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Introduction 

 

On February 4, 2017, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (Department or DEP) 

published notice in the Pennsylvania Bulletin of the availability of the proposed General Plan Approval 

and/or General Operating Permit for Unconventional Natural Gas Well Site Operations and Remote 

Pigging Stations (“BAQ-GPA/GP-5A” or “GP-5A”), proposed revisions to the General Plan Approval 

and/or General Operating Permit for Natural Gas Compressor Stations, Processing Plants, and 

Transmission Stations (“BAQ-GPA/GP-5” or “GP-5”) and proposed revisions to the Air Quality Permit 

Exemptions document (“275-2101-003” or “Exemptions List”) for public review and comment. 

(47 Pa.B. 733). The public comment period was originally scheduled to close on March 22, 2017. 

However, due to increased public and legislative interest, the comment period was extended until June 5, 

2017. (47 Pa.B. 1235) 

 

This Comment and Response Document summarizes the comments submitted to DEP from 

9,357 individuals and organizations during the public comment period on the above documents and 

provides the Department’s responses to those comments. Generally, this document is organized such 

that each comment and response is grouped according to topic. Each comment is followed by an 

identifying number for each commentator that provided comment. Where commentators have endorsed 

the comments filed by others, the supporters have been added under the appropriate comments. A list of 

commentators, including names and affiliations, if any, is provided in Appendix A – Commentator 

Matrix. Of the total number of commentators, the names of 180 were illegible. In addition, 

238 anonymous comments were submitted. However, these comments are also addressed in this 

document.  

  

http://www.pabulletin.com/secure/data/vol47/47-5/200.html
http://www.pabulletin.com/secure/data/vol47/47-5/200.html
http://www.pabulletin.com/secure/data/vol47/47-8/335.html
http://www.pabulletin.com/secure/data/vol47/47-8/335.html
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 

A/F  Air-to-Fuel 

AVO  Auditory, Visual, and Olfactory Inspections  

BAT  Best Available Technology  

bhp  Brake Horsepower  

BMP  Best Management Practices  

BTEX  Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and Xylene  

CFR  Code of Federal Regulations  

CO  Carbon Monoxide  

CO2  Carbon Dioxide  

CPI  Consumer Price Index  

DEA  Diethanolamine  

DEP  Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection  

EGR  Exhaust Gas Recirculation  

EPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

g/bhp-h  Grams per Break Horsepower-Hour  

GHG  Greenhouse Gas(es)  

GP  General Plan Approval/General Operating Permit  

GP-5  General Plan Approval/General Operating Permit for Natural Gas Compressor Stations, 

Processing Plants, and Transmission Stations  

GP-5A  General Plan Approval/General Operating Permit for Unconventional Natural Gas Well 

Site Operations and Remote Pigging Stations  

H2O  Water  

H2S  Hydrogen Sulfide  

HAP  Hazardous Air Pollutant  

HCHO  Formaldehyde  

GPU  Gas Production Unit  

MEA  Monoethanolamine  

Mcf  Thousand Cubic Feet  

MMBtu  Million British Thermal Units  

MMBtu/h  Million British Thermal Units per Hour  

N2  Molecular Nitrogen  

NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standard  

NESHAP  National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants  

NGL  Natural Gas Liquids  

NGStar  The Natural Gas Star Program  

NMNEHC  Non-Methane, Non-Ethane Hydrocarbon  

NO  Nitric Oxide  

NO2  Nitrogen Dioxide  

NOX  Oxides of Nitrogen  

NSCR  Non-Selective Catalytic Reduction  

NSPS  New Source Performance Standards  

OGI  Optical Gas Imaging Camera  

PennDOT  Pennsylvania Department of Transportation  

PM  Particulate Matter  

PM2.5  Particulate Matter with an Aerodynamic Diameter Less Than 2.5 Microns  
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Abbreviations and Acronyms (cont.) 
 

PM10  Particulate Matter with an Aerodynamic Diameter Less Than 10 Microns  

ppmdv  Parts Per Million, Dry, by Volume  

ppmv  Parts Per Million by Volume  

PRO  Partner Reported Opportunities  

PTE  Potential to Emit  

RACT Reasonably Available Control Technology 

RBLC  RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse  

REC  Reduced Emission Completion  

RFD Request for Determination 

scf  Standard Cubic Feet  

SCR  Selective Catalytic Reduction  

SI RICE  Spark Ignition Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engine  

SO2  Sulfur Dioxide  

SOX  Oxides of Sulfur  

THC  Total Hydrocarbons  

tpy  Tons Per Year  

TSD  Technical Support Document  

VOC  Volatile Organic Compound  
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Public Comment Process 

 

Comment 1: Several commentators suggest that the Department provide a second round of public 

comment on the final draft versions of the GP-5 and GP-5A (hereinafter “General Permits”). (931, 945, 

987, 994, 1047, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department re-proposed the General Permits and the Exemptions List on March 31, 

2018, providing the requested second round of public comment.  

 

Requests to Maintain the Current Exemption 38 and Existing GP-5 

 

Comment 2: The commentators recommend maintaining Category Number 38 (“Exemption 38”) of the 

current Exemptions List because, as proposed, the GP-5A will require operators to apply for the air 

quality general permit in conjunction with other required permits during the drilling phase of operation. 

The current system is working to protect the environment and allow the industry to be competitive with 

operations in other states. The Department has not provided adequate rationale for removing 

Exemption 38 as the primary authorization process for natural gas facilities.  

 

Also, the details of air emissions sources on the well pad are likely unknown at this stage of 

development resulting in an undue burden on both operators and the Department from continual 

amendments to the application as changes are made to sources based on evolving knowledge of actual 

operational conditions. This would require an operator to submit an inaccurate application and 

subsequent modification requests; this can result in additional construction delays and expose the 

permittee to notices of violation (NOV), civil penalties, and enforcement actions. The commentators 

recommend that the Department maintain Exemption 38 with minor modifications instead of finalizing 

the GP-5A while addressing remote pigging facilities through a general permit. (227, 302, 707, 715, 

853, 867, 871, 903, 904, 908, 916, 919, 921, 928930, 934, 935, 939, 945, 952, 957, 961, 972, 978, 981, 

987, 990-992, 994, 995, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1050, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: The Department is moving to a general permit from Exemption 38 to reduce confusion and 

improve industry’s compliance rates with the regulatory requirements. Permitting for appropriate 

sources will provide more transparency and assurance to the public. In addition, some operators have 

expressed a preference for the certainty that a general permit provides, as opposed to the prior permit 

exemption. 

 

Through the implementation of Exemption 38, the Department discovered a high non-compliance rate. 

For example, between August 2013 and February 2017, over 3,000 wells were drilled and 28% of 

owners or operators of these well sites failed to comply with all of the conditions of the exemption 

criteria. This was unexpected considering the outreach conducted for the use of Exemption 38. The 

conditions for eligibility under Exemption 38 are significantly more stringent than other categories in the 

Exemptions List. It is likely that these numerous conditions contributed to the confusion over the 

compliance requirements for Exemption 38. Additionally, operators have underreported the emissions 

from remote pigging operations which led DEP to include these operations in the GP-5A.  

 

The development of general permits for these sources in Pennsylvania is not unique. Several states, 

including Alaska, Louisiana, Texas, Ohio, West Virginia, and Colorado, have general permits for oil and 

gas production facilities in place. Operators of well pads in Pennsylvania who operate in these states 

have been authorized through general permits. 
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The Department has included a conditional permit exemption in revised Exemption 38(b) and 

Exemption (38c) for certain activities at conventional and unconventional sites, including temporary 

activities such as site preparation, well drilling, hydraulic fracturing, completion, work-over activities 

and associated temporary flaring operations.  

 

The requirements in the revised Exemption 38 and in GP-5A are based on updates to the federal 

requirements. Certain requirements that were redundant with federal requirements have been removed. 

DEP has also updated certain requirements based on experience with the current GP-5 which will further 

reduce air emissions. 

 

Comment 3: The commentators contend that the previous GP-5 has served the Commonwealth 

effectively by striking an appropriate balance between the interests of industry and community 

stakeholders. They also recommend that the only modification to the proposed GP-5 should be the 

inclusion of pigging operations as a source and including remote pigging stations as an applicable 

facility under GP-5 or its own category of general permit.  

 

The commentators contend that while a general permit is necessary for the midstream operations 

conducted in Pennsylvania the proposed GP-5 no longer resembles a general permit, but rather an 

individual permit. Several provisions of the general permits are not supported by law or fact and fail to 

meet the commons standards for general permits. For example, as demonstrated by the Department’s Air 

Emissions Inventory, the emissions from midstream operations in the Commonwealth do not support the 

restrictive terms and conditions in the proposed GP-5. (227, 928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees with the contention that the proposed general permits are not 

supported by law or fail to meet the standards for general permits. Both the proposed and final General 

Permits include all applicable terms and conditions as required by the Pennsylvania Air Pollution 

Control Act (APCA) and 25 Pa. Code § 127.621.  

 

The definition of a Remote Pigging Station is given in both the final GP-5A and the Technical Support 

Document (TSD). Remote Pigging Stations were included in the applicablility for the final GP-5A 

because they are generally small, isolated facilities similar to unconventional natural gas well sites. 

 

Updated federal regulations were promulgated for the natural gas midstream compression and 

processing industry covered by the previous GP-5. Also, the Department has the obligation to ensure 

that the terms and conditions of a general permit must consider the best available technology (BAT) to 

minimize emissions to the maximum extent possible (see 25 Pa. Code § 127.1). The final GP-5 includes 

both the updated applicable requirements and the updated BAT requirements; the BAT determinations 

are documented in the TSD. 

 

Grandfathering Existing Sources 

 

Comment 4: The commentators recommend that the final Exemption 38 and general permits should 

only apply prospectively. Existing unconventional natural gas well sites should remain exempt from 

permitting under Exemption 38 unless and until a qualifying change is made at the site. The Department 

should confirm that, if issued, the general permits will not apply to currently permitted facilities, 
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facilities with pending applications, or modifications at existing facilities operating under Exemption 38 

or GP-5. (853, 867, 871, 908, 931, 934, 939, 945, 978, 987, 994)  

 

Response: The Department concurs that revisions to GP-5 and Exemption 38 apply prospectively. 

Existing unconventional well sites and associated equipment that are authorized to operate under the 

conditional exemption criteria dated August 10, 2013 remain exempt from permitting unless a new well 

is drilled at the existing well site, an existing well is hydraulically refractured, new equipment is added, 

or existing equipment is reconstructed or modified. In these events, the owner or operator must meet the 

exemption criteria under Exemption 38(c), submit and obtain approval of a Request for Determination 

(RFD), or apply for and receive authorization to use GP-5A.  

 

While DEP agrees that the conditions revised in the June 9, 2018 version of GP-5 are not applicable to 

facilities permitted prior to August 8, 2018, is the conditions are applicable to modifications after that 

date. The Department intends to issue final action on pending applications prior to August 8, 2018. 

 

Comment 5: The commentators strongly support replacing Exemption 38 of the Exemptions List with a 

general permit for unconventional natural gas well sites. The requirements proposed in GP-5A are more 

protective and comprehensive than those contained in Exemption 38, and using the permit mechanism 

will provide greater certainty and oversight. Part of this oversight is in the preconstruction authorization 

for sources in GP-5A where Exemption 38 allowed operators to only demonstrate compliance 

six months after facilities were in operation. Changing to GP-5A provides potential for emissions 

reductions and cost savings.  

 

The commentators recommend rescinding Exemption 38 because it is not satisfactory to merely remind 

operators of unconventional natural gas wells constructed since August 10, 2013 that they are subject to 

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOO. The Department is responsible under Pennsylvania’s State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) for enforcing the federal regulations, and has done the right thing for new or 

modified construction by codifying this obligation under the GP-5A. The Department must finish the job 

by applying the GP-5A to existing wells. (3, 6-8, 11-14, 20, 22, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 31, 35, 38-40, 43-45, 

48, 49, 51-53, 55, 57, 59, 60, 63, 64, 67, 70-72, 74-76, 78, 79, 82, 84-86, 89-94, 96, 99, 101-104, 

107-109, 111, 113, 116, 117, 119, 121, 122, 126-129, 133-135, 137, 139, 140, 142, 143, 148, 150-152, 

155-159, 162, 165, 166, 168, 173-176, 178-180, 183-185, 187-190, 192-196, 199, 200, 202-204, 

207-219, 224, 228230, 234, 235, 237, 239, 241, 242, 244, 245, 247, 250, 251, 253, 257, 258, 261-270, 

274-280, 283, 289, 291-294, 297-300, 300, 305, 308-310, 312, 314-317, 319, 321, 322, 325-327, 329, 

332, 336, 337, 339, 343, 344, 347-349, 351, 352, 354, 357, 358, 360, 367, 369, 371-373, 376, 380, 

384-387, 390, 391, 393, 398, 400, 401, 403, 404-406, 409, 412, 414, 418, 419, 421, 423, 425, 429-431, 

434, 436, 439-441, 445, 448, 450, 451, 454-459, 461, 462, 464, 466, 468, 470, 474, 475, 478, 479, 481, 

485, 487, 488, 490, 493, 495, 497, 499, 501, 504, 506-512, 515, 516, 519, 521-523, 527, 528, 531, 532, 

534, 537-539, 543, 544, 547-549, 552-554, 556-559, 561, 563, 565-567, 572, 573, 575, 577-580, 582, 

583, 586-588, 590, 595, 599, 600, 602-604, 607, 608, 611, 612, 616, 617, 619, 620, 622-624, 627, 630, 

633-635, 638, 641-643, 645-649, 651, 653, 656-659, 661-664, 667-669, 671-673, 677, 679-683, 

687-689, 691-694, 699-705, 709, 712-714, 717-721, 723-726, 728, 730-732, 735, 737-739, 744, 745, 

747, 749, 750, 753, 755, 756, 759763, 765, 767, 768, 773-775, 780, 786-788, 791-794, 796, 798, 799, 

805, 808, 813, 815-817, 819-824, 828-837, 845, 846, 849-852, 1004, 1008, 1009, 1018-1021, 1023, 

1027, 1029-1034, 1037, 1039-1042, 1057-2228) 

 

Response: The Department appreciates the commentators’ support. However, based on the comments 

received, the Department revised the Exemptions List and republished it for comments on March 31, 
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2018. The Department maintains an exemption for temporary activities and insignificant emissions 

sources. Existing sources are covered under either Exemption 38(a) or Exemption 38(b) based on the 

date of construction, unless they trigger a modification by installing a new source, drilling or fracturing a 

new well, or fracturing or refracturing an existing well. A modified facility will be required to meet the 

conditions of Exemption 38(c) and, if unable, obtain authorization from the Department.  

 

Although a source may be exempt from the plan approval and operating permit requirements of 25 Pa. 

Code Chapter 127, the source is subject to all other applicable air quality regulations. The Exemptions 

List does not exempt sources from compliance with emission limitations, work practice standards, and 

other applicable requirements contained in Title 25 of the Pa. Code. This requirement can be found in 

Section D (4) of the Exemptions List under “Further Qualifications Regarding Plan Approval Exempted 

Sources.”  

 

The Department believes that the final criteria of conditional Exemption 38 are protective of public 

health and allow for the development of the natural gas industry in a safe and effective manner. 

 

Comment 6: The commentator identifies a loophole in the Exemptions List created by the statement 

“This amended guidance document is applicable to sources that will be constructed as new or modified 

sources after the effective date of the document. It does not apply to sources that were constructed or 

modified prior to the effective date of this guidance document and operating lawfully without a permit.” 

