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October 8, 2003

BY EMAIL AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Kennard Ellis

Air Quality Engineer

SCAQMD

21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765


Re: Proposed Rule 1148.1 – Oil and Gas Production Wells
Dear Mr. Ellis:

The California Independent Petroleum Association (CIPA) represents over 400 members – including almost all of California’s independent oil and gas producers, and a substantial majority of those producers affected by this rulemaking.  This proposed rule would have a major impact on all South Coast oil and gas producers, and may drive some of the smaller producers out of business.  We appreciate your efforts toward considering our input, including the two meetings in the past several weeks.  We trust that our mutual efforts will produce an effective and workable Rule.  We continue, however, to have some serious concerns about the current draft of Proposed Rule 1148.1.

Specific issues in regards to the October 2, 2003 Draft of PR 1148.1:

(c) (8) - Please refer to CIPA's letter of September16, 2003, which suggested:

"WELLHEAD is an assembly of piping, fittings, and valves mounted to the casing and / or tubing of an oil well to control fluids and through which fluids from a well are produced."

(d) (1) - This section should explain the need to differentiate between a component leak, which is subject to Rule 1173, and well cellar emissions (i.e., emissions from liquids in well cellars).  It should be clear that an NOV should not be issued for well cellar emissions in excess of the limit if the emissions detected are attributable to, or cannot be differentiated from, a component leak that is subject to Rule 1173.

We have various concerns with the use of Method 21 (40 CFR 60, App. A) in this rule.  Method 21 is designed to measure emissions from components such as valves, flanges, and fittings.  Most of the components specified in Method 21 are handling fluid under pressure.  This pressure is the driving force for the emissions to enter the atmosphere.  Method 21, Section 8.3.1 begins to explain a general approach for how to inspect for leaks.  Followed by that, there are sections for specific component types.  Of these, we believe the section for process drains (8.3.1.5) is what best represents a well cellar. 

A well cellar, however, is a partially covered confined space where vapors are contained under relatively stagnant conditions with no driving force.  As CIPA noted, “drains” are somewhat similar to well cellars, in that they may have relatively quiescent conditions without a driving force.  

In each case described in Method 21, including drains, the measurement point is at the location where the vapors could actually be emitted to atmosphere, i.e., the interface of the component with the ambient environment.  For drains, this is at a point in the middle of and immediately above the drain.  For well cellars, the same approach applies.  In no case does the surface of the fluid itself constitute a Method 21 "component," as would be the case if the Method were applied to the liquid in a well cellar (i.e., attempting to take a reading 0.25” from the liquid surface).   Method 21 requires that the probe be within 0.25” of the interface of any possible vapor escape route and the atmosphere, because any escaping vapor under pressure will dissipate rapidly into the surrounding environment through the action of air currents, wind, and the driving pressure in the component.  In the confined space of the well cellar, however, these factors are not present, because the vapors do not tend to dissipate rapidly.    

It does not appear, therefore, that Method 21 was intended to be used at the surface of a standing liquid.

Measurement of vapors in confined spaces is traditionally driven by safety, not emissions reduction.  Nonetheless, OSHA and NIOSH have analyzed many confined space incidents, and have found that the vapor concentrations show little tendency to dissipate naturally, even in open and relatively shallow pits. They have issued a number of “Hazard Information Bulletins” on such spaces, where the assumption that released vapors diminish with height can be fatal.  Mechanical ventilation is required to ensure mixing; it does not occur by natural diffusion or convection.

OSHA guidance does not specify a measuring device; neither does Method 21.  Both indicate only that the instrument must be appropriate for the compounds of interest.  Neither Method 21, nor the other promulgated methods in Appendix A, address vapor off-gassing from a liquid surface. 

If the District desires to have Method 21 be the standard that they and the operators use, both the OSHA findings and the wording of Method 21 itself support treating the well cellar plane, rather than the liquid surface, as a “component”.  Consistent with the procedures in Method 21, emissions should thus be measured at the cellar's interface with the ambient air, i.e., along the “slots” between the covering beams or at the grating.  Assuming we apply the techniques for process drains to well cellars, here is the definition:  "For open drains, place the probe inlet at approximately the center of the area open to the atmosphere. For covered drains, place the probe at the surface of the cover interface and conduct a peripheral traverse". 

Accordingly, we would further recommend the following interpretation for application of Method 21 to well cellars:  For open well cellars, place the probe above the well cellar plane at approximately the center.  For covered cellars, place the probe at the cover seams and inspect along the seams.  In either case, we don't think the authors of Method 21 mean breaking the plane because they use the words "to the atmosphere". 

