practicable, the onginal mntent of
the definition has been maintamed.

The alternative uses an adjusted
annual asset gmdeline repair allowance
(AAGRA) and the replacement costs to
determine capital expenditure. The
adjusted AAGRA 15 determmned by a
formula and 1s based on a ratio that
reflects wnflation of costs over the last
several years. The adjusted AAGRA 1s
multiplied by the replacement costs of
the equpment within the facility to
determine the value of a capital
expenditure.

Comment 2: Commenters held that
reconstruction costs should not be
accumulated. Two commenters
requested EPA to exclude from the
reconstruction provisions the costs of
equpment replacement done forroutine
mamtenance purposes.

Response 2: EPA 1s considermg an
amendment to the reconstruction
provisions {40 CFR €0.15) so that
reconstruction costs are accumulated for
a 2-year penod. EPA promulgated the
reconstruction provisions to comply
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with Congressional intent to ensure that
essentially new facilities due to
reconstruction would be subject to “new
source” performance standards. The
reconstruction provisions were
promulgated 1n 1975 (40 FR 5846), and
EPA has applied these provisions
consistently since that time.

A source 18 1dentified for
consideration as a reconstructed source
when: (1) The fixed capital costs of the
new components exceed 50 percent of
the fixed capital costs that would be
required to construct a comparable,
entirely new facility, and (2} it1s
technologically and economically
feasible to meel the applicable
standards set forth. The final judgment
on whether a replacement constifutes
reconstruction will be made by the
Admmistrator. The purpose of the
reconstruction provisions 1s to ensure
that an owner or operator does not
attempt to avoid the application of
performance standards to his or her
essentially new reconstructed facility by
retaimng minor components such as
support structures, frames, housing, etc.,
and claiming that the facility therefore
does not qualify as “‘new source.” EPA
authority to subject reconstructed
sources to new source standards of
performance has not been questioned 1n
any court decision.

If one considers the 50 percent cost
factor which triggers reconstruction
strictly on a project-by-project basis, a
wide variety of interpretations can arise
as to what a “project” entails. For
example, a process unit with several
hundred pieces of equipment may
refurbish one-third of them and then 1
year later begin to refurbish another
one-third. If these maintenance efforts
were interpreted as separate projects,
neither one would likely exceed the 50
percent replacement cost to trigger
reconstruction. If, however, it was the
owner's origmal intent to refurbish two-
thirds of the equipment, the two
maintenance efforts would be
mterpreted as one project and would
probably constitute a reconstruction. In
many cases, it would not be possible to
determine the original intent of the
owner or operator. EPA believes that it
18 appropriate to reduce the number of
subjective deterrinations concerning an
owner's mtent. One way to do this for
the reconstruction provisions 1s to apply
a criterion which considers the
expenditures made over a fixed time
period. This would rely on a reasonable
objective surrogate for the owner’s
subjective intent.

The administrative effort to keep the
required records of expenditures should
not be a burden on the industry. Section

60.15 defines the “fixed capital cost” of
replacement components as the capital
needed to provide all the “depreciable”
components. By excluding
nondepreciable components from
consideration 1n calculating component
replacement costs, many components
that are replaced frequently to keep the
plant m proper working order are
excluded from this recordkeeping. The
recordkeeping required under the “fixed
time period” interpretation of
reconstruction 1s the same as the
recordkeeping that would be required
under a strictly project-by-project
terpretation. In either case, the dollar
amount of the component replacements
taking place at the facility must be
determined and recorded.

Accordingly, EPA 1s clarifying the
meamng of “proposed” component
replacements 1n § 60.15. Specifically,
EPA has been interpreting “proposed”
replacement components under § 60.15
to include components which are
replaced pursuant to all continuous
programs of component replacements
which commence (but are not
necessarily eompleted) within the period
of time determned by EPA to be
appropnate for the mndividual NSPS
mvolved. Until this revision 1s
promulgated 1n the General Provisions
of 40 CFR Part 60, EPA 1s selecting a 2-
year period as the appropnate period for
purposes of this NSPS (Subpart GGG).
EPA will count toward the 50 percent
reconstruction threshold the “fixed
capital cost” of all depreciable
components (except those described 1n
the next response} replaced pursuant to
all continuous programs of
reconstruction which commence within
any 2-year period following proposal of
these standards. In EPA’s judgment, the
2-year period provides a reasonable,
objective method of determining
whether an owner of facilities within
petroleum refineries 1s actually
“proposing” extensive component
replacement, within EPA's original
intent 1n promulgating § 60.15.