The commentator recommends requiring all existing and future facilities to meet the applicable criteria, 

especially facilities subject to Exemption 38. (1020)  

 

Response: The Department considers the types and quantities of emissions before placing a source or 

class of sources on the Exemptions List. Prior to 2013, oil and gas exploration and production sources 

were unconditionally exempt because emissions were determined to be insignificant. Since the 

Marcellus Shale boom, beginning in 2008, the number of facilities and type of drilling techniques 

changed. The Department then created a conditional exemption for unconventional natural gas well sites 

in August 2013 to further minimize emissions from these types of sources. GP-5A will further reduce 

emissions from these facilities. Conventional natural gas wells will remain unconditionally exempt from 

plan approval and operating permit. 

 

On October 27, 2016, EPA issued Control Techniques Guidelines (CTG) for volatile organic compound 

(VOC) emissions from existing oil and gas sources identifying the Reasonably Available Control 

Technology (RACT) requirements. The Department is required to develop regulations to implement 

CTG for existing sources. The rulemaking for existing sources will be proposed for public comment 

prior to its promulgation. Although a source may be exempt from the plan approval and operating permit 

requirements of 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, the source is subject to all other applicable air quality 

regulations. The Exemptions List does not exempt sources from compliance with emission limitations, 

work practice standards, and other applicable requirements contained in 25 Pa. Code, including federal 

requirements.  

 

Comment 7: The commentator states that the Department will need to develop a RACT regulation for 

VOC emissions from existing oil and gas sources under the CTG issued by U.S. EPA on October 27, 

2016. This regulation will have the co-benefit of reducing methane emissions from these existing 

sources. The Department must present a revised SIP document incorporating the RACT regulations to 

U.S. EPA by October 27, 2018. Until the Department develops an emission control regulation for new 

and existing conventional and existing unconventional natural gas sites, the Department’s ability to 
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control fugitive emissions is limited. (3-14, 17, 18, 20-22, 24, 25, 26, 2836, 38-40, 42-49, 51-53, 55, 57, 

59-61, 63-65, 67, 69-72, 74-79, 82-86, 89-99, 101-104, 106-109, 111113, 116-119, 121-145, 147, 148, 

150-153, 155-169, 172-176, 178-200, 202-205, 207-219, 221-225, 228231, 234, 235-245, 247, 250, 251, 

253-258, 261-280, 283, 285, 287-300, 303-305, 308-310, 312, 314-322, 324-339, 342-344, 347-349, 

351-354, 356-358, 360, 362, 363, 365-380, 384-387, 389-391, 393-406, 408, 409, 411-415, 417-419, 

421, 423-425, 427-436, 439-442, 444-446, 448-459, 461-470, 474, 475, 477-481, 484-488, 490-502, 

504-517, 519-534, 536-544, 546-550, 552-554, 556-563, 565-569, 571-580, 582, 583, 585-591, 

593-595, 599-604, 606-613, 616-620, 622-624, 627-631, 633-639, 641-649, 651-665, 667-674, 677-683, 

685-689, 691-706, 708, 709-714, 717-728, 730-733, 735-745, 747, 749, 750, 752-756, 759-763, 

765-771, 773-776, 779-783, 786-799, 802, 806-809, 811, 813, 815-817, 819-825, 827-839, 842, 845, 

846852, 1004, 1008, 1009, 1011, 1014, 1015, 1017-1019, 1021-1023, 1027, 1028, 1030, 1031, 1033, 

1034, 1037-1039, 1040, 1042, 1057-2335, 3333-8683)  

 

Response: On October 27, 2016, EPA issued CTG for VOC emissions from existing oil and gas sources 

identifying the RACT requirements. The Department is required to develop regulations to implement 

CTG for existing sources. The rulemaking for existing sources will be proposed for public comment 

prior to its promulgation.  

Conventional Operations 

 

Comment 8: The commentators are concerned that the Department may propose a general permit for 

conventional operations. One commentator states that the proposed GP-5A includes conditions that are 

overly complex, cost-prohibitive, and unnecessary for conventional operations. The commentators stress 

that there are differences between conventional and unconventional operations relative to controlling 

methane. The commentators are not only submitting comments regarding the proposed GP-5A, but also 

submitting comments to educate the Department on how conventional operations are different from 

unconventional operations and why the proposed GP-5A is inappropriate for conventional operations.  

 

One major difference is the scale and duration of post-stimulation flowback with conventional wells 

typically completing flowback within 24 hours compared to unconventional wells taking on average 

seven days. This difference in duration makes it impossible for a conventional operator to recoup the 

cost of using a completion combustion device or reduced emissions completion equipment. Another is 

the typical arrangement of equipment such as compressors and storage tanks; often this equipment is 

centralized at a location other than the well pad and services more than one well pad. Conventional wells 

also produce gas at very low pressure, starting at several hundred psi and quickly reducing to single or 

double digits.  

 

Conventional wells are also generally small, family-owned businesses with limited staff and resources. 

Most do not have the in-house technical expertise necessary to comply with the proposed general 

permits, nor the funds to hire outside experts. (1044, 1055)  

 

Response: The final GP-5A is only applicable to unconventional natural gas well sites and remote 

pigging stations. The final Exemption 38(c) unconditionally exempts conventional well sites from 

permitting. However, nothing in Exemption 38(a), Exemption 38(b), or Exemption 38(c) relieves the 

Responsible Official from the obligation to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and 

regulations.  
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Authority to Regulate 

 

Comment 9: The commentators state that under the APCA the Department has the authority to regulate 

“air contaminants,” “air contamination,” “air contamination sources,” and “air pollution.” The 

Department does so by issuing a plan approval to authorize the construction, assembly, installation, or 

modification of or an operating permit to authorize operation of any stationary air contamination source. 

The APCA also authorizes the issuance of a general plan approval and general operating permit “for any 

category of stationary air contamination source if [the Department] determines that the sources in such 

category are similar in nature and can be adequately regulated using standardized specifications and 

conditions.”  

 

However, the Department does not have the authority to regulate methane emissions from oil and gas 

facilities because they do not “cause” “air pollution” as the term “air pollution” is defined under the 

APCA. The commentators emphasize that to be “air pollution,” emissions must be “…in such place, 

manner, or concentration inimical or which may be inimical to the public health, safety, or welfare or 

which is or may be injurious to human, plant, or animal life or to property or which unreasonably 

interferes with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property…” Methane, unlike lead, mercury, 

particulate matter, and various other conventional pollutants, does not meet the conditions stated in the 

APCA.  

 

Further, the Pennsylvania legislature must have had only direct effects in mind when it enacted the 

APCA in 1959, intending to regulate conventional pollutants and not “air contaminants” whose primary 

danger is predicated on cumulative worldwide emissions contributing to climate change under modern 

scientific theories. The APCA does not grant the Department authority to regulate greenhouse gases 

(GHG), nor has the Department previously done so to combat climate change. Even if it is conceded that 

the Department may consider climate change a public health threat, it is questionable whether methane 

emissions from individual oil and gas facilities can be said to “cause” this type of pollution as at best 

they can be said to “contribute” to climate change. (853, 867, 871, 928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 

1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees with the commentators’ contention that the Department lacks the 

authority to regulate methane emissions from oil and gas facilities because they do not “cause” “air 

pollution” as that term is defined under the APCA. Methane, as a greenhouse gas, is regulated under the 

federal Clean Air Act (CAA) as well as the APCA. 

 

Because methane is a gas, it falls within the definition of “air contaminant,” and “air contamination” 

under the APCA. “Air contaminant” is defined as “[s]moke, dust, fume, gas, odor, mist, radioactive 

substance, vapor, pollen or any combination thereof.” 35 P.S. § 4003. While “air contamination” is 

defined as “[t]he presence in the outdoor atmosphere of an air contaminant which contributes to any 

condition of air pollution.” Id. Because the sources regulated under GP-5 and GP-5A emit methane they 

fall within the definition of “air contamination source” under the APCA which is “[a]ny place, facility or 

equipment, stationary or mobile, at, from or by reason of which there is emitted into the outdoor 

atmosphere any air contaminant.” 35 P.S. § 4003. 

 

Methane also meets the definition of “air pollution” as that term is defined under the APCA based on 

current scientific data. “Air pollution” is defined as “[t]he presence in the outdoor atmosphere of any 

form of contaminant … in such place, manner or concentration inimical or which may be inimical to the 

public health, safety or welfare or which is or may be injurious to human, plant or animal life or to 
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property or which unreasonably interferes with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property.” 35 P.S. 

§ 4003. 

 

In 2009, based on a large body of compelling scientific evidence, the EPA Administrator issued an 

“Endangerment Finding” under CAA section 202(a)(1) related to Greenhouse Gases.1 EPA found that 

six well-mixed GHG — carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, 

and sulfur hexafluoride — endanger both the public health and the public welfare of current and future 

generations by causing or contributing to climate change. New scientific assessments and observations 

strengthen the conclusions of this Endangerment Finding that GHG endanger public health and the 

environment.2  Methane traps 86 times more heat in the atmosphere than carbon dioxide in the short-

term, fast-tracking the consequences of catastrophic climate change. Methane is often accompanied by 

toxic air pollutants such as benzene, formaldehyde and ethylbenzene. 

 

Methane is also a precursor to ground level ozone, which can cause a number of harmful effects on 

health and the environment. Exposure to ozone can cause respiratory system effects such as difficulty 

breathing and airway inflammation. Id. In addition, long-term exposure to ozone is likely to result in 

harmful respiratory effects, including respiratory symptoms and the development of asthma. Id. 

 

Studies have indicated that shale gas development is associated with the production of 

secondary pollutants such as tropospheric (ground-level) ozone, which is formed through the interaction 

of methane, VOCs, and NOx in the presence of sunlight. (Jerrett M, Burnett RT, Pope CA III, Ito K, 

Thurston G, Krewski D, et al. 2009. Long-term ozone exposure and mortality. N Engl J 

Med 360:1085-1095. U.S. EPA Integrated Science Assessment for Ozone and Related Photochemical 

Oxidants (EPA 600/R-10/076F) Available at: http://www.epa.gov/ncea/isa/ozone.htm [accessed 9 May 

2018]). Tropospheric ozone is a strong respiratory irritant associated with increased respiratory and 

cardiovascular morbidity and mortality (Jerrett et al. 2009). Although toxicological data suggest that 

pure methane is not by itself health damaging (excluding its role as an asphyxiant and an explosive), it is 

a precursor to global tropospheric ozone (Smith KR, Jerrett M, Anderson HR, Burnett RT, Stone V, 

Derwent R, et al. 2009. Public health benefits of strategies to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions: health 

implications of short-lived greenhouse pollutants. Lancet 374:2091-2103.) 

 

Based on all the information reviewed by the Department above, which the Department agrees with, 

adopts as it own, and incorporates by reference into this General Permit package, methane meets the 

definition of air pollution under the APCA, because as a GHG and ozone precursor, it is, among other 

things, inimical or may be inimical to the public health, safety or welfare. 

 

The commentators fail to point to any specific language in the APCA that limits the Department’s ability 

to regulate conventional pollutants only. To the contrary, the definitions of “air contamination” and “air 

pollution” do not limit the Department’s legal authority in the way described by the commentators. 

Rather, the General Assembly was concerned with air pollution generally and that it be remedied no 

matter what the source. See 35 P.S. § 4002. Pennsylvania courts have found that the regulation of air 

pollution has long been a valid public interest. See e.g., Bortz Coal Co., v. Commonwealth, 279 A.2d 

388, 391 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1971); DER v. Pennsylvania Power Co., 384 A.2d 273, 284 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1978); 

Commonwealth v. Bethlehem Steel Corporation, 367 A.2d 222, 225 (Pa. 1976). Moreover, the 

                                                 
1 “Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act,” 74 

FR 66496 (December 15, 2009) (“2009 Endangerment Finding”). 
2 “Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed, and Modified Sources,” 81 FR 35824 (June 3, 

2016).  

http://www.epa.gov/ncea/isa/ozone.htm
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1976122478&pubNum=162&originatingDoc=I7f710953345111d9abe5ec754599669c&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
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Commonwealth Court has endorsed the Department’s position that the General Assembly, through the 

APCA, gave the agency the authority to reduce GHG emissions. Wolf v. Funk, 144 A.3d 228, 250 (Pa. 

Cmwlth. 2016). 

 

As stated by the commentators, the Department is authorized to issue a plan approval and operating 

permit to facilities that emit air contaminants under the APCA. The Department has developed these 

general permits to reduce the administrative burden on both industry and the Department by offering an 

alternative to the case-by-case determinations of the standard plan approval and operating permit 

program. As the commentators’ state, the Department may opt to create a general plan approval and 

general operating permit for categories of sources that “…can be adequately regulated using 

standardized specifications and conditions.” The final general permits detail these specifications and 

conditions. Owners and operators may, at their discretion, opt to undergo a case-by-case determination if 

these specifications and conditions may not be met for their individual facility. 

 

The Department’s authority to issue general permits is Section 6.1(f) of the APCA, 35 P.S. § 4006.1(f) 

and 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter H (relating to general plan approvals and general operating 

permits). In the case of the air contamination sources identified under GP-5 and GP-5a, and as required 

under Section 6.1(f), the Department determined that the sources are similar in nature and can be 

adequately controlled using standardized specifications and conditions through the general permit 

process. Both GP-5 and GP-5a control, among other things, methane emissions from natural gas 

compressor and processing facilities, and natural gas wellhead facilities. 

 

The APCA specifically provides that “the Department is authorized to require that new sources 

demonstrate in the plan approval application that the source will reduce or control emissions of air 

pollutants, including hazardous air pollutants, by using the best available technology.” 35 P.S. 

§ 4006.6(c). Because general permits apply to new or modified air contamination sources, they establish 

BAT requirements and authorize the construction or modification of a source that meet the BAT 

requirements established under 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.1 and 127.12(a)(5). This requirement also extends to 

greenhouse gases like methane. See Snyder v. DEP, 2015 EHB 027. Both GP-5 and GP-5A establish 

BAT requirements to control methane emissions. 

 

It is not correct to say that the establishment of BAT in these General Permits is the first that the 

Department is controlling GHG emissions. For instance, the Department is currently controlling 

methane emissions under Exemptions 33 and 38 of the Exemptions List. The Department is also 

controlling GHGs under Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring 

Rule which mitigates GHG emissions from new and modified air contamination sources. 75 Fed. 

Reg. 31514. Pennsylvania implements these GHG requirements through its Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD) program under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter D and Title V 

Operating Permits program under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter G. 

 

Comment 10: The commentators state that absent a federal standard or statutory authority to establish 

methane limits, the required control devices, extensive reporting requirements, and other provisions 

deviate from minor permit revisions and constitute changes that are akin to regulatory action. The 

Regulatory Review Act of 1982 (RRA) was enacted to address the lack of transparency, accountability, 

and judicious use of regulatory authority that the Department is showing as it seeks to advance complex 

and costly new regulations as permits.  
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The Department has circumvented the appropriate protocol for promulgating regulations by not 

subjecting them to the statutorily required comment periods, legislative review, and review by the 

Independent Regulatory Review Commission (IRRC). The Department has also failed to provide 

information vital to the rulemaking process including a statement of the need for the regulation, a cost-

benefit analysis, and a description of the data upon which the regulations are based, including how the 

data was obtained and why the data is acceptable. 

 

The commentators state that GP-5A is only going through a public comment process and is not going 

before the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) or the IRRC, nor has the House and Senate Standing 

Committees and the Attorney General’s office had a chance to review, provide input, and approve or 

deny the General Permits. 

