Responses to EPA questions and comments on the 2017 NEI Nonpoint emissions for oil and gas facilities. 
September 18, 2019

1. Centrifugal compressors, equipment leaks, and reciprocating compressor seal leaks are covered in our “fugitives” category, which estimates about 300 tons of VOC. Would you be ok with us adding our EPA estimate for this SCC to the AK inventory? 

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC questioned how the tool calculated 300 tons and whether it was by source or total. ERG referred to the Toolkit instructions and the EPA referred to Part W reporting.  The 300 tones is allocated by basin. 
	
Alaska is ok with the estimates that the tool proposes or incorporating the Subpart W reported volumes.  ADEC does not track these emissions. And has no estimate. In some cases a project application identifies the fugitive emissions but ADEC does not include them in the permit.  

2. Flare stacks—we believe you’ve done a good job with your estimates for combustion sources, so no need for EPA to supplement 

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC agrees 

3. Blowdown stacks—unknown—are these covered by your submission to NEI? 

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC does not permit blowdown stacks as an emission unit and thinks that these compliment the flare stacks. At present, this is not included in the tool. EPA is open to ADEC data however, we do not have any to provide.  ADEC agreed to research this for the 2020 NEI. 

4. Combustion-- we believe you’ve done a good job with your estimates for combustion sources, so no need for EPA to supplement

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC agrees.  We do acknowledge that nonpoint emissions from some drilling rigs are not included.  ADEC looked at the AOGCC well data and compared it to DEC permit information.   Some rig  and associated camp combustion sources are likely not included in the 2017 NEI  but a fair estimate could be make for additional emissions. ADEC will consider the best way to approach this in 2020

5. Storage Tanks—it does seem to be that our estimate is way too high—we could consider zeroing these out in the tool

Discussion/Conclusion:  :  ADEC agrees that zeroing this out would be the easy thing and closer to accuracy.  Sometimes we get tank emission volumes in the type A and B permits or in fee assessments but not always.  In looking at the Nonpoint, the tanks are mobile equipment and therefore we don’t permit them.  From the emissions submitted in fee assessments, the emissions are small (See the NEI attachment with SCC codes line 64 in the NEI attachment with SCC codes). These are very small volumes and not applicable to every well pad and every activity (well servicing, exploration of development drilling).  The EPA tool lists the tanks are for produced fluids. ADEC acknowledged that produced fluids will sometimes be stored during drilling activities and then disposed down the well annulus either at the same location or at an already approved Class II injection well. There may be a small period of time that these fluids are on site and could result in some emissions. 

EPA agreed to will zero this out in the tool for the 2017 NEI. ADEC will review these tanks for the 2020 NEI and reconvene with EPA to determine if there is any value in adding this to the EPA toolkit and what those emissions would be.

6. Well completions and workovers seem to be too high in the tool, at least for the N. Slope—we could consider zeroing those out on the N. Slope and then taking the tool estimate (similar order of magnitude for Cook Inlet, according to subpart W)?  Are there not vented VOC/HAP emissions? 

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC does not collect completion and workover emissions data but some data is provided by permittee in emission fee estimates in the transportable drilling rig permits or in a permit for development or exploration. Discussed the 2017 AOGCC well spreadsheet and talked about matching the exploration wells to ADEC wells.  At present, this would be a very big job to look at the completion and workovers.   ADEC agreed with EPA comment that the emissions appeared too high. As an example, the emission fee estimate was used and at a minimum, a figure of less than 10 could be applied.  The problem with this is that many workover and completions data is included in the NEI under permitted sources.  We were comfortable using the Subpart W figures in the 2017 NEI. 

Response to second question on VOC and HAP emissions.  See PDF attachment for MSS04 for CD5.  On page 15 you can see that the VOC emissions and flaring is including.  What we don’t know is if this was for drilling new wells or servicing existing wells or for how many. Operators provide a yearly total and do not provide a breakdown for each well. 
There are some vented emissions in some cases – usually during drilling operations only but not consistently needed.  Regarding HAP emissions – sometimes these are provide3d voluntarily.  They are also included in fee estimates. Note that ADEC has not yet included the 2015 NEI changes in its regulations.  The public review draft is still pending approval for public notice. 