Reconstruction costs are the fixed
capital cost or the capital needed to
provide all the “depreciable”
components, while most routine
mamntenance practices mvolve the use of
nondepreciable components. Because
routine mamtenance items (valve
packing, pump seals, replacement
rupture disks, nuts and bolts) cost very
little compared to the cost of eqmpment
(covered by the standards) 1n a process
unit, it 18 very unlikely that even if these
parts were all depreciable routine
maintenance would trigger a
reconstruction even if accumulated over
several years. The cost of these items 13

relatively small. In EPA’s judgment,
maintaining records of the repair or
replacement of these items may
constitute an unnecessary burden.
Moreover, EPA does not consider the
replacement of these items an element
of the turnover 1n the life of the facility.
Therefore, 1n accordance with 40 CFR
60.15(g), the final standards (Subpart
GGG) will exempt certain frequently
replaced components from
consideration 1n applying the
reconstruction provisions to petroleum
refinery process unit facilities.

The costs of these frequently replaced
valve parts will not be considered 1n
calculating either the “fixed capital cost
of the new components” or the “lixed
capital cost that would be required to
construct a comparable, entirely new
facility” under § 60.15. In EPA's
judgment, these items are pump seals,
valve packings, nuts and bolts, and
rupture disks. Replacements of pumps,
values, and other fugitive equipment at
turnarounds or at other times are
included 1n reconstructions costs. For
turnarounds that involve significant
refurbishment of a process unit, EPA
would likely consider this a
reconstruction. EPA also considers it
approprate to mclude 1n reconstruction
costs the replacement of equipment due
to the accidental loss of an original
component, since the reason for an
owner's refurbishing a facility has no
bearing on whether the facility itself is
comparable to a new source for which
application of the best control systems
1s reasonable.

Reporting and Recordkeeping

Comment 1: One commenter remarked
that the standards are not enforceable
and another commenter stated that
reporting should be added to the
standards.

Response 1: Reports, records, and
nspections will be used to ensure
compliance by all facilities subject to
these standards. State and EPA
Regional air quality control authorities
have successfully implemented
regulations similar to the standards. At
proposal EPA stated that routine
reporting was not required. Reporting
requirements were limited to
notifications of construction, anticipatad
startup and actual startup, and an
intention to comply with one of the
alternative standards. At that time, EPA
believed that these reporting
requirements would not provide a
mechanism for checking the
thoroughness of the industry's efforts to
reduce fugitive emissions of VOC, The
Agency decided instead that compliance
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would be assessed through in-plant
mnspections.

EPA has now decided that reporting 18
necessary to assess implementation of
the work practice and equipment
requirements of the standards. EPA
agrees with the commenter that facilities
not complying with the standards might
have an unfair advantage (albeit,
somewhat small). More 1mportantly,
facilities not complying with the
standards would not be using BDT as
required by the Clean Air Act, the
purpose of which 1s to prevent new
pollution problems. EPA believes that
reporting 1s important to the effective
enforcement of the standards. Reporting
will reduce the necessity for many n-
plant mspections, while improving the
enforceability of the standards. EPA’s
conclusion that reports are useful 1s also
based on the expernence of the State and
local arr quality control boards.

As explamed at proposal, three
alternatives were considered for
reporting requirements. The three
alternatives represented trade-offs
among varying amounts of in-plant
spections and report preparation for
-enforcement. The first alternative
required no routine reporting and relied
on mspections for enforcement. The
third alternative relied almost totally on
reports and would require mnimum
mspections to judge compliance. Under
the second alternative, some reporting
and some mnspections 1s requred and 18
mcluded m the final regulations. These
reporting requirements, however, have
been streamlined to include reporting of
data on leak detection and repair of
pumps, valves, and other equipment
types only. In addition, periodic reports
are on a semuannual rather than
quarterly basis. The semiannual
reporting requirements may be waived
for affected sources 1 any State that1s
delegated authority to enforce these
standards, provided EPA approves
reporting requirements or an alternative
means of source surveillance adopted
by the State. Such sources would be
required to comply with the
requirements adopted by the State.