 

The commentators state that there was insufficient dialogue with the industry prior to the publication of 

the proposed general permits. During the comment period, meetings were arranged; however, as the 

information on the dates, participants, and topics discussed are secret, it is not possible to determine 

whether the information gathered by the Department is representative of the stakeholders. (227, 302, 

472, 862, 903, 910, 916, 928, 930, 931, 934, 936, 937, 939, 943, 945, 946, 952, 960, 961, 964, 967, 972, 

974, 976, 981, 987, 991, 994, 999, 1046-1048, 1051-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department is not promulgating a regulation to control methane emissions. As a result, 

the provisions of the RRA and the corresponding sections of the APCA do not apply to this action. The 

Department has developed General Permits that control methane emissions through the general permit 

process. The general permit program and process is authorized under Section 6.1(f) of the APCA, 

35 P.S. § 4006.1(f) and its implementing regulations under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter H. The 

DEP is also authorized to require that new sources demonstrate in the plan approval application that the 

sources will reduce or control emissions of air pollution using BAT. The APCA specifically provides 

that “the Department is authorized to require that new sources demonstrate in the plan approval 

application that the source will reduce or control emissions of air pollutants, including hazardous air 

pollutants, by using the best available technology.” 35 P.S. § 4006.6(c). Because General Permits apply 

to new or modified air contamination sources, they establish BAT requirements and authorize the 

construction or modification of a source that meet the BAT requirements established under 25 Pa. Code 

§§ 127.1 and 127.12(a)(5).  

 

Section 504(d) of the CAA allows the permitting authority, after notice and opportunity for public 

hearing, to issue a general permit covering numerous similar sources. 42 U.S.C. § 7661c(d). 

 

Pennsylvania’s General Plan Approvals and Operating Permits Program is being implemented in a 

manner consistent with the existing legislative framework established in the APCA and implementing 

regulations in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter H. The General Operating Permit and General Plan 

Approval Programs are federally enforceable elements of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s SIP 

codified at 40 CFR §§ 52.2061(b) and 52.2062 b), respectively. Under the existing legislative 

framework, the General Assembly mandates that DEP grant authorizations to use general permits within 

30 days of receipt of an application seeking authorization to use a general permit. 

 

When the owner or operator of a facility seeks authorization to use either the GP-5 or the GP-5A, the 

owner or operator must demonstrate to the DEP that the sources they propose to install meets the 

requirements specified by the General Permit. If the applicant satisfactorily demonstrates that the source 

would comply with all the terms and conditions of the General Permit, the DEP authorizes the owner or 
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operator to use the General Permit. Because the terms and conditions of the General Permits cannot be 

modified during the authorization to use the General Permit, the public comment provisions under 25 Pa. 

Code § 127.612 are not applicable prior to each authorization to use the General Permit. However, the 

Department publishes a notice of each authorization to use the General Permit in the Pennsylvania 

Bulletin. Any final decision of the DEP concerning authorizations to use a General Plan Approval or 

General Operating Permit is appealable to the Environmental Hearing Board. 

 

The process for the GP-5A is no different from the process that all the earlier general permits underwent 

before they were finalized. Since GP-5 A is a general permit and not a regulation, the draft general 

permit is not subject to EQB and IRRC reviews. However, the draft General Permits and associated 

documents (TSD, Application forms) have gone through public review and comment. The draft General 

Permits were discussed with the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee (AQTAC), Citizen 

Advisory Council (CAC), and Small Business Compliance Advisory Committee (SBCAC) members. 

 

The DEP followed the requirements to propose and finalize a general permit under 25 Pa. Code 

§§ 127.611 and 127.612. This includes a public notice of comment period, which under 25 Pa. Code 

§ 127.612(b)(7) must be at least 45 days. The Department offered 120 days to comment on the proposed 

terms and conditions. The Department also published its TSD to support the determinations used to 

establish the terms and conditions of the general permit. In addition, the Department provides this 

Comment and Response Document (C/R Document) to increase transparency on the changes made to 

the final General Permits.  

 

The Department met with numerous stakeholders before, during, and after the comment period while 

developing the General Permits. The Department also offered a second comment period on the revised 

General Permits beginning March 31, 2018.  

 

Comment 11: The commentators state that the proposed GP-5A is an attempt by the Department to 

circumvent the Regulatory Review Act. By establishing a requirement with the force of law for sources 

that emit more than 200 tpy of methane, the Department in effect regulated methane for the first time. In 

DEP v. Rushton Mining, 591 A.2d 1168 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991, Rushton), a number of coal companies 

challenged “standard conditions” that had been put in each of the companies’ coal mining activity 

permit. The court adopted the “binding norm” test and held that the standard conditions constituted a 

binding norm, and as such a regulation and that the Department failed to comply with the 

Commonwealth Document Law. The commentators argue that the requirements of the proposed GP-5A 

are akin to “standard conditions” and establish binding norms on the operators. Just because the 

Department has created 18 other general permits that have not been challenged as a de facto regulation, 

does not mean the Department did not overstep its authority when creating the proposed general permits. 

(862, 1055)  

 

Response: Rushton is a case where the Department was applying standard conditions to 46 individual 

coal mining permits that had no regulatory basis. It was not a case where, like here, the Department is 

issuing for use General Permits under its existing statutory and regulatory authority that allows for the 

use of standard terms and conditions. The General Permits are being developed under the authority of 

section 6.1(f) of the APCA (35 P.S. § 4006.1(f)) and section 504(d) the CAA, (42 U.S.C.A. § 7661c(d)), 

which authorize the establishment of a general permit program to control air contamination sources. The 

Department’s air quality general permit program was established in Chapter 127, Subchapter H in 1994 

at 24 Pa.B. 5899 (November 26, 1994). This program was subsequently approved by the U.S. EPA as 

part of Pennsylvania’s SIP. See 61 FR 39594 (July 30, 1996). The Department, under section 4(1) of the 
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APCA, 35 P.S. § 4004(1) is authorized to implement the CAA in Pennsylvania. Furthermore, under 

section 6.1(f) of the APCA, the Department may grant a general permit to any source category that can 

be adequately controlled using standardized specifications and conditions. Moreover, all of the standard 

conditions in the General Permits are based on existing regulatory authority. For instance, the BAT 

conditions in the General Permits are premised under 25 Pa. Code § 127.1, the reporting conditions are 

premised under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 135, and the testing requirements are premised under 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 139. 

 

Alternatively, applicants may apply to the Department for a plan approval and operating permit instead 

of seeking authorization to use a general permit.  

 

The regulation requires that all new sources control the emissions to the maximum extent, consistent 

with BAT as determined by the Department at the time of issuance of a plan approval. 25 Pa. Code 

§ 127.1. BAT is an evolving standard and is defined as equipment, devices, methods or techniques as 

determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control emissions of air contaminants to the 

maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made available. The Department has 

evaluated various control technologies and determined BAT for specific sources emitting respective 

pollutants above certain thresholds when a technology was found to be technically and economically 

feasible.  

 

The Department disputes the implication that the standardized terms and conditions of a general permit 

constitute a “binding norm” as suggested by the commentators. The use of a general plan approval or a 

general operating permit is not mandatory. An applicant seeking to authorize their facility may opt 

instead for a case-by-case plan approval, in which they must demonstrate the case-by-case BAT for 

methane and all other pollutants emitted by sources at the facility. Also, the operator may be exempt 

from permitting if the facility qualifies under the Exemptions List. 

 

Comment 12: The commentators state that utilizing a general permit is voluntary; electing to comply 

with the standardized terms and conditions found in a general permit saves time and is often highly cost 

effective. Applicants have the option to seek individual permits if they choose or if they cannot comply 

with the standardized terms and conditions of the general permit. Because the individual permit process 

provides the Department the discretion to implement or not implement the standardized terms and 

conditions of the general permit, the terms and conditions do not have the nature of a rule or regulation 

[DEP v Rushton Mining, 591 A.2d 1168 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991].  

 

The commentators state that the procedures used by the Department in proposing the GP-5 and GP-5A 

have been used consistently for decades. The Department is not required to submit general permits for 

legislative review, including review by the IRRC. Should the Department’s procedure be invalid, the 

Department would be required to withdraw all general permits that were issued using the same 

procedures. This would include eighteen general permits including the current GP-5. (1004, 1009, 1016, 

1021, 1027, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that the development of GP-5 and GP-5A is valid. On July 30, 1996, 

EPA codified Pennsylvania’s General Plan Approval and general Operating program in 40 CFR 52.2061 

and 52.2062 (relating to operating permits and plan approvals respectively). Section 504(d) of the Clean 

Air Act (related to permit requirements and conditions) allows the permitting authority, after notice and 

opportunity for public hearing, to issue a general permit covering numerous similar sources. In addition, 

25 Pa. Code § 127.611 (related to general plan approvals and general operating permits) allows the 
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Department to issue or modify a general plan approval or general operating permit for any category of 

stationary air contamination source if the Department determines that sources in the category are similar 

and can be adequately controlled using standardized specifications and conditions. The Department has 

determined that the sources located at a source category such as natural gas compression and/or 

processing facilities are a collection similar in nature and can be controlled with standardized 

specifications and conditions.  

 

In Rushton, the Department established standard permit conditions in 46 individual coal mining permits 

through policy or as an exercise of the Department’s adjudicatory power. 591 A. 2d at 1171. Here the 

Department is establishing standardized terms and conditions, under GPs-5 and -5A, as part of its 

general permit program, which is explicitly authorized under both the CAA and APCA. 42 U.S.C. 

§ 7661c(d) and 35 P.S. § 4006.1(f). By law the Department can only issue GPs if it determines that a 

source category can be controlled through standardized terms and conditions. Consequently, Rushton is 

easily distinguishable from what the Department does under its GP program.  

 

Comment 13: The commentator states that the Department has authority under the CAA and the APCA 

to enforce controls for methane and volatile organic compounds (VOC). The Department will enforce 

the federal regulations codified at 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts OOOO and OOOOa. These regulations are 

incorporated into Pennsylvania’s regulations upon adoption under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 122.  

 

The commentator states that in a recent press release, Secretary McDonnell acknowledged that natural 

gas production and pipeline transmission and infrastructure will continue to increase. In the 2014, Air 

Emissions Inventory, 109,555 tons of methane was reported by unconventional natural gas well sites and 

midstream facilities; the commentator believes that this value is under-reported. Therefore, the 

commentator recommends using plan approvals and operating permits to help reduce emissions. (568)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the commentator’s concerns. The Department believes that the 

final general permits are protective of public health and allow for the development of the natural gas 

industry in a safe and effective manner. The general permits are only available to non-major facilities; 

major facilities are required to obtain plan approvals and Title V operating permits.  

 

Comment 14: One commentator asks if there are other industries or sectors that must get a general air 

permit in order to operate. Another commentator asks why there seems to be many exclusions, such as 

incinerators, sand blasting units, combustion turbines, and sawmills in the proposed regulations. (931,  

940)  

 

Response: Unless a facility qualifies under the Exemptions List, the facility must obtain authorization to 

construct and operate sources in Pennsylvania. Authorization can be obtained through RFD, a general 

permit, or a plan approval. The Exemptions List also unconditionally exempts oil and conventional gas 

production facilities and conditionally exempts unconventional gas production facilities.  

 

Comment 15: The commentators state that the Department is unfairly targeting a portion of a single 

industry for the regulation of methane emissions. Based on Pennsylvania data, methane emissions from 

the oil and gas sector are 30.5%. Other sources of methane include enteric fermentation (9.9%), landfills 

(21.1%), coal mining (30.3%), manure management (2.3%), wastewater management (3.9%), and other 

activities (2.0%). The commentators state that even though methane emissions from natural gas and oil 

systems increased threefold since the 1990’s, methane emissions from 2009-2013 decreased 0.65% 

despite unconventional natural gas production increasing by 977%. This shows that much of the 
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methane emission increase predates the Marcellus Shale gas boom and likely are due to utility 

distribution lines, which in some cases are nearly a century old. This is because methane is the primary 

marketable product of the natural gas industry and therefore, operators are diligent in minimizing 

methane emissions since losses represent lost income.  

 

The commentators state that it is unusual for the Department to establish standards and limitations that 

apply only to one of multiple sources of methane emissions. Based on U.S. EPA’s 2015 Inventory of 

U.S. GHG Emissions, both conventional and unconventional natural gas production are only 16% of 

methane emissions while agricultural operations and manure management accounts for 37% of methane 

emissions. Methane is also emitted by natural sources such as wetlands, animals, organic decay, and 

natural seeps. (227, 302, 853, 867, 871, 916, 927, 928, 930, 940, 945, 950, 952, 961, 972, 974, 981, 987, 

991, 994, 999, 1046-1048, 1051, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: DEP’s Bureau of Air Quality is responsible for implementing the CAA, APCA, and the rules 

and regulations promulgated under these acts. Pennsylvania law prohibits the Department from 

regulating agricultural sources, meaning the methane emissions from agricultural sources are exempt 

from air quality regulations and permitting requirements. Utility distribution lines are under the 

jurisdiction of the PA Public Utility Commission (PA PUC). Other sources of methane listed by the 

commentators have been or will be evaluated independently and permitted through source specific Plan 

Approvals and Operating Permits.  

 

Based on the 2015 Air Emissions Inventory, Pennsylvania’s oil and gas production segment with over 

130,000 wells, reported actual VOC emissions of over 795 tpy and methane emissions of 59,000 tpy. 

Emissions from the oil and gas industry including production, processing, and transmission reported 

actual VOC emissions of 6,410 tpy.  

 

The GHG inventory in Pennsylvania shows that the largest key sources of anthropogenic methane 

emissions include natural gas and oil systems (30.5%), coal mining (30.3%), landfills (21.1%), enteric 

fermentation from domestic livestock (9.9%), wastewater (3.9%), and manure management (2.3%). Of 

all these major categories, natural gas and oil systems are the only areas that show significant growth, 

increasing threefold from the 1990s. The other major categories are either flat or slightly down from the 

1990s. 

 

Currently there are no federal regulations that require the reduction of methane emissions from coalbeds. 

While there are technologies available to reduce and use these gases, there are complicating factors 

relating to widespread use of these technologies. Some of those factors include the gas quality, 

especially the concentration of methane, and the presence of other contaminants. In addition, methane 

poses an explosive risk to miners. For these reasons, the DEP did not consider any reduction strategies 

for this sector. 

 

EPA published regulations that included the reduction of methane from new municipal solid waste 

landfills on August 29, 2016. EPA also established emission guidelines under 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart Cf for the reduction of methane from existing municipal solid waste landfills on August 29, 

2016. These federal regulations are incorporated by reference in 25 Pa. Code § 122.3. The DEP 

reviewed the federal regulations and how they affect the 44 municipal solid waste landfills in 

Pennsylvania. The DEP found that existing permit limits for these facilities were already much more 

stringent than the federal requirement. Therefore, no additional regulation was required. 
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There are no federal regulations that require the reduction of methane emissions from domestic livestock 

or manure management. Under Section 4.1 (relating to Agricultural Regulations) of the APCA, DEP is 

unable to develop rules or regulations on agricultural commodities, including livestock, unless required 

by the CAA or a regulation promulgated under the CAA. Therefore, DEP did not consider these sources 

any further as part of the methane reduction strategy. 

 

Currently, the federal regulations related to waste water treatment do not address methane emissions. In 

fact, the federal regulations only relate to sewage sludge incineration and not the emissions from the 

water treatment tanks, weirs, or digesters which are the primary sources of methane emissions. Because 

there are no federal regulations related to methane in the wastewater treatment industry, DEP did not 

consider these sources any further. 

 

In Rushton, the Department established standard permit conditions in 46 individual coal mining permits 

through policy or as an exercise of the Department’s adjudicatory power. 591 A. 2d at 1171. Here the 

Department is establishing standardized terms and conditions, under GPs-5 and -5A, as part of its 

general permit program, which is explicitly authorized under both the CAA and APCA. 42 U.S.C. 