Discussion/Conclusion:   ADEC will look at some of the type A and B permit inventories and compliance documents to see if we can define when this occurring so that we can figure out how to improve tis for the 2020 NEI.   EPA agreed to zero this out on the NS and keep Cook Inlet since it is close to reported under Part W. ADEC agrees

7. Dehydrators—my takeaway from our conversation is “all dehydrators are flared.” Is this true? If so we can change the still vent control to “controlled” in the tool which will reduce the Tool estimates dramatically (by ~98%).  

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC researched the number of dehydrators and provided additional information on EUs identified in the NEI (see the spreadsheet attached to the meeting invitation. In the internal ADEC discussion we really didn’t see many of these EUs that supported the tool calculations.    In reviewing the number of EUs provided and emissions reported, it seems like the proposed reduction of 98% to accommodate still vent control makes sense since most of these had emission controls. ADEC believes that the dehydrators are included in the reported NEI submittal are accurate but will agree to the 98% reduction for still vent controls. EPA agreed to not will not add anything to the tool. 

8. Associated gas—my takeaway from our conversation is “all gas is used or reinjected” so we should zero these out in the tool.   

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC said that it is a general state policy that venting/flaring is a waste of state resources and is a loss of money to operators. Most gas is reinjected or used in remote areas for electrical generation after development occurs. ADEC questioned how the tool calculates these.  Per source? Total?  Emission factors? Where is the data coming from?  The ADEC MG2 permit has a report checkbox for notification and reporting but this is a new permit.  The Subpart W reporting shows this to be very small and does not compare to the tool volumes. EPA agreed to zero this out. In the tool.

9. Mud degassing—we hadn’t talked about this 

Discussion/Conclusion:  Most mudding operations is located within the drill rig or in a module that is with the drill rig.  ADEC provided a slide with some of the mud facilities on the slide pack.  Because they are in a structure, OSHA/AKOSH/Fire are pretty strict for safety purposes.  
ADEC asked how these numbers were calculated. ERG said that there is one study and emission factor for use in all state operations and they acknowledged this may not apply to AK infrastructure. ADEC will research this more for 2020.  EPA agreed to zero this out in the tool for 2017.  

10. Pneumatic pumps (North Slope) — zero emissions reported under Subpart W, propose zeroing out in tool. 
11. Pneumatic devices (North Slope)— zero emissions reported under Subpart W, already zeroed out in the Tool. 
12. Pneumatic pumps (Cook Inlet) — minimal emissions reported under Subpart W, propose zeroing out in tool. 
13. Pneumatic devices (Cook Inlet) — 2nd largest emission source reported under Subpart W, would you be ok with us adding our EPA estimate for this SCC to the AK inventory for Cook Inlet?  

Discussion/Conclusion:  ADEC wanted to know how these were calculated in tool and applied per facility.  In AK, pneumatic pumps are listed as an insignificant emission source so it is not included in the permit or in any reports.  We do not list these as an emission unit.  ADEC discussed this with compliance staff and they said that most of these were on contractor equipment. They said there would be some emissions but very small. With the new leak detection reporting/repair requirements ADEC may start to have a better idea in the future. ADEC agreed that the tool volumes for the devices and pumps were acceptable for 2017 since they were close to the Subpart W reporting. ADEC will research this for the 2020 NEI for EPA tool updates.

14. AK NEI  and EPA  Tool Comparison Spreadsheet (JRS recommendations)

Line 16 and 34 - well testing. The recommendations said that these were not included in the tool or for ADEC estimates.  ADEC said they has some emissions and emission factors from well testing activities.  They offered to provide these to EPA and ERG that could be included in the EPA tool.  ADEC receives these in some operating reports and in fee estimates.    

Lines 13 and 26 – liquids loading. ERG provided a definition. For the North Slope it is very small and EPA offered to zero this out.  For Cook Inlet, the tool is very close to the Subpart W reporting.  ADEC thinks this may be in AOGC regulations (it is a waste of state resources) but will research for 2020 NEI.  These are a very small volume and ADEC does not have any objection to keeping the tool estimates for the 2017 NEI. 
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