Comment 2: Commenters wrote that
the recordkeeping requirements were
needlessly complex and burdensome. In
contrast, another commenter stated that
more information should be recorded to
ensure compliance with the standards.

Response 2: Before the standards
were proposed, EPA considered three
alternative levels of recordkeepmg. The
proposed recordkeeping requirements
were considered the mimmum
consistent with adequate enforcement;
thus, the paperwork burden on owners
and operators 1s the mmmum amount
necessary to enforce the standards

adequately. At proposal, EPA weighed
the paperwork burden on the industry
against the burden on the enforcement
authority (Federal, State and local) to
determune compliance with the
standards and selected the proposed
requirements.

Compliance with the final standards
will be generally determined through
mspection. However, because the intent
of the standards 15 a continuous
reduction 1n equpment leaks of VOC
and continuous 1nspection by
enforcement authorities 15 not possible,
records must be maintamned if an
mspector 1s to determune retrospectively
whether a facility has been1n
compliance with the standards. EPA
considers the requred records for an
owner or operator’s leak detection and
repair program necessary to document
the operator’s compliance efforts. These
records would likely already be
maintawmned by a prudent owncr or
operator, and should therefore add little
additional recordkeeping burden.

The records required for identifying
fugitive emission components, and
control device schematics and design
data are not unreasonably burdensome.
This information would be developed
only once, and would require chanzing
or updating only if the facility were
changed. The control device schematics
and design data should be available to
plant engineers already, and as such do
not represent an added burden, For new
facilities, the reasons why a component
must be mnstalled 1n a lecation which
makes it difficult or unsafe to monitor
must be documented prior to mnstalling
the component in such a position. The
number of difficult-to-monitor or unsafe-
to-monitor components will be small
and, therefore, should not create an
excessive recordkeeping burden. After
considering the comments that the
recordkeeping requirements are
needlessly complex and burdencsome
and the comment that more information
was needed to enforce the standards
adequately, EPA decided to promulgate
the recordkeeping requirements as
proposed.

Changes Being Made to SOCMI
Standards (Subpart VV)

Several of the decisions made on the
standards of performance for equipment
leaks of VOC within petroleum
refinenes (since they vsere proposed)
affect EPA's position on standards of
performance (Subpart VV) for
equipment leaks of VOC within the
Synthetic Organmic Chemical
Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI). These
decisions are the result of new or
additional technical analysis of the
control techniques considered 1n the
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standards for petroleum refineries and
SOCMI and, therefore, should be made
consistent for these two standards. The
decistons concern the alternative for
determumng a “capital expenditure,” the
clarification of reconstruction
provisions, difficult-te-monitor valves in
new units, and double block and bleed
valve clarification. The discussions of
these decisions are found 1n sections
2.2.3.1, 2.7 4.2, and 5.0 of the BID for
promulgated standards as they apply for
petroleum refinenes. The basis for the
revisions to Subpart VV 1s consistent
with these discussions. Since these
revisions either sumply clarify
ambiguous aspects of the current
regulation or provide more practicable
alternatives to current requirements
consistent with their intent and without
changing their substance, EPA believes
that additional notice and comment are
unnecessary. For this reason, the
Agency finds “good cause™ under 42
U.S.C. 7607(d)(1) and 5 U.S.C. 553{b),
subparagraph (B) to promulgate these
revisions together with the refinery
standards. In addition, a few
typographical errors were printed 1n the
Federal Remster when Subpart VV was
promulgated. These errors are also
corrected 1n this notice.

Docket

The docket 15 an orgamzed and
complete file of all the information
considered by EPA 1n the development
of this rulemalung. The docket1s a
dynamic file, since matenal 13 added
throughout the rulemaking process. The
docketing system 1s mtended to allows
members of the public and industry
nvolved to identify and locate
documents so that they can participate
effectively 1n the rulemaking process.
Along with the statement of basis and
purpose of the proposed and
promulgated standards and EPA
responses to significant comments, the
contents of the docket will serve as the
record 1n case of judicial review, except
for interagency review maternals
[section 307(d)(7)(A)].

Miscellaneous

In accordance with section 117 of the
Act, publication of these promulgated
standards was preceded by consultation
with appropriate advisory committees,
mdependent experts, and Federal
departments and agencies. This
regulation will be reviewed 4 years from
the date of promulgation as requred by
the Clean Air Act. This reviewr will
nclude an assessment of such factors as
the need for integration with other
programs, the exastence: of alternative
methods, enforceability, improvements

49 Fed. Reg. 22605 1984



22606

Federal Register / Vol. 49, No. 105 / Wednesday, May 30, 1984 / Rules and Regulations

m emission control technology, and
reporting requirements.