§ 7661c(d) and 35 P.S. § 4006.1(f). By law the Department can only issue GPs if it determines that a 

source category can be controlled through standardized terms and conditions. Consequently, Rushton is 

easily distinguishable from what the Department does under its GP program. 

 

Comment 16: The commentators state that the Department should target other industries for the 

regulation of methane emissions, such as cattle ranching and factory farming. (219, 3333)  

 

Response: Section 4.1 of the APCA prohibits the Department from regulating agricultural sources, 

meaning the methane emissions from agricultural sources are exempt from air quality regulations and 

permitting requirements. 35 P.S. § 4004.1. 

 

Comment 17: The Department must demonstrate a causal link between methane emissions in 

Pennsylvania and public health effects in Pennsylvania. That is, methane emissions have no measurable 

impact on public health so they cannot be regulated. (971, 1047, 1053).  

 

Response: This comment is misplaced because the APCA was enacted to protect public health and to 

prevent air pollution. 35 P.S. § 4002. There is nothing in the APCA to suggest that the Department needs 

to wait until public health is affected by air pollution before it is required to act in reducing those 

emissions. Such a result would be antithetical to the purposes of the APCA.  

 

As previously discussed methane is both a GHG and ozone precursor that is or may be inimical to public 

health or welfare. Furthermore, according the U.S. Energy Information Agency, Pennsylvania was the 

nation’s second-largest natural gas producer for the fourth consecutive year and this industry emits 

30.5 percent of all anthropogenic methane emissions in the State, which makes it the largest single 

category for that pollutant. Based on information from the Department’s emission inventory, there are 

approximately 31,224 sources at 4,960 well pad facilities and 4,285 sources at 493 compressor stations. 

The overall methane emissions from this source category in 2015 amounted to approximately 

123,081 for tons in Pennsylvania, which is an increase from 2014 levels. To place this number in 

context, coal-fired power plants in Pennsylvania emitted 705 tons of NOx in 2015. One peer-reviewed 

study indicates that new emissions data suggest that the recently instituted Pennsylvania methane 

emissions inventory substantially underestimates measured facility-level methane emissions by 

10-40 times. See Omara, et al., Methane Emissions from Conventional and Unconventional Natural Gas 
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Production Sites in the Marcellus Shale Basin, Environ. Sci. Technol. 2016, 50, 2099−2107. 

Consequently, methane emissions from the natural gas sector are significant and should be addressed by 

the Department.  

 

The Department finds further support to control methane emissions under both federal and state law. 

EPA developed several regulations that apply to oil and natural gas production sites, natural gas 

compression stations, processing plants, and transmissions stations; these are 40 CFR Part 60, 

Subparts KKK, JJJJ, KKKK, OOOO, and OOOOa and 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts HH and ZZZZ. Some 

of these regulations require the control of methane emissions from sources at these facilities. Other 

pollutants that are regulated under these standards include VOCs and hazardous air pollutants (“HAPs”). 

These regulations apply to all oil and gas operations in the country. The Department is required to 

implement these federal regulations under Section 4 of the APCA, 35 P.S. § 4004. In addition, these 

federal regulations are also incorporated by reference into the Pennsylvania Code and, as a result, are 

also Pennsylvania law. See 25 Pa. Code §§ 122.1, 124.1, and 127.35(b). 

 

Comment 18: Some commentators contend that the Department may not include BAT determinations 

in these GPs because BAT is not a CAA concept, and it therefore cannot be used to reduce methane 

emissions from natural gas facilities. (1047, 1053).  

 

Response: There is nothing under the APCA that limits the Department’s authority to develop BAT 

requirements to minor sources that are only regulated under the APCA. The Department has been 

making BAT determinations for all sources – minor and major – in Pennsylvania, since the BAT 

program was established in 1994. Section 6.6(c) of the APCA provides that “[t]he department is 

authorized to require new sources demonstrate in the plan approval application that the sources will 

reduce or control emissions of air pollutants, including hazardous air pollutants, by using the best 

available technology.” 35 P.S. § 6006.6. The term “air contamination source” is defined as “any … 

facility … from … which there is emitted into the outdoor atmosphere any air contaminant.” 35 P.S. 

§ 4003. Applying the common usage of the word any shows that the Department’s authority to require 

BAT conditions on new sources is unrestricted. See 1 Pa. C.S. § 1903(a). Moreover, the Environmental 

Hearing Board has indicated that the requirement to conduct a BAT analysis for new sources, like 

natural gas compressor stations, extends to GHGs, including methane. Snyder v. DEP, 2015 EHB 027.  

 

Comment 19: Other commentators suggest that the imposition of BAT requirements under the GPs in 

lieu of U.S. EPA’s NSPS can only be done through the regulatory process. (1047, 1053).  

 

Response: Both the General Assembly and the Environmental Quality Board granted the Department 

the authority to establish BAT requirements through the plan approval application process. 35 P.S. 

§ 6006.6(c) and 25 Pa. Code § 127.1. No additional legal authority in needed. As previously discussed, 

BAT requirements can include equipment, devices, methods, or techniques as determined by the 

Department. 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. BAT is not a regulation, but a technical and economic feasibility 

analysis that is conducted on a case-by-case basis. Moreover, BAT is not in lieu of the NSPS, but is in 

addition to the federal standard.  

 

Comment 20: Some commentators contend that section 4.2 of the APCA limits the Department’s 

authority to require control measures that are no more stringent than those required under the CAA. 

35 P.S. § 4004.2. Therefore, any BAT requirement that exceed the NSPS are prohibited under the 

APCA. (1047, 1053).  
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Response: The statutory provisions identified by the commentators limit the Environmental Quality 

Board’s authority to promulgate regulations that are no more stringent than those required under the 

CAA, in certain circumstances. Those provisions do not limit the Department’s authority to develop 

BAT conditions in plan approvals. Consequently, the “no more stringent than” provision doesn’t not 

apply to the Department’s actions related to these GPs. 

 

Justification for Exceeding Federal Requirements and Incorporation by Reference 

 

Comment 21: The commentators state that federal regulations applicable to sources in the oil and gas 

industry were recently promulgated by U.S. EPA after thorough scientific study concerning the need for 

the regulations and the methods to achieve compliance with the requirements. These regulations were 

subject to public review and comment. The commentators contend that while the Department conducted 

scientific studies regarding the emissions from oil and gas facilities, neither the need for more stringent 

requirements nor an analysis of cost effective methods for achieving compliance were part of those 

studies.  

 

Examples of the extra stringency added to the proposed general permits that were not adequately 

supported are the quarterly LDAR requirement for well sites and the 98% control requirement for 

methane, VOC, and hazardous air pollutants (HAP) from storage vessels and other affected sources. The 

commentators argue that the more stringent requirements have no benefit to the citizens of Pennsylvania 

and only serve to raise costs, putting Pennsylvania at a competitive disadvantage with other states. (853, 

867, 871, 916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Pennsylvania Code Title 25 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the 

maximum extent, consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department at the time of the issuance 

of a plan approval. BAT is an evolving standard and is defined as equipment, devices, methods or 

techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control emissions of air 

contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made available. The 

Department has evaluated various control technologies and determined BAT for specific sources 

emitting respective pollutants above certain thresholds when a technology was found to be technically 

and economically feasible. As part of BAT, the Department found that quarterly LDAR requirements are 

technically and economically feasible. Since 2013, the previous GP-5 required quarterly LDAR 

requirements for midstream natural gas operations.  

 

However, based on the comments received, the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP 

was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits. While manufacturer-tested models 

typically achieve significantly greater than 95% control in practice, the control requirement was revised 

to allow operators to continue to benefit from the manufacturer-tested models in accordance with the 

federal regulations. This revision avoids additional source testing to demonstrate 98% efficiency, instead 

relying on the manufacturer’s certification list maintained by EPA to demonstrate and maintain 

compliance under the federal regulations.  

 

BAT is in addition to, and independent of, and not a substitution for the limits established under the 

NSPS. The NSPS establishes the minimum emission limitation that a permittee must meet. BAT 

establishes the maximum control that is required to be met as determined by the Department. When the 

Department establishes BAT it is not changing the NSPS, which is a regulatory requirement set by EPA. 

Rather it is requiring a permittee to go beyond the NSPS as authorized under the APCA and as required 

under 25 Pa. Code § 127.1.  
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Comment 22: The commentators state that the Department should not repeat federal regulatory text 

within the general permits while incorporating certain federal regulations that are typically applicable to 

oil and gas operations by reference as is done in Section A, Condition 8. The commentators recommend 

that the Department should avoid including the detailed language within the permit and simply refer to, 

cite, or incorporate by reference the specific compliance provisions of the applicable rule.  

 

The commentators argue that the language in the general permits is not the same as the language in the 

federal regulation. This makes the altered language a stand-alone requirement, effectively duplicating 

the compliance assurance and increasing the administrative burden with no additional environmental 

benefit. An example of this is the requirements in Section C, Condition 3 and Section D, Condition 3 to 

maintain a daily log ‘book.’ In the federal regulation, there are no recordkeeping requirements for the 

drilling and hydraulic fracturing, and there are no limitations on the format of the records.  

 

The commentators state that another reason to incorporate by reference is that doing so automatically 

incorporates any future changes to the federal regulations obviating the need to modify the general 

permits. There will be less uncertainty about interpretations issued for the federal regulations and it 

removes the dual federal and state requirements created by incomplete replication. (916, 919, 928, 930, 

936, 944, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. In the final general permits, the federal requirements are 

incorporated by reference unless the requirements are warranted by the Department’s BAT 

determinations.  

 

Comment 23: The commentators state that if the Department desires complete criteria in a single, 

standalone document to facilitate implementation, the Department should develop implementation 

support materials for operators and inspectors. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: If necessary, the Department will update implementation instructions or an FAQ document 

for the GP-5 and Exemption 38. 

 

Permitting Natural Gas Facilities Under General Permits 

 

Comment 24: The commentators recommend requiring natural gas facilities to obtain individual permits 

instead of General Permits so that the sources can be adequately regulated and provide for adequate 

scrutiny from public participation. In addition, the Department must conduct a review of each facility’s 

application to ensure that the applicant disclosed all planned emission sources and aggregated them for 

the facility. (15, 27, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 

632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 805, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1020, 1021, 1024, 

1025, 1027, 1029, 1032-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The final GP-5 and GP-5A comprehensively address the sources 

by incorporating all applicable terms and conditions. The GP-5 and GP-5A are not applicable for 

sources located in major facilities. Single source determinations are made by the Department to ensure 

that GP-5 and GP-5A are not authorized for sources located at major facilities. The GP-5 and GP-5A are 

finalized after adequate public participation. 

 



 

June 2018  22 
 

The general permit process is detailed in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 Subchapter H. The public has 

opportunity to comment on the terms and conditions of the general permit when it is initially proposed. 

The required 45-day comment period was extended to 120 days to ensure that all stakeholders had 

opportunity to comment on the terms and conditions of the general permits. The Department determines 

the eligibility of a facility to use the general permit, which is only applicable to minor facilities that must 

demonstrate on a 12-month rolling basis that the emissions are below the major source thresholds, based 

on the information provided in the application and including determining if the facility is subject to a 

Single Source Determination.  

 

Comment 25: The commentators state that the general permits are not adequate to regulate the 

emissions sources covered because they cannot be adequately regulated using standardized 

specifications and conditions; therefore, these types of facilities should be required to obtain individual 

plan approval and/or operating permits. The commentators state that the more stringent BAT should be 

maintained, but applied to sources proposed to be covered by the general permits through individual 

operating permits. The commentators also state that at no time should these general permits create a 

permit shield that prevents the Department from reopening them to make them more stringent. (15, 37, 

58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 568, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 

758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The Department believes that air contamination sources located at a source category such as 

natural gas compressor stations, processing plants, or transmission stations are a collection similar in 

nature which can be controlled with standardized terms and conditions under 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 

Subchapter H. General permits incorporate BAT requirements for the sources at the time of issuance. In 

Pennsylvania, new sources must comply with 25 Pa. Code § 127.1 where BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code 

§ 121.1. The applicable federal requirements serve as the minimum requirement for determining BAT. 

The Department may modify, suspend, or revoke the general permits for cause in accordance with 

Section A, Condition 6(f) of the final general permits.  

 

Comment 26: The commentators state that U.S. EPA guidance suggests that general permits are 

appropriate for “source categories” not whole facilities. The sources should be “generally homogeneous 

in terms of operations, processes, and emissions.” This homogeneity requirement is intended to codify 

U.S. EPA’s enforceability principle; namely that a general permit “apply to categories of sources that 

are defined specifically or narrowly enough so that specific limits and compliance monitoring can be 

identified and achieved by all sources in the categories defined.”  

 

The commentators argue that the proposed general permits run afoul of the reason general permits were 

instituted in the first place. As U.S. EPA notes, “general permits cannot be modified to accommodate 

individual source changes the way individual permits can be. General permits may include alternate 

scenarios, but source-by-source modifications are best handled by individual permits.” The issuance of a 

general permit is contingent on the Department performing a complex, site-specific analysis on par with 

what is required for an individual permit application.  

 

Ohio’s Environmental Protection Agency (OH EPA) issued its general permits for natural gas 

compressors over a series of general permits applicable to each piece of equipment rather than an entire 

facility. This is the approach originally envisioned by U.S. EPA. When asked why it decided to 

implement separate general permits, OH EPA justified its approach on the determination that because 

“compressor stations come in a wide variety of sizes and equipment,” the “equipment ends up being 

unique.” West Virginia’s Department of Environmental Protection (WV DEP) also offers a general 
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permit that differs substantially from the one proposed by the Department. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 

88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 

843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: As the commentators’ state, both OH EPA and WV DEP have issued general permits for 

these types of facilities. For compressor stations, OH EPA follows the commentators’ suggestion that 

individual pieces of equipment must meet limitations set forth in a specific general permit. Those 

individual “homogeneous” general permits are then aggregated into a master “general permit.” The 

Department did not opt to follow this approach because the Department determined that it was 

unnecessary through our experience with the GP-5, which extends back to 1997. WV DEP also 

determined it was unnecessary to disaggregate the individual sources, following the Department’s 

method of including sources commonly used at natural gas compressor facilities into a single general 

permit.  

 

OH EPA and WV DEP both follow the Department’s lead in using general permits for natural gas 

production facilities, including aggregating commonly used sources in a single general permit.  

 

The Department’s GP-5A is similar to both OH EPA’s GP12.1 and 12.2 and WV DEP’s GP-70A in 

terms of covered sources as shown in Table 1 below.  

 

Table 1 - Sources Covered by General Permit at Natural Gas Production Facilities in PA, OH, and WV  

Sources  
PADEP’s 

GP-5A  

OHEPA’s  

GP12.1 and 

GP12.2  

WVDEP’s 

GP-70D  

Glycol Dehydration Units  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Natural Gas Engines  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Diesel Engines  No  Yes  Yes  

Microturbines  No  No  Yes  

Reciprocating Compressor  Yes  Yes  No  

Storage Vessels  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Truck Loading  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Pneumatic Pumps  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Pneumatic Controllers  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Fugitive Emissions  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Pigging Operations  Yes  No  No  

Wellbore Liquids Unloading Operations  Yes  No  No  

Small Heaters  No  No  Yes  

Control Devices  Yes  Flares Only  Yes  

 

In addition, the sources listed above in bold are listed as affected sources in 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart OOOOa. The Department presumes that affected sources listed together in a federal subpart are 

“homogeneous” by definition. The sources list above that are not bolded show a large amount of 

agreement about what sources are typically found at natural gas production sites.  