Finally, to account for the high concentrations of methane and ethane in the produced gas, Rule 1173, section (d)(2) requires data to support the use of the 500-ppm limit at production sites.   For consistency between the Rules, it is logical to use these same data to support an analogous limit under Rule 1148.1.  Adoption of a total organic compound limit of 500 ppm for Rule 1148.1(d)(1) would avoid the need to back out the ethane and methane concentrations of the well cellar emissions.  

(d) (3) - At the September 18 meeting, CIPA proposed that wells without well cellars that are inspected for stuffing box leaks on a daily basis should be exempt from the requirement to install stuffing box adapters. We still believe this is appropriate.   The daily inspection (which goes beyond the weekly requirement that was in the August 7 version of the Rule) was proposed as an option to installing stuffing box adapters.

We suggest that you change (d)(3) to read: Effective January 1, 2005, any stuffing box as part of an oil producing well not located in a well cellar that does not undergo daily operator inspections pursuant to (e)(1), shall be equipped with an adapter that is capable of collecting any organic liquid into a closed container and an auto shut off switch that will shut down the well when the container is full.  Both the adapter and the well shut off switch shall be properly maintained and shall be kept in good working condition at all times.

An alternative would be to include in Section (h) Exemptions:



(h)(4) The provisions of paragraph (d)(3) shall not apply to any well not located in a well 
cellar, if the operator inspects the well daily pursuant to paragraph (e)(1) and maintains 
records pursuant to (f)(2).

 
(d) (4) - The replacement of the word "hold" with "store" is better, but could be better yet.  We suggest: "No person shall purposely place organic liquid in a well cellar with the intent of storing it there."  

(d) (4) - The requirement to conduct a Method 21 inspection of carbon canisters on Baker tanks "at time of filling" is problematic.  As discussed at the September 18 meeting, "filling" of temporary tanks during well maintenance operations often occurs intermittently over a period of one or more days.  In this scenario, when is "at time of filling"?

(d)(6) – As discussed in our October 2nd meeting, we would like to maintain the option to use a "copper coat" gauge to avoid the need for pump out of a cellar with liquids in it.  We suggest the following language:


"The operator shall pump out or remove organic liquids accumulated in the well cellar within five (5) weekdays (not including weekend days) of the discovery of such accumulation unless the operator determines that the total VOC concentration of the well cellar is fifty (50) ppm or less as measured according to the test method referenced in paragraph (g)(1) or unless the operator determines that the depth of the oil/petroleum hase of the accumulated liquid is equal to or less than two (2) inches, which depth may be measured using a 'copper coat' gauge or any other measuring instrument determined to be acceptable by the Executive Officer, the California Air Resources Board, and the US Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX."

(e) (5) - As discussed at the October 2 meeting, CIPA proposes that inspection via Method 21 and, if necessary (i.e., if Method 21 detects emissions above the applicable limit), pump out/ removal of cellar liquids occur within seven calendar days from discovery of organic liquid in a well cellar.  This provides operators with needed flexibility for scheduling and performing the inspections and pump outs, while preserving the District's stated objective of pump outs being completed within seven days of discovery of organic liquids in a cellar.

(e) (5) - Need to define "organic liquid leakage".  (e.g., three drops per minute? other?)


In addition, an overarching issue is the appropriateness of the various proposed emission limits/ thresholds (i.e., the VOC vs. TOC criteria, considering oilfield gas is typically 70% to 90% methane):


(d) (1) - 100 ppm threshold for NOV's for well cellars


(d) (4) - 50 ppm limit for carbon canisters for Baker tanks at well sites


(d) (6) - 50 ppm trigger for pump out of well cellars


(d) (7) - 50 ppm limit for control devices other than fuel, sales, or re-injection  

As already referenced under (d)(1) we recommend that these limits all be adjusted upward to reflect the methane and ethane concentration of the well cellar emissions.

Rule 222:  Again, it is our position that any alternative-to-permit fee be assessed on a per-facility basis.  Further, since we are already paying annual emissions fees on well cellar emissions, we question the District's need for this Rule 222 fee.  

Thank you again for the time you have spent meeting, discussing and considering our concerns.   Please don’t hesitate to call me at (213) 891-1010, ext. 209, if you have any questions, or would like to communicate regarding this proposed rule.

Best Regards,

Ivan Tether

Environmental Chair

cc:
Larry Bowen, Senior Air Quality Engineering Manager, SCAQMD


Ed Muehlbacher, Enginering Supervisor, SCAQMD


John Martini, Executive Director, CIPA


CIPA Members with LA Production Interests

IJT/ams
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