Section 317 of the Clean Air Act
requires the Admimstrator to prepare an
economic impact assessment for any
new source standard of performance
promulgated under section 111{b) of the
Act. An economic impact assessment
was prepared for this regulation and for
other regulatory-alternatives. All
aspects of the assessment were
considered in the formulation of the
standards to ensure that cost was
carefully considered 1n determimng the
best demonstrated technology. The
economic impact assessment 18 included
in the background information
documents for the proposed standards
and the promulgated standards.

The information collection
requirements in this rule have been
submitted for approval to OMB under
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq. These requirements
were approved; the OMB control
number 18 20800067

“Major Rule” Determination. Under
Executive Order 12291,.the
Admimstrator 1s required to judge
whether a regulation 1s a “major rule”
and, therefore, subject to certain
requirements of the Order, The
Admmstrator has determined that this
regulation would result in none of the
adverse economic effects set forth in
section 1 of the Order as grounds for
finding a regulation to be a “major rule.”
Fifth-year annualized costs of the
standards would be as much as $4.1
million for the projected 282 newly
constructed, modified, and
reconstructed refining facilities that
could be affected by the standards
during the first 5 years. The economic
analysis shows that any combination of
the control techmques presented in
Table 1, excluding the use of sealed
bellows valves, would not have a
significant impact on petroleum
refineres. The standards result in no
adverse impact on profitability
{decrease less than-0.5 percent), would
have a potential to increase slightly the
consumer price of petroleum products
{0.1 percent or less), and would have no
adverse impact on capital availability
for construction of refineries. The
Admimstrator has concluded that this
rule 18 not “major” under any of the
critaria established 1n the Executive
Order.

As discussed in the “Basis For the
Standards" section of this preamble,
costs per megagram of VOC emission
reduction were used 1n selecting the
standards promulgated by this
rulemaking. This regulation was
submitted to the OMB for review as
required 1n Executive Order 12291, Any

comments from OMB to EPA and any
EPA responses to those comments are
available for pubic inspection 1n Docket
No. A-80-44, Central Docket Section, at
the address given in the ADDRESSES
section of this preamble.

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Certification. The Regulatory Flexibility
Act of 1980 requires that adverse effects
of all Federal regulations upon small
busmesses be 1dentified. According to
current Small Business Admnistration
guidelines, a small business in the
petroleum refining industry 1s one that
has 1,500 employees or fewer. There are
many small compames that refine
petroleum and employ fewer than 1,500
persons. However, even if facilities
owned by small businesses do become
subject to the standards, none will be
adversely affected. This can be said
because the price and profitability
mmpacts previously described have been
estimated from the perspective of the
“smaller” refinery units in operation.
Thus, the economic mmpact for facilities
owned by small busmesses 1s not
considered significant. Pursuant to the
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 605(b), I hereby
certify that thig rule will not have a
significant economic 1mpact on a
substantial number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 60

Arr pollution control, Aluminum,
Ammonium sulfate plants, Asphalt,
Cement mdustry, Coal, Copper, Electnc
power plants, Glass and glass products,
Grains, Intergovernmental relations,
Iron, Lead, Metals, Metallic mmerals,
Motor vehicles, Nitric acid plants, Paper

~and paper products industry, Petroleum,
Phosphate, Sewage disposal, Steel,
Sulfuric acid plants, Waste treatment
and disposal, Zinc, Tires, Incorporation
by reference, Can surface coating,
Sulfuric acid plants, Industrial orgame
chemicals, Orgamc solvent cleaners,
Fossil fuel-fired steam generators,
Fiberglass insulation, Synthetic fibers.

Dated: May 15, 1984.
William D. Ruckelshaus,
Admimistrator.

PART 60—[AMENDED]

40 CFR Part 60 18 amended as follows:
1. By adding a new Subpart GGG as
follows:

Subpart GGG—Standards of Performance
for Equipment Leaks of VOC in Petroleum
Refineries

Sec.

60.590 Applicability and designation of
affected facility.

60.591 Definitions.

60.592 Standards.

60.593 Exceptions.

60.594-60.599 [Reserved]

t
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Authority: Sections 111 and 301(a) of the
Clean Arr Act, as amended, [42 U.S.C. 7411,
17)501(8)], and additional authority as noted

elow.