 

The Department’s GP-5 is similar to WV DEP’s GP-35D, and OH EPA’s list of sources with general 

permits that can be aggregated into the general permit for a natural gas compressor station; see Table 2 

below.  
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Table 2 -Sources Covered by General Permit at Natural Gas Compressor Stations in PA, OH, and WV  

Sources  
PADEP’s 

GP-5  

OHEPA’s  

GP for NG  

Compressor 

Stations  

WVDEP’s 

GP-35D  

Glycol Dehydration Units  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Natural Gas Engines  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Diesel Engines  No  Yes  Yes  

Turbines  Yes  No  Micro Only  

Reciprocating Compressors  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Storage Vessels  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Truck Loading  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Pneumatic Pumps  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Pneumatic Controllers  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Fugitive Emissions  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Pigging Operations  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Small Heaters  Yes  No  Yes  

Centrifugal Compressors  Yes  No  Yes  

Control Devices  Yes  Flares Only  Yes  

 

The previous general permits, some (GP-1, GP-2, GP9, GP11) specific to a type of source and others 

(GP-6, GP7, GP-8, GP-10, GP-12, GP-14, GP-15, and GP-24) specific to an industry, issued by the 

Department all established BAT for the sources authorized under the general permit at the time of their 

issuance. This is also true of the proposed GP-5 and GP-5A. The BAT is clear and not subject to 

variation and the types of equipment and operations conducted at these facilities is known.  

 

Comment 27: The commentator recommends the Department align the GP-5A with existing program 

requirements and established criteria that designate thresholds of significance for incremental emission 

controls. The Department should apply existing, well-documented thresholds that already exist in the 

U.S. EPA’s Clean Air Act Subparts OOOO and OOOOa and the existing PA exemption 38. (928)  

 

Response: The Department has maintained the exemption thresholds for oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 

VOC, and HAP emissions in the final Exemption 38; incorporated the federal requirements in addition 

to BAT requirements for new or modified sources; and provided the rationale for BAT determinations 

for specific source categories in the TSD.  

 

Air Quality Permits Should Be Under the Jurisdiction of the Oil and Gas Program 

 

Comment 28: The commentators state that the Oil and Gas Program was established in 1984 as a 

one stop shop for the oil and gas industry and staffed with personnel from the Bureaus of Topographic 

and Geological Survey, Water Quality, Waste Management, and Soil and Water Conservation. The Oil 

and Gas Program was given responsibility for regulation of the industry in a manner consistent with the 

Oil and Gas Act and the statutory, regulatory, and administrative requirements of all the programs. A 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and decisions by the Executive Staff assured that 

communication between the programs occurred for the development of regulations, policies, guidance 

documents, and forms.  
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This structure is successful and efficient in many ways as permit reviews included comprehensive 

compliance checks for administrative and environmental violations. The number of Department field 

staff visiting a well site was reduced, and data management was consolidated within a single system 

making tracking permits, compliance, and reporting more efficient. Therefore, the commentators 

recommend that the Department include the responsibility for the regulation of air emissions from oil 

and gas activities and facilities under the jurisdiction of the Oil and Gas Program to gain overall 

efficiencies in administering the permitting process. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. DEP’s Air Quality program is responsible for implementing the 

CAA, APCA, and rules and regulations promulgated under these acts since 1972. However, the Bureau 

of Air Quality does coordinate with the Oil and Gas Program as appropriate. This includes implementing 

the federal requirements under 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa.  

 

Comment 29: The commentators state that records of each well drilling operation, each hydraulic 

fracturing operation, and deviations and malfunctions are already submitted to the Department’s Office 

of Oil and Gas Management which has jurisdiction for those activities. Also, the Bureau of Air Quality’s 

requirements for site preparation seem to overlap with and may conflict with the Oil and Gas Division’s 

requirements. The Bureau of Air Quality should not require redundant permitting requirements or 

reporting of information already submitted to and maintained by the Oil and Gas Division. (928, 930, 

952, 987, 991, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. DEP’s Air Quality program is responsible for implementing the 

CAA, APCA, and rules and regulations promulgated under these acts since 1972, including the federal 

requirements under 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa. This means that completion 

operations must be reported in the annual report in accordance with 40 CFR § 60.5420(b)(2) and 

§ 60.5420a(b)(2). In response to comments received, the Department removed Sections B, C, and D and 

all associated requirements of the proposed GP-5A from the final GP-5A related to site preparation.  

 

Implementation schedule for the General Permits 

 

Comment 30: The commentators request that the Department withhold finalization of the proposed 

Exemptions List and general permits until after U.S. EPA finalizes its reconsideration of the federal 

NSPS requirements. The April 18, 2017 announcement was cited as part of the Department’s rationale 

for the proposed revisions to the exemptions list and GP-5 and for the proposed new GP-5A for 

unconventional natural gas well site operations. This is understandable; however, any state oversight of 

federal requirements should be in harmony with federal rules. Duplicative or inconsistent regulatory 

requirements become a significant operational difficulty for operators. The commentators state it is 

reasonable for the Department to wait until the federal reconsideration proceeding concludes before 

finalizing the proposed Air Quality Permit Exemptions list and general permits. (987, 1047, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The EPA finalized 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa on June 3, 2016. EPA has proposed a 

stay of certain provisions of OOOOa while they are being reconsidered. The Department has either 

incorporated the respective citations by reference or established BAT requirements for these sources 

with the appropriate terms and conditions included in the final general permits. Any subsequent 

revisions by EPA will be automatically applicable for affected sources. 
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Comment 31: The commentators state that the Department should provide a grace period between the 

Exemption 38 and GP-5A compliance programs. Previous revisions to the Air Quality Permit 

Exemptions list were effective immediately upon publication in the Pennsylvania Bulletin; the proposed 

revisions to Exemption 38 and the requirement to obtain a GP-5A would also be immediate upon 

publication. This does not provide operators the time to make the required modifications to equipment to 

comply with or to apply for the GP-5A. The commentators also state that it is possible that an operator 

preparing a multiwell pad may be forced to put activities on hold to comply with GP-5A requirements. 

The commentators recommend delayed implementation ranging from four months to one year. (853, 

867, 871, 903, 908, 921, 931, 934, 939, 960, 978, 945, 991, 994)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that a delayed implementation period is warranted to accommodate a 

smoother transition, and has therefore established an effective date for Exemption 38 and the final 

GP-5A of August 8, 2018.  

 

Comment 32: The commentators state that during the transition to the 2013 version of the GP-5, some 

permits authorizations were delayed and some operators with pending applications were forced to 

reapply using the new forms. The commentators recommend that any transition to a revised GP-5 should 

be well thought out and communicated to permittees and not result in delays in the issuance of new 

permits or renewals. The commentators also recommend that new application forms should not be 

required if the original application was submitted prior to the finalization of the general permit. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that the transition to a revised general permit must be well planned 

and communicated to permittees. To accommodate a smooth transition, GP-5 is effective 60 days after 

publication in the Pennsylvania Bulletin. Prior to the publication of the final revised GP-5, new 

application forms are not required to be submitted. However new applications are required when seeking 

authorizations to use the revised GP-5.  

 

Application for the General Permits 

 

Comment 33: The commentators suggest changing the language and requirements in the application 

instructions to be consistent with the general permits and to reduce administrative burden. (919, 991)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the application instructions based on comments received.  

 

Comment 34: The commentators state that the application form and accompanying instructions are 

critical components for implementing the proposed general permits. Operators experiences in the past 

has been that the application and instructions adopted by the Department deviated from the statutory or 

regulatory requirements the documents sought to implement. Even though the Department shared the 

drafts of the application forms and instructions, the Department should release them for public comment 

as recently reinforced by the IRRC on forms required in regulations. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: While the Department acknowledges that the IRRC ruling only applies to regulations, not 

general permits, the Department believes it is important to seek input on the application forms. The 

application forms were released on DEP’s Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee (AQTAC) 

website, and input was widely sought. Based on comments received, the application instructions have 
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been revised. Moreover, DEP is providing an e-Permitting platform that will be tested by consultants 

and operators before its release on June 6, 2018.  

 

Comment 35: The commentators recommend that the Department draft an application checklist to aid 

both the applicant and the permit reviewer to determine whether an application is complete. (952)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the application forms and instructions to enable the applicant 

and permit reviewer to determine what constitutes a complete application. The fields on the form that are 

required are marked with an asterisk and the attachments checklist is in the application instructions.  

 

Comment 36: The commentators are unclear how engines and turbines can avoid the SCR requirement 

using test data during the Department’s review process for authorizations to use the proposed general 

permits. Typically, the Department relies on manufacturer guarantees rather than test data for this type 

of evaluation. The Department must determine a clear method to demonstrate that an engine or turbine 

can meet the emissions limits. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department has revised BAT for engines based on comments received. The final permit 

allows the operators to rely on the performance test data rather than solely on vendor guarantees as an 

alternative to installing SCR for the demonstration of compliance with the emission limits.  

 

Comment 37: The commentator states if there is no public comment period to determine minor source 

eligibility for the proposed general permits during the application process, the Department may 

inappropriately authorize a facility that is major based on its PTE. Also, the U.S. EPA requires 

two criteria to consider a permit condition to be federally enforceable; the permit must have undergone 

public participation and the conditions must be enforceable as a practical matter. By denying the public 

the ability to comment, the Department continues to let the application seeking restriction of PTE be 

unenforceable. (1032)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. Stationary sources are considered major or minor facilities based 

on the emissions of criteria and hazardous air pollutants. Any facility that does not meet the emissions 

thresholds specified in the definition of the term “major facility” codified in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 and 

40 CFR § 52.2020(c) is treated as a minor facility.  

 

The Department has prohibited the use of the final GP-5 for Title V facilities. Section A, 

Condition 10(a) of the final general permits requires the emissions from all sources and associated air 

pollution control equipment located at a facility to be less than the major source thresholds on a 

12-month rolling sum basis. Section A, Condition 12(b) of the final general permits requires the owner 

or operator of the facility to maintain records that clearly demonstrate to the Department that the facility 

is not a Title V facility. Furthermore, Section A, Condition 10(h) of the final general permits requires the 

owner or operator of the facility to annually submit to the DEP a certification of compliance with the 

terms and conditions in the final general permits, for the previous year, including the emission 

limitations, standards or work practices. The final general permits include emission limits for specific 

emission units, facility emission limits, and adequate testing, monitoring, and recordkeeping 

requirements. Therefore, the emission limits established in the general permits are federally enforceable.  

 

In addition, Section A, Condition 13(d) of the final general permits requires the owner or operator of 

facilities to submit to the Department, by March 1st each year, a source report for the preceding calendar 

year for all sources controlled under this general permit. The report shall include all emissions 
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information for all previously reported sources and new sources which were first operated during the 

preceding calendar year. The Department may revoke authorization to use the general permit if actual 

emissions are found to exceed any major source threshold. Furthermore, 25 Pa. Code § 127.203(e)(2) 

specifies that if a particular source or modification becomes a major facility or major modification solely 

by virtue of a relaxation in an enforcement limitation which was established after August 7, 1980, on the 

capacity of the source or modification to emit a pollutant including a restriction on hours of operation, 

the requirements of this subchapter also apply to the source or modification as though construction had 

not yet commended on the source or modification.  

 

Information, including the Review Memo prepared by the Department prior to granting authorization to 

use the general permit, is available to the public.  

 

Streamlined Review and Issuance of General Permits 

 

Comment 38: The commentators state that the Department’s Oil and Gas Program has begun to accept 

applications and issue permits electronically. The Oil and Gas Program has also equipped field staff with 

portable computing devices to expedite the recording and transfer of inspection results to their 

supervisors in the Regional Offices. The commentators recommend that the Department’s Bureau of Air 

Quality staff also be provided with similar electronic commerce capabilities. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 

1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department agrees and has been working toward this goal. DEP will be able to accept 

electronic applications through the e-Permitting system for authorization to use the general permits on 

June 6, 2018.  

 

Comment 39: The commentators recommend that sources of minor significance, which are sources that 

meet the Department’s exemption criteria, be listed as such in the general permit application. The 

sources would be required to meet de minimis emission levels or other exemption criteria and all 

applicable regulatory requirements and their emissions would be included in the facilities potential to 

emit calculations and the annual emission inventory. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-

1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Sources of minor significance are required to be listed in the general permit applications, 

without the need to complete the corresponding application section (i.e., natural gas-fired combustion 

unit less than 10 MMBtu/h would be listed, but no form would need completion). However, the basis for 

the operator’s determination or the Department’s RFD decision letter must be included in the listing.  

 

Comment 40: The commentators state that the intent of a general permit program is to streamline and 

standardize the permit process for large numbers of similar sources seeking approvals. Standardization 

of the permitting process benefits both industry and the state since it ensures compliance with Air 

Quality regulations in a consistent manner. Other states, including Ohio, West Virginia, and Oklahoma, 

have successfully implemented general permit programs for oil and gas activities as an administrative 

registration that use permit conditions developed and vetted for activities specific to the industry.  

 

The commentators argue, however, that the general permit process in Pennsylvania which began as an 

administrative review to assure that all necessary documents were provided, has become more 

exhaustive and, in some instances, more robust than the review for a single-source plan approval permit 

application. The commentators state that, as proposed, the general permits represent an overreach by the 



 

June 2018  29 
 

Department prescribing to the oil and gas industry how to operate rather than simply setting standards 

and allowing the industry to determine how best to comply. The volume of information required as part 

of the permit application process as well as that required to demonstrate compliance is overly 

burdensome, and as such makes both general permits unworkable for both the Department and the 

industry. (853, 867, 871, 916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final general permits have been streamlined by citing the federal requirements. As a 

result, the length of GP-5A has been reduced from 43 to 24 pages and GP-5 has been reduced from 45 to 

28 pages.  

 

In addition to incorporating the federal requirements by reference, the final general permits must also 

include BAT under 25 Pa. Code § 127.1. BAT is determined at the time of issuance of the final general 

permits, and it is the responsibility of the operators to determine how they will comply with the terms 

and conditions based on the BAT determination. Nothing in the determination requires an operator to 

use a specific control or technique as long as the operator ensures compliance with all terms and 

conditions of the final general permits.  

 

Comment 41: The commentators state that the Department is facing resource constraints and budgetary 

shortfalls that are already impacting the current programs which will only get worse based on the 

increasing workload due to the proposed general permits. The commentators recommend simplifying the 

application process for the proposed general permits to reduce the burden on the Department. The 

commentators also recommend that the Department develop a staffing and funding plan to address the 

anticipated permit application demand so that authorizations may be granted within the required 30-day 

period. (227, 302, 707, 908, 916, 919, 920, 928, 930, 931, 934, 939, 945, 952, 961, 964, 970, 972, 974, 

978, 981, 987, 990, 991, 995, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1050, 1053-1056)  

 

The commentators recommend that if the Department fails to act within the 30-day requirement, the 

operators should be allowed to consider their application for authorization to use the general permit to be 

presumptively approved or to act as an “application shield”. If the permit thresholds are not met 

following construction under a presumptive approval the operator should be allowed 60 days to correct 

the deficiency. (972, 981, 987, 1055)  

 

Response: While the Department appreciates the concern for the demand of Department resources for 

timely review of authorization requests, the regulations do not allow for the suggested solution. 

However, the Department has developed an electronic application system through the e-Permitting 

system to expedite review of applications. This electronic application system will be implemented on 

June 6, 2018, and will enable Department personnel to authorize the use of the general permits in a 

timely fashion.  

 

Comment 42: The commentators state that facilities in this varied category do not lend themselves to 

standardized permitting and the requirement to act within 30 days is inadequate for a proper review. A 

typical individual air operating permit review has 60 days solely for the purposes of determining 

completeness of the application. Thereafter, the Department has another 18 months after the application 

is determined to be complete to either approve or disapprove the application. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 

88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 

843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  
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Response: The Department’s authority to issue general permits is Section 6.1(f) of the APCA, 35 P.S. 

§ 4006.1(f) and 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter H (relating to general plan approvals and general 

operating permits). In the case of the air contamination sources identified under GP-5 and GP-5A, and as 

required under Section 6.1(f), the Department determined that the sources are similar in nature and can 

be adequately controlled using standardized specifications and conditions through the general permit 

process. 

 

The Department is required to act within 30 days on an application to use the general permit in 

accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 127.621. The review of the application and determining whether the 

sources listed will be able to meet the terms and conditions of the general permit can be accomplished in 

this time.  

 

The review process for an application for authorization to use a general permit differs significantly from 

a plan approval application, minor source operating permit application, or a Title V operating permit 

application. A general permit includes terms and conditions determined through the public process prior 

to issuance, and establishes those terms and conditions as BAT at issuance. Therefore, the application 

for authorization to use the general permit only requires the applicant to provide evidence that they can 

meet the terms and conditions. The Department reviews the application, and as stated, can deny it if 

incomplete, issue a Technical Deficiency Notice if additional information is required to determine 

whether a source and/or facility can meet the terms and conditions, or issue the authorization to use if it 

is determined by the review that the sources and facility can meet the terms and conditions of the general 

permit.  

 

In a plan approval application, the applicant determines the BAT for each source covered by the 

application, with a complete analysis of what controls are available to reduce emissions to the maximum 

extent and their technical and economic feasibility based on site-specific conditions. The applicant lists 

all applicable federal and state conditions, what each source’s emissions will be, determines major or 

minor status, and conducts the appropriate reviews such as PSD and NSR. After the required 

information is included in the application, which for complex sources can be two or more three-ringed 

binders, it is submitted to the Department. The separate administrative completeness check is required 

just to ensure that the minimum required information has been provided. The technical evaluation is 

given such a long review time because the Department permitting engineer must review the application 

information and determine whether it is accurate and whether the sources in the application and the 

limits proposed meet all requirements, including federal and state regulations and that the BAT 

determination is acceptable. After the review is completed, the permitting engineer must then write the 

plan approval to include the terms and conditions required.  

 

Temporary Activities and the General Permits 

 

Comment 43: The commentators recommend using Exemption 38 to authorize construction, with a 

streamlined GP-5A operating permit required if the well site cannot meet the exemption criteria. This 

will alleviate the resource and funding constraints for the Department and industry with no reduction in 

environmental stewardship. The modifications to the proposed GP-5A must include removing the 

sections relating to sources that exist during site construction, drilling, and completion with a clear 

explanation of the exemption for pre-production activities and a reference to Exemption 38; limiting the 

scope of GP-5A to sources present at the well site during production and that are not otherwise exempt; 

deleting the phrase “general plan approval” and references to construction throughout the permit; 

changing the title of the general operating permit to “Unconventional Natural Gas Well Site Production 
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Operations” and adding the word “production” where necessary throughout the permit; and revising 

Section A Condition 6(a) to specify the application timing to read “Application for Authorization to Use 

GP-5A. Pursuant to 25 Pa. Code § 127.621, any person proposing to operate a source listed in 

Section A, Condition 4 of this General Permit at an unconventional natural gas well site shall submit an 

Application for Authorization to Use GP-5A to the Air Program Manager of the appropriate DEP 

Regional Office responsible for authorizing the use of general permits in the county in which the facility 

will be located within 180 calendar days after the start of flowback. If the well is shut in prior to 

beginning flowback, the well is not considered to be completed.” (908, 939, 972, 978, 981)  

 

One commentator recommends including a permit-by-rule scenario, where the operator would provide 

general project information and anticipated schedules, along with an Exemption 38 compliance 

demonstration for a “typical” well in the project area. A “dry gas” and a “wet gas” check box could be 

included on the GP-5A permit application to designate such areas. In such cases, an administrative 

approval could be granted timely by the Department. The operator would be required to provide LDAR 

data within 60 days of the start of production. The operator would report quarterly LDAR results on an 

annual basis. Within 180 days following the start of production of the well, the operator would provide 

equipment specifications and types of facility components installed at the well site. (972, 981)  

 

Response: Temporary activities such as site preparation, well drilling, hydraulic fracturing, completion, 

and work-over activities for conventional and unconventional well sites have been removed from GP-5A 

and are exempted from permitting under Category No. 38. There are no provisions for such a permit-by 

rule approach under the Department’s current regulations. Moreover, the APCA does not authorize the 

Permit-by-Rule approach advocated by the commentator. 

 

Comment 44: The commentators recommend modifying Exemption 38 as the preferred alternative to 

finalizing the proposed GP-5A. The modified exemption would then satisfy the needs of the public, the 

Department, and operators. By adding a 15-day notification requirement the Department would be made 

aware that development of a well site was commencing; an administrative fee could be added to the 

notification process to increase revenue. By adding an annual compliance statement, the Department 

would be made aware of the facility’s continued compliance with the conditional exemption. By 

maintaining the permit exemption, operators would not face delays in constructing well sites while 

waiting for a permit approval. This solution reduces the administrative costs and burdens on the 

Department and industry and keeps all environmental protections in place. (908, 939, 978, 1003)  

 

Response: The final revised Exemption 38 does not require operators to seek authorization to use a 

general permit for temporary activities such as site preparation, well drilling, hydraulic fracturing, 

completion, and work-over activities for unconventional natural gas well sites. In addition, operators of 

sources that were previously exempted under the Air Quality Permit Exemptions list are not required to 

obtain a general permit unless a new well is drilled or fractured at the existing well site, an existing well 

is hydraulically fractured or refractured, a new source is added, or an existing source is reconstructed or 

modified. The Department did not include a commencement notification or notification fee.  

 

Comment 45: The commentators state that temporary activities should either remain exempt from 

permitting or be authorized with the approval of the permit to drill and operate an unconventional well. 

These activities are authorized under the current Exemption 38, and the Department’s TSD notes that the 

emissions from fugitive particulate matter (Section B), well drilling and hydraulic fracturing 

(Section C), and well completions (Section D) are temporary. However, operators are required to have 

other permits in hand to conduct these activities. In addition, operators are required to meet all 
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applicable state and federal standards regardless of whether they have an air quality permit. The 

commentators also state that temporary activities should remain exempt from permitting because the 

probable delay associated with pre-construction permitting would seriously interfere with the multi-well 

agreements operators make with subcontractors that rent or lease equipment used in each phase of well 

development. This level of coordination between operators and subcontractors where vendor and rental 

agreements are tied to a master schedule could be severely impacted by any delay in obtaining an air 

permit, especially in the case of equipment breakdown or unanticipated field conditions requiring a 

change in equipment. Therefore, the commentators argue that a pre-construction air quality permit does 

not provide additional environmental benefit or additional control of air emissions for temporary 

activities covered in Sections B, C, and D of the proposed GP-5A and Section B of the proposed GP-5. 

Also, the inclusion of nonmethane sources in the pre-construction requirements seems inconsistent with 

the stated goal of reducing methane. (853, 867, 871, 903, 908, 916, 919, 928, 930, 931, 934, 936, 939, 

950, 952, 961, 972, 978, 981, 987, 991, 994, 995, 999, 1046-1048, 1050, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The proposed Sections B, C, and D have been removed from the final GP-5A, and temporary 

activities are included in Exemption 38. Non-road engines used for drilling and hydraulic fracturing are 

required to meet the applicable federal regulations. The proposed Section B has been removed from the 

final GP-5. For both final general permits the proposed Section B was replaced with Section A, 

Condition 10(c)(iii) which is a citation to 25 Pa. Code §§ 123.1 and 123.2  

 

Comment 46: The commenter recommend that Exemption 38 provides no exemptions for equipment on 

the well sites. All emitting equipment on well sites, that of a permanent nature involved with the 

production process and intermittent, involved with drilling, fracturing and workover all must be 

regulated. Any regulation, policy, or guidance that provides for exemptions is a literal loophole and is 

woefully inadequate. (9999)  

 

Response: As per the final revised Category No. 38, the owner or operator of well site will not be 

required to seek authorization to use a General Permit for temporary activities such as site preparation, 

well drilling, hydraulic fracturing, completion, and work-over activities for conventional and 

unconventional well sites. Non-road engines are regulated by the federal government and states such as 

Pennsylvania are pre-empted from establishing more stringent emissions standards and requirements 

than the Federal requirements established in 40 CFR Part 85. It should be noted that the final revised 

Category No. 38 includes the comprehensive eligibility criteria for such exemption  

 

Comment 47: The commentators state that unconventional development of shale gas reserves in the 

Appalachian Basin of Pennsylvania occurs in four phases. The first is well site construction and included 

the development of the well pad and construction of a permanent access road. Typically, this involves an 

earth disturbance of five or more acres and requires an erosion and sediment control permit; it is worth 

noting that other activities such as highway or land development, mining, or agricultural activities are 

required to obtain an air quality permit for basic earthmoving activities.  

 

The second phase is well drilling, and typically involves drilling three to six wells. The third phase is 

well completion, also known as hydraulic fracturing. The first three phases generally utilize equipment 

that is rented or leased by the operator from a subcontractor and are only on site for a brief time. The 

only permanent sources from these three stages of construction are the access road, wellheads, piping, 

valves, and flanges.  
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The fourth and final stage is production, which involves installing and operating the production and 

processing equipment necessary to produce natural gas. This is the only equipment owned by the 

operator and the only permanent sources of methane emissions on the well pad.  

 

The commentators therefore recommend that the first three phases of activity be removed from the 

GP5A; operators should only need to apply for the GP-5A in the production stage. (903, 908, 916, 928, 

935, 939, 952, 961, 972, 978, 981, 987, 991, 994, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The proposed Sections B, C, and D have been removed from the final GP-5A and temporary 

activities are included in Exemption 38. Non-road engines used for drilling and hydraulic fracturing are 

sources under 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 and are required to meet the applicable federal regulations. The 

installation and operation of equipment in the production phase must be done in accordance with 

Exemption 38(c), which means if the facility cannot meet the criteria therein, the operator should seek 

authorization through RFD, GP-5A, or plan approval prior to constructing a permanent air 

contamination source.  

 

Fugitive Particulate Matter 

 

Comment 48: The commentators state that the TSD notes the requirements of GP-12 were chosen as 

BAT “in order to minimize emissions due to heavy truck traffic.” However, the commentators disagree 

with the equivalence as coal preparation plants are estimated to have truck traffic as high as 40 trucks 

per hour which is much higher than the resulting truck traffic for hydraulic fracturing operations. Also, 

the grading and development activities associated with construction of natural gas facilities are very 

different than coal mining.  

 

The compliance requirements for dust mitigation are overly burdensome; sweeping and tire wash 

stations are typically used for paved plant roads and are neither useful nor practical on unpaved haul 

roads; applying water or other chemical dust suppressants for a distance of 500 feet in each direction 

based on daily site conditions; the fixed 15 mph speed limit for haul roads; and the speed limit and anti-

idling law signage requirements have not been shown in the TSD to reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

Under the Diesel-Powered Motor Vehicle Idling Act, “No requirements under this act may be 

incorporated into any operating permits issued by the Department under 25 Pa. Code Ch. 127.”  

 

In addition, the notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements are overly burdensome, 

especially the requirement for a written procedures document to reduce fugitive dust, and are unrelated 

to the reduction of methane emissions. (916, 919-921, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1044, 1046-1048, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: The proposed Section B was removed from the final general permits and replaced with 

Section A, Condition 10(c)(iii) which cites 25 Pa. Code § 123.1 (prohibition of certain fugitive 

emissions) and § 123.2 (fugitive particulate emissions).  

 

Comment 49: The commentators recommend deleting Section B of the proposed general permits as it is 

a repeat of language in 25 Pa. Code § 123.1 and § 123.2. The Department should incorporate these 

sections by reference as is done in Section A, Condition 9 of the previous GP-5. (916, 919, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053-1055)  
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Response: The proposed Section B was removed from the final general permits and replaced with 

Section A, Condition 10(c)(iii) which cites 25 Pa. Code § 123.1 (prohibition of certain fugitive 

emissions) and § 123.2 (fugitive particulate emissions).  

 

Comment 50: The commentator states that many well sites are used as staging sites for sand and water 

trucks. These sites effectively become parking lots with many idling diesel trucks; the Department must 

adequately regulate and enforce that well sites near family homes are not used as staging sites with 

trucks idling for hours on end. (1020)  

 

Response: These types of vehicles are already subject to the Pennsylvania Diesel-Powered Motor 

Vehicle Idling Act, 35 P.S. § 4601. Nothing in the final general permits relieves the operator from the 

obligation to comply with all state, federal, and local laws, including the Pennsylvania Diesel-Powered 

Motor Vehicle Idling Act.  

 

Comment 51: The commentator recommends maintaining the requirements of Section B of the 

proposed GP-5A to combat problems associated with dust from well drilling and fracturing activities. 

The commentator notes that some operators have used road-sweepers that exacerbate the dust problem 

because they did not use units that wets, sweeps, and contains the dust. (1020)  

 

Response: The proposed Section B was removed from the final general permits and replaced with 

Section A, Condition 10(c)(iii) which cites 25 Pa. Code § 123.1 (prohibition of certain fugitive 

emissions) and § 123.2 (fugitive particulate emissions).  

 

Well Drilling and Hydraulic Fracturing Operations 

 

Comment 52: The commentators state that the Department’s TSD does not address the “proper 

handling” of drilling mud, drill cuttings, sand, and other proppants to prevent fugitive emissions. (916, 

919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The temporary activities during the drilling and fracturing process are covered by 

Exemption 38. While the sources are exempted from permitting, all applicable requirements including 

25 Pa. Code § 123.1(c). § 123.1(c) requires a person responsible for any source to take all reasonable 

actions to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne. § 123.1(c) also lists specific reasonable 

actions to prevent fugitive emissions.  

 

Comment 53: The commentators state that requiring information pertaining to combustion engines for 

the development of a natural gas well site is not feasible as the drilling and fracturing operations occur 

over a short period of time using non-road engines that meet federal emissions requirements based on 

model year. The compliance, notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements in Section C of the 

proposed GP-5A do not control emissions associated with these operation, nor do they constitute a 

“source” under state or federal regulations. (916, 919-921, 928, 930, 949, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 

999, 1046-1048, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: The final GP-5A is not applicable to temporary activities. Nothing in the final general 

permits relieves the operator’s obligation to comply with all state, federal, and local laws.  

 

Comment 54: The commentators state that the temporary activities in Section C of the proposed GP-5A 

should not be included within the scope of the final general permit as it overlaps and causes potential 
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conflict with regulatory requirements established by DEP’s Office of Oil and Gas Management. The 

Bureau of Air Quality should not require redundant notifications and Department management should 

figure out how to communicate and share this information internally. (916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: The final GP-5A is not applicable to temporary activities. Nothing in the final general 

permits relieves the operator’s obligation to comply with all state, federal, and local laws.  

 

Comment 55: The commentators state that the language of this requirement describing the installation 

of “new equipment” as a trigger for LDAR is an incorrect application of 40 CFR § 60.5365(i). The 

Department should maintain consistent language and incorporate the federal requirements by reference 

to avoid confusion and inconsistencies. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final general permits have been revised appropriately as recommended by the 

commentators; however, the requirement in question is in Section A, Condition 10(d). The Department 

maintains that, consistent with 25 Pa. Code § 121.1, the installation of new equipment which requires 

authorization under a general permit would be subject to the revised LDAR requirements in Section G of 

the final general permits. Nothing in the final general permits relieves the operator’s obligation to 

comply with all state, federal, and local laws.  