Subpart GGG~—Standards of
Performance for Equipment Leaks of
VOC in Petroleum Refineries

§60.590 Applicability and dosignation of
affected facility.

{a)(1) The provisions of this subpart
apply to affected facilities 1n petroleum
refineres.

(2) A compressor 1s an affected
facility.

{3) The group of all the equipment
(defined 1n § 60.591) within a process
unit 18 an affected facility.

(b} Any affected facility under
paragraph (a) of this section that
commences construction or modification
after January 4, 1983, 15 subject to the
requrements of this subpart,

(c) Addition or replacement of
equpment {defined 1n § 60.591) for the
purpose of process improvement which
18 accomplished without a capital
expenditure shall not by itself be
considered a modification under this
subpart.

{d) Facilities subject to Subpart VV or
Subpart KKK of 40 CFR Part 60 are
excluded from this subpart,

§60.591 Definitions.

As used in this subpart, all terms not
defined heren shall have the meaning
given them 1n the Act, n Subpart A of
Part 60, or 1n Subpart VV of Part 60, and
the following terms shall have the
specific meamngs given them.

*“Alaskan North Slope” means the
approximately 69,000 square mile area
extending from the Brooks Range to the
Arctic Ocean,

“Equipment” means each valve, pump,
pressure relief device, sampling
connection system, open-ended valve or
line, and flange or other connector in
VOC service. For the purposes of
recordkeeping and reporting only,
compressors are considered equipment.

“In Hydrogen Service" means that a
compressor contains a process fld that
meets the conditions specified 1n
§ 60.593(b).

“In Light Liqud Service” means that
the piece of equipment contamns a liquid
that meets the conditions specified in
§ 60.593(c).

"Petroleum Refinery" means any
facility engaged 1n producing gasoline,
kerosene, distillate fuel oils, residual
fuel oils, lubricants, or other products
through the distillation of petroleum, or
through the redistillation, cracking, or
reforming of unfinished petroleum
denivatives.
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“Petroleum” means the crude oil
removed from the earth and the oils
denved from tar sands, shale, and coal.

“Process Unit” means components
assembled to produce mntermediate or
final products from petroleum,
unfinished petroleum dernivatives, or
other mtermediates; a process unit can
operate mndependently if supplied with
sufficient feed or raw maternals and
sufficient storage facilities for the
product.

'§60.592 Standards.

(a) Each owner or operator subject to
the provisions,of this subpart shall
comply with the requirements of
§ 60.482-1 to § 60.482-10 as soon as
practicable, but no later than 180 days
after mitial startup.

{b) An owner or operator may elect to
comply with the requirements of
§ 60.483-1 and § 60.483-2.

{c) An owner or operator may apply to
the Admimstrator for a determination of
equivalency for any means of emission
limitation that achieves a reduction in
emissions of VOC at least equivalent to
the reduction m emussions of VOC
achieved by the controls required 1n this
subpart. In doing so, the owner or
operator shall comply with requirements
of § 60.484.

(d) Each owner or operator subject to
the provisions of this subpart shall
comply with the provisions of § €0.485
except as provided 1 § 60.593.

(e) Each owner or operator subject to
the provisions of this subpart shall
comply with the provisions of § 60.486
and § 60.487
{Sec. 114 of Clean Air Act as amended (42
U.S.C. 7414))

§60.593 Exceptions.

(a) Each owner or operator subject to
the provisions of this subpart may
comply with the following exceptions to
the provisions of Subpart VV

{b)(1) Compressors 1 hydrogen
service are exempt from the
requirements of § 60.592 if an owner or
operator demonstrates that a
compressor 1s 1n hydrogen service,

(2) Each compressor 15 presumed not
be be m hydrogen service unless an
owner or operator demonstrates that the
piece of equpment 1s 1n hydrogen
service. For a piece of equipment to be
considered m hydrogen service, it must
be determined that the percent hydrogen
content can be reasonably expected
always to exceed 50 percent by volume.
For purposes of determining the percent
hydrogen content m the process fluid
that 1s contained 1n or contacts a
compressor, procedures that conform to
the general method described in ASTM
E-260, E-168, or E~169 (incorporated by

reference as specified i §C0,17) shall be
used.