 

The final GPs, Section A, Condition No. 10(d) dealing with fugitive emissions requirements are 

modified as follows: “The owner or operator of an existing facility where a new source is installed or 

there is a modification of an existing source, shall comply with the applicable BAT requirements 

established in this General Permit.” 

 

Comment 56: The commentators state that the language of this recordkeeping requirement describing a 

log “book” is an example of why the Department should maintain consistent language and incorporate 

the federal requirements by reference to avoid confusion and inconsistencies. (916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Section C of the proposed GP-5A has been removed from the final GP-5A.  

 

Comment 57: The commentators state that the Department should require natural gas-fired engines as 

opposed to diesel non-road engines. All diesel-fired non-road engines should be required to use ultra-

low sulfur diesel and meet U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 standards as a BAT requirement. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 

87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 

840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1020, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The CAA under Section 209(e), 42 U.S.C. § 7543(e), preempts states such as Pennsylvania 

from adopting independent BAT standards for non-road engines such as diesel non-road engine-powered 

drill rigs and fracturing pumps. In addition, it is not appropriate to mandate the use of non-road engines 

that fire a specific fuel.  

 

Comment 58: The commentator expressed support for the Department’s requirement for well pad 

operations to obtain a permit prior to drilling, which greatly improves oversight of emissions from these 

sources. (137)  
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Response: The proposed Section C has been removed from the final GP-5A and temporary activities are 

included in Exemption 38. Non-road engines used for drilling and hydraulic fracturing are sources under 

25 Pa. Code § 121.1 and are required to meet the applicable federal regulations. The installation and 

operation of equipment in the production phase must be done in accordance with Exemption 38(c), 

which means if the facility cannot meet the criteria therein, the operator should seek authorization 

through RFD, GP-5A, or plan approval prior to constructing a permanent air contamination source.  

 

Well Completion Operations 

 

Comment 59: The commentators recommend revising Section D of the proposed GP-5A to adopt the 

Center for Responsible Shale Development Standard 9. This is because the Department only requires a 

“general duty to safely maximize resource recovery and minimize releases to the atmosphere” and 

allows gas to be flared when it is “technically infeasible” to collect the gas or use it at the well site as 

fuel or another beneficial purpose. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 

416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 

1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The proposed Section D was removed from the final GP-5A; these activities are covered in 

Exemption 38. The operators are required to comply with all state and federal requirements. Federal 

NSPS OOOOa requires Reduced Emissions Completions (REC), also known as “Green Completion” 

which has been required in Exemption 38 since August 10, 2013. The REC minimizes methane 

emissions to the atmosphere. 

 

Comment 60: The commentators state that including temporary activities in an air permit is inconsistent 

with air permitting practices, especially considering well completions are “sources” under state or 

federal regulations. The commentators state that WV DEP and OH EPA do not include these activities 

in their well pad permits. (991, 1003)  

 

Response: In 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 a “source” is defined as an “air contamination source” which in turn 

is defined as “any place, facility, or equipment, stationary or mobile, at, from, or by reason of which 

there is emitted into the outdoor atmosphere any air contaminant.”  In addition, well completions are 

regulated in 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa at § 60.5375 and § 60.5375a. The proposed 

Section D was removed from the final GP-5A; these activities are covered in Exemption 38. Nothing in 

the final general permits relieves the operator’s obligation to comply with all state, federal, and local 

laws.  

 

Comment 61: The commentators state that Section D of the proposed GP-5A had many requirements 

that were unclear due to language that was inconsistent with the federal requirements. The 24-hour 

flowback notification for completion is redundant to the 48-hour notice required under 40 CFR Part 60 

Subparts OOOO and OOOOa; so are the recordkeeping and reporting requirements. The commentators 

also state that requiring closed system flowbacks require a tremendous amount of capital so many 

operators simply flare the methane in early flowback. (916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 964, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: In accordance with 40 CFR § 60.5420(a)(2) and 40 CFR § 60.5420a(a)(2), completion 

notifications are required to be submitted to the Administrator, which is the Department. The 

notification under Act 13 of 2012 satisfies this condition in accordance with 40 CFR § 60.5420(a)(2)(ii) 
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and 40 CFR § 60.5420a(a)(2)(ii). However, Section D has been removed from the final general permits 

and well completions are included in Exemption 38.  

 

Reduced Emissions Completions (REC), also known as “Green Completion” has been required in 

Exemption 38 since August 10, 2013. The techniques are identical to 40 CFR § 60.5375(a)(1) through 

(4).  

 

Comment 62: The commentators state that the language of this recordkeeping requirement describing a 

log “book” is an example of why the Department should maintain consistent language and incorporate 

the federal requirements by reference to avoid confusion and inconsistencies. (919, 928, 930, 952, 987, 

1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Section D of the proposed GP-5A has been removed from the final GP-5A.  

 

Notification, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirements 

 

Comment 63: The commentators ask what analysis the Department performed to justify the 

burdensome notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements that are typically mandated through 

the rulemaking process. The commentators recommend reducing this administrative burden by 

incorporating federal regulations by reference, reducing the number of notifications required, and 

reducing the amount of recordkeeping required. (227, 715, 853, 867, 871, 916, 919, 928, 930, 943, 952, 

961, 972, 974, 981, 987, 991, 992, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In response to comments, the Department reevaluated and simplified these requirements by 

removing the redundancies. The notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements in the final 

General Permits were determined to satisfy 25 Pa. Code § 127.12b and § 127.441, which include all 

federal notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements.  

 

Comment 64: The commentators argue that the Department has included numerous notifications within 

the proposed general permits that would not provide information that would be useful in compliance 

assurance activities or for any other purpose. The commentators recommend that the Department should 

consider the timeliness and purpose for every notification, and if none is found, the notification should 

be removed from the general permits. In addition, any notification that is a duplication of a federal 

requirement should also be removed from the general permit.  

 

In addition, the commentators recommend consolidating notifications for an entire well site rather than 

requiring each source or activity to be individually reported. (916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In response to comments, the Department reevaluated the notification, recordkeeping, and 

reporting requirements. As a result, the final general permits have been simplified by removing 

redundant notification requirements.  

 

Comment 65: The commentators concur that including blowdown emissions in periodic inventory 

reporting provides the Department with information needed to assess the significance of these emissions. 

However, the proposed blowdown notifications add significant operator burden and the Department has 

not considered those compliance costs or justified the need.  
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Also, the commentators state that the general permits do not define the terms ‘scheduled’ or 

‘unscheduled’ as they pertain to blowdowns. The commentators believe that planned maintenance 

shutdowns would be considered a ‘scheduled’ blowdown, requiring advanced notice but not being 

classified as a malfunction. In contrast, the commentators believe that a change in compressor operation 

to respond to pipeline demand, an event beyond the operators’ control, would be considered an 

‘unscheduled’ blowdown, thereby being classified as a malfunction. This is an absurd result, as 

classifying standard operations and safety-related practices as malfunctions would result in a deluge of 

notifications to the Department. This is likely to result in daily notifications for most operators and force 

operators to consider changes in safety best management practices (BMP) increasing operational risk in 

an effort to decrease reporting obligations. (928, 930, 936, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, blowdown notifications are required in accordance with the 

GP5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions. This eliminates notifications for scheduled and unscheduled 

blowdowns provided that the emissions from the blowdown activities do not result in an exceedance of 

the permit limits or create an offsite risk.  

 

Comment 66: The commentators state that the information requested by the Department is of little use 

and its collection will not serve to improve public health, safety, or the environment. For example, under 

the proposed GP-5A the pumping service providers must track the refueling of all auxiliary completion 

related equipment with off-road diesel engines. Over three weeks during the winter of 2017, 

one operator calculated that with morning and evening refueling for 63 pieces of equipment there are 

2,646 record entries, which had to be documented even in sub-zero wind-chill conditions. The 

recordkeeping requirements should be limited to those required in the federal regulations unless there is 

a compelling need for the information. (916, 919, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 964, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1003, 1046-1048, 1052-1056)  

 

Response: The final general permits include all terms and conditions needed to protect public health and 

the environment. This includes notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements that are based on 

federal regulations and 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.12b, 127.12c, 127.441, and 127.442. Some recordkeeping 

requirements have been removed.  

 

Comment 67: The commentator recommends that the Department consider the burden and additional 

cost it places on well operators and those who have to perform recordkeeping tasks in the field. Daily 

logs do not benefit the Commonwealth’s citizens nor the environment. Tracking the use of diesel fuel on 

a Marcellus Shale well pad does nothing to reduce methane emissions, NOX, carbon monoxide (CO), 

VOC, nor HAP; methane does not form by burning longer chain hydrocarbons.  

 

The commentator states that the industry is already using U.S. EPA Tier 2 non-road engines and is 

transitioning towards Tier 4 non-road engines. These engines must pass emission tests before being sold; 

why does industry have to repeat this testing? A list of non-road engines should suffice for 

recordkeeping; if not, the commentator suggests requiring an annual emission test like those required for 

annual car inspections in more densely populated areas around the Commonwealth. (964)  

 

Response: The final general permits include all terms and conditions needed to protect public health and 

the environment. This includes notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements that are based on 

federal regulations and 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.12b, 127.12c, 127.441, and 127.442. Some recordkeeping 

requirements have been removed.  
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Comment 68: The commentator states that in Section K, Condition 3(a)(vi)(A)(5)(i) the requirement for 

operators to address the way they will ensure “adequate thermal background” is equivocal because OGI 

reveals hydrocarbons, which are known to absorb infrared in a very narrow band of wavelengths, where 

an adequate thermal background exists. The commentator is curious what impact this requirement has 

on LDAR surveys, and believes the only way to ensure an adequate thermal background would be to 

conduct aerial LDAR surveys viewing towards the ground. (1032)  

 

Response: In the proposed general permits, this condition was incorporated verbatim from the federal 

requirements for a monitoring plan; the Department incorporated this condition by reference in the final 

general permits.  

 

Comment 69: The commentator believes that compliance can be efficiently demonstrated by 

maintaining records available upon request by the Department and by summary annual reporting. (928)  

 

Response: The final general permits include all terms and conditions needed to protect public health and 

the environment. This includes notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements that are based on 

federal regulations and 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.12b, 127.12c, 127.441, and 127.442. Some recordkeeping 

requirements have been removed.  

 

Comment 70: The commentators state that the annual reporting provisions should be removed from 

both general permits, especially regarding requirements duplicative of federal requirements and existing 

obligations to submit the annual emissions inventory. As the delegated authority for implementing 

federal requirements in Pennsylvania, the Department already receives all notifications and annual 

reports pursuant to the CAA making most of the reporting requirements redundant and unnecessary. In 

addition, most of the requirements of the annual report or annual compliance certification of Section A, 

Condition 12(c) of the proposed general permits are submission of records compiled in accordance with 

Section A, Condition 11 of the proposed general permits for sources in the following Sections. Any 

records not already in the Department’s possession can be made available to the Department upon 

request. (916, 919, 928, 930, 944, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: The notification and annual reporting requirements are not redundant since the GP-5 and 

GP-5A required a single report satisfying both applicable federal and state requirements. In addition, the 

annual emissions inventory report is required under 25 Pa. Code § 135.3 (related to reporting).  

 

Comment 71: The commentator suggests editing Section P, Condition 4 of the proposed GP-5A to 

remove “…well drilling and hydraulic fracturing operation…” and add “…wellbore liquids unloading 

operations…” (972, 981)  

 

Response: The terminology in this condition has been corrected in the final GP-5A.  

 

Comment 72: The commentators state that the burden associated with annual reporting is further 

compounded by the fact that the Department proposed the due date coincident with the due date for the 

annual Air Emissions Inventory. Requiring both reporting programs to be due at the same time will 

require operators to increase staff and strain Department resources for processing. (919, 928, 930, 952, 

987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  
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Response: The final general permits require the annual report date to coincide with the anniversary of 

the receipt of authorization to use the general permit unless otherwise approved by the Department. The 

owner or operator may request an alternate schedule for submitting annual reports to the Department.  

 

Comment 73: The commentators state that operators already track all liquid waste (flowback and 

produced water) generated and transported and report to the Department. Requiring duplicate reporting 

is unnecessary when the information is being provided to a different department within the PA DEP. 

(901, 902, 907, 909, 913, 914, 918, 923, 925, 932, 933, 938, 948, 951, 954, 955, 959, 965, 966, 969, 

975, 979, 980, 982-984, 986, 993, 996, 1001, 1055)  

 

Response: The requirement to track the tanker truck load-out operation details, including the type and 

volume of liquids loading, has been corrected to reflect it only applies to operations that loadout from 

condensate storage vessels, i.e., those that exceed the control thresholds.  

 

Permit Modifications 

 

Comment 74: The commentators state that the Department should make allowances for operational 

flexibility. As proposed, the general permits do not allow modifications at a site without preapproval. 

The commentators propose that a list of minor modifications should be developed and allowed without 

the need to obtain reauthorization. Among these minor modifications should be the removal and 

installation of components such as flanges and valves and the replacement of engines that break down or 

reach the end of their useful life. (916, 928, 934, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 994, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: In response to comments received, the final general permits allow operators to modify a 

facility without reauthorization provided the conditions of Section A, Condition 15, which are based on 

25 Pa. Code § 127.449 are met. The only exception is if a new engine or turbine is required to install 

SCR as a control, in which case the operator must apply for a reauthorization. In addition, modifications 

to a facility during temporary operations are covered by Exemption 38.  

 

Compliance and Enforcement Issues 

 

Comment 75: The commentators state that while the general permits are required under 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 127 Subchapter H to comply with “the terms and conditions of the general plan approval or 

general operating permit” these requirements are weaker than those for individual operating permits. 

Individual operating permits require that “A person may not cause or permit the operation of a source 

subject to this article unless the source and air cleaning devices identified in the application for the plan 

approval and operating permit and the plan approval issued to the source are operated and maintained in 

accordance with specifications in the application and conditions in the plan approval and operating 

permit issued by the Department. A person may not cause or permit the operation of an air 

contamination source subject to this chapter in a manner inconsistent with good operating practices.”  

 

General permit holders are not expressly required to comply with the specifications in an application. 

This is especially problematic because in a general permit process many of the specifications, limits, and 

conditions applicable would be contained in the application and correspondence materials with the 

Department and not in the general permit itself. Even though the Department’s general permit program 

is incorporated into Pennsylvania’s SIP, because the limits and conditions applicable to a natural gas 

facility authorized by a general permit would not undergo public comment, the limits and conditions 
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would not be federally enforceable as a practical matter. In addition, the proposed general permits fail to 

require the public notice and participation process for the site-specific restrictions and conditions that 

would be applicable and cannot practically include federally enforceable requirements for each facility 

in the general permit itself.  

 

The commentators state that a facility that would be designated as a major source based on its potential 

to-emit (PTE) should be ineligible for the general permits. While the Department requires operators of a 

facility permitted under the general permits to maintain records on a 12-month rolling sum basis for 

emissions to ensure the facility is under the major source thresholds, monitoring for compliance is not 

easy unless operational restrictions are included in the general permits. However, the site-specific nature 

of the operational restrictions to maintain minor source status and therefore the applicability to a general 

permit is not practically enforceable.  

 

In addition, the commentators state that when actual emissions exceed major source thresholds on a 

12 month rolling sum basis, eligibility for the general permits must be immediately suspended. The 

facility may still apply to be a synthetic minor source, but must do so by reapplying for a state only 

operating permit and listing the measures the operator will employ to maintain the synthetic minor 

status. (15, 27, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 

690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 805, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 

1027, 1029, 1032-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The Department included Section A, Condition 10(c) in the final general permits which 

states, “All sources and associated air pollution control equipment located at a facility shall be” [at (ii)] 

“Operated and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications, procedures, and 

recommended maintenance schedule, as provided in the Application for Authorization to Use [GP-5 or 

5A], or an alternate procedure approved by the Department that achieves equal or greater emissions 

reductions in accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 127.12b.” This condition is identical to the one the 

commentators state must be included in individual operating permits. 