(3)(i) An owmer or operator may use
engineering judgment rather than
procedures in parageaph (b)(2) of this
section to demonstrate that the percent
content exceeds 50 percent by volume,
provided the engincering judgment
demonstrates that the content clearly
exceeds 50 percent by volume. When an
owner or operator and the
Admimstrator do not agree on whether
a piece of equipment 15 1n hydrogen
service, however, the procedures in
paragraph (b}{2) shall be used to resolve
the disagreement.-

(ii} If an ovmner or opcrator determines
that a prece of equipment 1s in hydrogen
service, the determunation can be
revised only after follovnng the
procedures mn paragraph (b}(2).

(c) Any existing reciprocating
compressor that becomes an affected
facility under provisions of § €2.34 or
§ 60.15 15 exempt from § €2.282 (i), (b),
(¢}, (d). (), and (h) provided the owner
or operator demonstrates that recasting
the distance piece or replacing the
compressor are the only options
available to bring the compressor into
compliance with the pravisions of
§ €0.482 (a), (b), {c), (d), (), and (h).

(d) An ovmer or operdtor may use the
following provision mn addition to
§ 60.485(e): Eqwmpment 13 m light ligud
service if the percent evapsorated is
greater than 10 percent at 180°C as
determined by ASTM Methed D-C5
{incorporated by rcference as specified
1n § 60.18).

(e) Pumps 1n light liquwd scrvice and
valves n gasfvapor and light liquid
service within a process vnit thatis
located 1n the Alackon North Slope are
exempt from the requirements of
§ 60.482-2 and § 60.482-7

2. By adding mn alphabetical order the
nevr terms “capital expanditure,”
“double block and bleed system,” and
“replacement cost” in § €0.481 of
Subpart VV as follows:

§60.481 Dcfinitiona,
k-4 - L] L 4

“Capital expenditure” means, 1n
addition to the definition 1n £0 CFR €0.2,
an expenditure for a phystcal or
operational change to an erasting facility
that:

(a) Exceeds P the product of the
facility's replacement cost, R, and an
adjusted annual asset gudeline repair
allowance, A, as reflected by the
following equation: P = R 3¢ A, where

(1) The adjusted annual asset
gudeline repair allowance, A, 18 the
product of the percent of the
replacement cost, Y, and the applicable
basic annual asset guideline repair

Hei nOnli ne --

allowance, B, as reflected by the
followsing equation: A = Y X (B — 100);

(2) The percent Y 15 determuned from
the followang equation: Y = 1.0 — 0.575
log X, where X1s the year of
construction; and

(3) The applicable basic annual asset
euideline repair allowance, B, 1s selected
from the follovang table consistent with
the applicable subpart:

TABLE FOR DETERV NING AFFLICASLE FOR B

Vora ol B
A5 TNt 22Ty | t3tei=cd
| megten
vy 125
(5P 125
€33 70
bRt »
* « a e -

“Double block and bleed system”
means two block valves connected in
series with a blezd valve orline that can
vent the line between the two block
valves.

-] - 3 - *

“Replacement cost” means the capital
needod to purchase all the depreciable
components n a facility.

L] s 1] k-4 L3

(Scctions 111, 114, and 391(a) of the Clzan Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7514,
7¢m(a)))

3. By adding pzragraph (c} to § £0.4582-
6 as follows:

§€90.402-6 Siondards: Opcn-cnded volives
orlinss.
L] * - b d *

(c) When a double blac!:-and-bleed
system 18 being used, the blead valve or
line may remain open dunng operations
that requirz venting the line batween the
block valves but shall comply with
paragraph (2) at all other tim=s.

(Scelions 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Awr
Act, as amended (42 US.C. 7411, 7414,
7t91(a)))

4. By revising naragraph (d}{1) of
§ 60.480 as follows:

§60.489 Agplicobllity and dzcignation of
aficeted {ceility.
o - o - -

(d)(1) If an owner or operator applies
for one or more of the exemptions 1n thiz
paragraph, then the owner or operator
shall maintain records as required m
§ 60.486(i).

* * * * °

(Scctions 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air
Acl, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7E31(a)))

5. By revising paragraph (d) of
§ 60.482-1 as follows:
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§60.482-1 Standards: General.
* * * * *

(d) Equipment that 18 1n vacuum
service 18 excluded from the
requirements of § 60.482-2 to § 60.482-10
if it 18 1dentified as required 1n
§ 60.486(e)(5).

(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414, -
7601(a)))

6. By revising paragraph (c)(2) and
paragraph (h)(2) of § 60.482-7 as follows:

§60.482-7 Standards: Valves in gas/vapor
and In light liquid cervice.
*

* # * *
R
C

(2) If a leak 15 detected, the valve shall
be monitored monthly until a leak 1s not

detected for 2 successive months.
* * * * *

[h) IR X

(2) The process unit within which the
valve 18 located either becomes an
affected facility through § 60.14 or
§ 60.15 or the owner or operator
designates less than 3.0 percent of the
total number of valves as difficult-to-
monitor, and
* * * * *
(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air
Act, as amended {42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

7 By revising paragraphs (c)(2) (ii)
and (vi) of § 60.487 as follows:

§60.487 Reporting requirements.

* * * * ®
* Kk
C
2 * k *

{ii) Number of valves for which leaks
were not repaired as required
8 60.482-7(d)(1),
* L g * * *

(vi) Number of compressors for which
leaks were not repaired as requred in
§ 60.482-3(g)(1), and
* * * * -
(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Awr
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C, 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))
(Approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under control number 2080-0067.)

8. By adding § 60.488 to Subpart VV as
follows:

§60.488 Reconstruction.

For the purposes of this subpart:

{a) The cost of the following
frequently replaced components of the
facility shall not be considered
calculating either the “fixed capital cost
of the new components” or the “fixed
capital costs that would be required to
construct a comparable new facility”
under § 60.15: pump seals, nuts and
bolts, rupture disks, and packings.

(b) Under § 60.15, the “fixed capital
cost of new components” mcludes the
fixed capital cost of all depreciable
components (except components
specified 1n § 60.488 (a)) which are or
will be replaced pursuant to all
continuous programs of component
replacement which are commenced
within any 2-year period following the
applicability date for the appropnate
subpart. (See the “Applicability and
designation of affected facility” section
of the appropriate subpart.) For
purposes of this paragraph,
“commenced” means that an owner or
operator has undertaken a continuous
program of component replacement or
that an owner or operator has entered
nto a contractual obligation to
undertake and complete, within a
reasonable time, a continuous program
of component replacement.

{Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air
Act, as amended {42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

9. By revising paragraphs (a) {34), (35),
and-(36) by adding (a)(4) of §60.17 of

‘Subpart A—General Provisions as

follows:

§60.17 Incorporation by reference.

[a) *x * *®

(34) ASTM E169-63 (Reapproved
1977), General Techmques of Ultraviolet
Quantitative Analysis, IBR approved for
§ 60.485(d) and § 60.593(b).

(35) ASTM E168-87 (Reapproved
1977}, General Techmques of Infrared
Quantitative Analysis, IBR approved for
§ 60.485{d) and §-60.593(b).

(36) ASTM E260-73, General Gas
Chromatography Procedures, IBR
approved for § 60.485{d) and § 60.593(b).
*

* * * *

Hei nOnli ne --

(40) ASTM D86-78, Distillation of
Petroleum Products, IBR approved for
§ 60.593(d).
(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air

Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)})

Appendix A [Amended]

10. By redesignating the heading *'5.2
Apparatus” as "5.1 Apparatus” in
Method 18 of Appendix A as follows:

* *

* * *

5.1 Apparatus

* * * * *
(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Alr

Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

11. By revising the first equation in
Section 6.2.1.1 1n Method 18 of Appendix
A as follows:

%=Q \/ T
=

¢ PiTa
{Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air

Act, as amendeg-(42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

12. By revising the citation “Citation
211n section 8.” to “Citation 18 in
section 8.” 1n 6.2.1.1 1n Method 18 of
Appendix A,

(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Cleun Air

Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

13. By changing the word “caped” to
“capped” 1n section 6.2.2.1 in Method 18
of Appendix A.

(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Cloan Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

14. By changing all the “mg/liter" to
“g/liter” 1n section 6.2.2.3 1n Method 10
of Appendix A.

(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Alr

Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a))

15. By changing the word “with” to
*within” 1n section 7.4.4.3 in Method 18
of Appendix A.

(Sections 111, 114, and 301(a) of the Clean Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411, 7414,
7601(a)))

(FR Doc. £4-13949 Filed 5-20-84; 8:45 am)
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