 

The commentators are incorrect in their assertion that the terms and conditions of the general permits are 

not enforceable as a practical matter. The terms and conditions of the general permit include short-term 

(in the form of emissions limitations on specific source types) and long-term (in the form of facility-

wide emissions limits) requirements, which are all federally enforceable. The terms and conditions were 

proposed and received comment by the public, and therefore have met the requirement to make the 

conditions enforceable.  

 

The application materials are not used to determine site-specific limitations because of the nature of the 

general permit which establishes standardized conditions to be used regardless of location. The 

specifications of the application are used by the Department to determine the eligibility of the operator 

to use the general permit, and do not modify in any way the terms and conditions of the GP-5. If the 

operator were to operate a source in a manner inconsistent with the specifications of the application, they 

are in violation of this condition, in addition to any other terms or conditions the operator may have 

violated.  

 

In addition, stationary sources are considered major or minor facilities based on actual emissions or the 

PTE for criteria and hazardous air pollutants. A facility that does not meet the actual emission or PTE 

specified in the definition of “major facility” codified in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 and 40 CFR § 52.2020(c) 

is treated as a minor facility. The Department prohibits the use of the final general permits for Title V 
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facilities as evidenced by Section A Condition 10(a), which requires emissions from all sources and 

associated air pollution control equipment at the facility to be less than the major source thresholds on a 

12-month rolling sum basis; Section A Condition 12(b), which requires the operator to maintain records 

that clearly demonstrate the facility is not a Title V facility; Section A Condition 10(h), which requires 

the operator to submit a certification of compliance with the terms and conditions of the general permit 

annually; and Section A Condition 13(d), which requires the operator to submit an air emissions 

inventory to the Department annually. Together these conditions ensure the emission limits established 

in the general permits are federally enforceable. This information, including the Review Memo prepared 

by the Department prior to granting authorization to use the general permit, is available to the public.  

 

Comment 76: The commentators state that companies have been acquiring GP-5 permits as minor 

sources, but then increasing emissions through permit modifications shortly thereafter. This could result 

in circumvention of NSR or PSD requirements. U.S. EPA specifically highlighted as its first factor for 

determining circumvention, an operator’s submission of multiple permit applications in a short time 

frame. The commentators provide several examples where multiple permits were issued in a relatively 

short period of time, beginning with authorizations to use the GP-5, that could be evidence of 

circumvention. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 

632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 

1027, 1033-1037, 1040) 

 

Response: Consistent with 25 Pa. Code § 127.216, expansion of a facility over time would not 

constitute circumvention unless it can be demonstrated that the pattern of ownership or development was 

intentionally designed to avoid PSD or NSR. If a facility becomes major through an expansion, the 

Department considers whether the pattern of ownership or development constitutes circumvention. 

Because plan approvals and operating permits are individual permits, the public can comment on the 

possibility of circumvention.  

 

Comment 77: The commentator states that the Bernville Compressor Station located in Berks County, 

emitted 61 tons of VOC in a single incident lasting less than one hour. This is above the major source 

threshold for VOC; although Bernville is already permitted as a major facility and incurred a violation 

for the incident, what would have happened if this incident occurred at a facility authorized under a 

general permit? Would the eligibility for the general permit be immediately suspended? What would 

happen if an operator reports emission amounts for a facility that exceed the major source threshold to 

the Air Emissions Inventory. (1032)  

 

Response: On October 29, 2012, the Texas Eastern Bernville Compressor Station experienced an 

emergency shutdown. The VOC release was estimated at 61.31 tons. The company stated that the 

increased emissions were due to a suction valve that failed to close because the operator failed to 

properly engage the valve assembly after recent maintenance. The Department sent the company a NOV 

for this incident on December 4, 2012. The company sent the Department the required NOV response 

letter dated December 13, 2012, which stated that to prevent future incidents of this nature, they have 

revised their training and maintenance procedures to include a lockout tag on all valves associated with 

the maintenance task. This will clearly identify which valves must be returned to their in-service state 

prior to task completion. The Department imposed a civil penalty of $15,000 on Texas Eastern for this 

incident in a consent assessment executed on April 17, 2013.  
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For facilities authorized under a general permit, the Department would take an enforcement action that 

may include a civil penalty. Based on the site-specific facts, a determination would be made whether the 

facility’s authorization to use the general permit would need to be revoked.  

 

Comment 78: The commentators state that the general permits cannot adequately regulate natural gas 

facilities because they deprive citizens of any formal notice or comment period prior to issuance. Public 

participation is the lynchpin of both federal and state environmental laws. The CAA and APCA require 

a 30-day public comment period prior to issuance of an individual major air pollution permit. 

Site-specific minor source permits also require a 30-day public comment period prior to permit issuance. 

In fact, Section 160(1) of the CAA “establishes a statutory policy of providing for informed public 

participation in the permitting process,” and Section 165(a)(2) categorically precludes the issuance of a 

PSD permit absent an opportunity for the public to review the decision and submit comments. Because 

Pennsylvania’s regulations fail to require public notice or comment for authorization to use a general 

permit, operators can use the general permits to avoid the public participation process entirely.  

 

The commentators state that Pennsylvania’s regulations for plan approvals do provide that the 

Department will prepare a notice on actions to be taken for certain sources and for “other sources for 

which the Department has determined there is substantial public interest or for which the Department 

invites public comment.” Plan approval public notices must state that a “30-day comment period, from 

the date of publication, will exist for the submission of comments,” and the notice must include “the 

ending date for the receipt of written comments or written protests.” (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 

154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 568, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 

1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040, 1835)  

 

Response: The Department offers a robust public comment period during the drafting of all General 

Permits as required under 25 Pa. Code § 127.612 and 25 Pa. Code § 127.632. Specifically, for the 

proposed general permits, the minimum 45-day comment period was lengthened to 120 days. The 

Department received over 9,357 comments from the public, the comments of whom are summarized 

within this C/R Document. All comments were considered and responded to, and where it was merited, 

changes were made to the proposed general permits. Additionally, the Department proposed a 

second 45-day comment period on March 31, 2018 for the revised general permits for which a 

second C/R Document was prepared.  

 

In addition, as part of the general permit application, operators must notify the local municipality and 

county, including a description of the proposed sources and/or modifications, prior to submitting the 

application to the Department. The proof of municipal notification is required to accompany the 

application for authorization to use a general permit. However, there is not a formal public comment 

period for the authorization because the terms and conditions of the general permits have been 

established with public participation prior to issuance and are not subject to alteration. Any operator that 

cannot or will not abide by the terms and conditions of the general permit will not be granted 

authorization to use the general permit and would be required to submit a site-specific plan approval 

application. The public would be able to participate in the site-specific plan approval process through the 

normal comment period.  

 

The public comment period for general permits have their own public notice and review period, which 

was extended for these general permits to nearly triple the required length. Notice was given in 47 Pa. 

B. 733 that the Department proposed a new GP-5A and revisions to GP-5 with comments accepted until 

Wednesday, March 22, 2017. In 47 Pa. B. 1235, notice was given that the comment period was extended 
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until Monday, June 5, 2017. Both notices fulfilled the requirements for a comment period with a clear 

ending date for receipt of written comments or written protests.  

 

Comment 79: The commentators state that the clear intent of the CAA is to encourage public 

participation in permitting decisions and enforcement. The citizen suit provision of the CAA allows any 

person to commence a civil action against any person including government instrumentalities for alleged 

violations of an emission standard or limitation or an order issued by the Administrator or State with 

respect to such. The legislative history of the CAA explicitly recognizes that it is “too much to presume 

that [agencies]…however well-staffed or well-intentioned…will be able to monitor the potential 

violations of all requirements of the CAA,” and that noncompliance will always exist to a degree “far 

beyond the capacity of the Government to respond to.” (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 

341, 352, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 

1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The Department is authorized under Section 6.1 of the APCA and implementing regulations 

in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127, Subchapter H (relating to general plan approvals and general operating 

permits) to issue general plan approvals and general operating permits for any stationary air 

contamination source category if the Department determines that the source category can be adequately 

controlled using standardized specifications and conditions. 

 

The Department provided adequate time for the public to submit their comments on the proposed 

general permits and Exemption 38 as detailed in the previous responses to comments. The Department 

received over 9,357 comments from the public, the comments of whom are summarized within this 

document. All the comments were considered and responded to, and where it was merited, changes were 

made to the proposed general permits.  

 

In addition, as part of the general permit application, operators must notify the local municipality and 

county, including a description of the proposed sources and/or modifications, prior to submitting the 

application to the Department. The proof of municipal notification is required to accompany the 

application for authorization to use the general permits. General permits and authorizations to use the 

general permits are appealable and permit terms are enforceable as discussed in responses to prior 

comments.  

 

Comment 80: The commentators are concerned that the Department’s Bureau of Air Quality staffing for 

monitoring emissions, permitting, and enforcement are inadequate. In 2016 Secretary John Quigley 

testified to this fact before the Senate Majority Policy and Senate Democratic Policy Committees. It was 

reported in 2017 by the Pennsylvania Environmental Digest the EPA has cautioned the Department on 

staffing inadequacies in the Bureau of Air Quality. The commentators are convinced that the 

Department is in violation of the CAA and APCA and needs to adequately fund and staff the Bureau to 

fulfill its mandate to protect the public health by limiting criteria pollutants and GHG. (35, 228, 568, 

1020)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the concern for the demand of Department’s resources for the 

effective implementation of permitting and enforcement of the general permits for natural gas 

operations.  

 

The Department will have adequate resources for an effective implementation of the program; to this 

end, the Department developed an electronic application system through an e-Permitting platform to 
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expedite review of applications. This electronic application system will enable Department personnel to 

authorize the use of the general permits in an efficient manner.  

 

Comment 81: The commentators state that the oil and gas industry has proved many times that they are 

incapable and unwilling to monitor themselves. The Department has not taken a properly active role in 

enforcing U.S. EPA’s oil and gas regulations at 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOO nor has the Department 

conducted Air Quality inspections to verify compliance with Subpart OOOO. There is no mechanism to 

register which wells are subject to Subpart OOOO, and the Department has not acknowledged that 

unconventional oil and gas wells have the same types of equipment as other facilities that are required to 

obtain air permitting. (786, 1032, 3333)  

 

Response: The Department has evaluated well completion data reports that are tracked by the Oil and 

Gas Program and compared the data to information that the Bureau of Air Quality has, including 

compliance demonstration reports required by Exemption 38 and annual emissions reports that have 

been required by Air Quality since 2012. 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOO requires that performance test 

results be submitted to EPA’s Central Data Exchange, which is accessible by the Department. The 

Department has sent Notice of Violations to well operators for over 200 wells and executed many civil 

penalty agreements with Oil and Gas operators.  

 

Comment 82: The commentator recommends that the Department require records to be maintained if 

the facility is in operation and for five years after the end of production since general permits last 

forever. The public should also have access to the records as it would allow them to follow their 

exposure history due to specific sites. (568)  

 

Response: The general permits are in effect unless and until the Department modifies, suspends, or 

revokes them. However, operators that apply for authorization to use the general permits are only 

granted authorization for a term of five years. Except for confidential information as described in 25 Pa. 

Code § 127.12(d), all records, reports or information obtained by the Department or referred to at public 

hearings shall be available to the public, see 25 Pa. Code § 127.12(c).  

 

Comment 83: The commentators recommend that the Department require operators that violate the law 

to immediately cease operations and take enforcement actions with severe penalties for the infringement. 

(19, 1271)  

 

Response: The Department understands the concern about compliance and intends to effectively 

monitor operations under these general permits and the conditional permit exemption. The Department 

will take compliance and enforcement actions when it discovers violations which can vary depending on 

the severity of the violation. 

 

Malfunction Reporting Requirements 

 

Comment 84: The commentators ask what analysis the Department performed to justify the mandatory 

reporting of any malfunction or anomaly, regardless of whether it resulted in any emissions. (853, 867, 

871, 919)  

 

Response: The notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements in the proposed general permits 

were determined to satisfy 25 Pa. Code § 127.12b and § 127.441, which included all federal notification, 

recordkeeping, and reporting requirements. However, due to substantial comment, the Department has 
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reduced the number of these requirements. Nothing in the final general permits relieves the Responsible 

Official from the obligation to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.  

 

Comment 85: The commentators state that deviation reporting is unnecessary as it is specific to Title V 

source reporting, which is not appropriate for minor source authorizations or compliance activities. (916, 

919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053-1055)  

 

Response: “Affected sources” are required to meet all applicable state and federal requirements, 

including recordkeeping requirements for deviations for certain sources. For minor facilities, the federal 

requirements are the same with the only difference being a minor facility does not require a permit. 

However, in Pennsylvania, minor facilities are required to obtain a permit unless they are exempted. The 

deviation definition has been removed in the final general permits and defaults to the definition in the 

applicable federal subparts.  

 

Comment 86: The commentators state that adopting the definition of ‘malfunction’ in Section A, 

Condition 3, would result in a significant increase in the number of notifications and reporting 

associated with blowdown events. The commentators agree that the emissions from blowdowns should 

be included in the annual emissions inventory report, but disagrees that notification requirements should 

be adopted. The commentators also note that the TSD does not articulate a reasoned basis to require 

blowdown notifications. (930, 936, 944, 1052)  

 

The commentators point out that there are many reasons for blowdowns, generally for safety, and that 

blowdowns should not be considered malfunctions. Examples of when blowdowns may be required 

include when pressurized equipment is evacuated to conduct maintenance during planned or unplanned 

maintenance shutdowns and when pipeline demand changes, resulting in equipment being taken offline 

and depressurized for safety. In some cases, facilities may experience daily blowdowns or even multiple 

blowdowns per day, as part of standard operations. (930, 936, 1052) 

 

By classifying these types of events as malfunctions, the operators would be obligated to report under 

Section A, Condition 10(d)(ii) of the proposed general permits. The notification requirements as 

proposed would likely create a significant compliance burden. Operator experience is that blowdowns 

from standard operations do not trigger complaints from the public. If the Department has records of 

public complaints, they should be discussed with industry so a reasonable notification process can be 

developed to address concerns about blowdowns. For example, notification should be limited to 

emergency shutdowns and planned outages for major maintenance with a defined de minimis 

notification threshold to prevent excess notifications. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, blowdown notifications are required in accordance with the 

GP5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions. This eliminates notifications for scheduled and unscheduled 

blowdowns which do not result in an exceedance of the permit limits or create an offsite risk. Unplanned 

emergency shutdown events that result in a potential exceedance of permit emission limits or create an 

offsite risk are required to be reported. The required unscheduled blowdown must be notified to the 

Department because of uncertainty of emissions involved during the unscheduled blowdown. Process 

equipment incidents, or air pollution control equipment shutdown or reduction in control which results 

in methane, VOC, NOX, CO, HAP, or Formaldehyde emissions that exceed the general permits’ 

emissions limits or requirements are reportable.  
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Comment 87: The commentators state that the definition of “malfunction” is vague and overbroad. The 

notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements for malfunction should only be required if the 

malfunction causes an increase in emissions or creates a hazardous situation with respect to public safety 

or the environment. The commentators recommend using the current GP-5 Malfunction Reporting 

Instructions document as guidance as it was developed in cooperation with the Department and industry. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053-1055)  

 

Response: The terms “deviation” and “malfunction” are defined in the federal regulations. The 

requirements are not limited to Title V permits because there is an uncertainty of emissions involved in 

any malfunction. The notification and reporting requirements for a malfunction are consistent with 

federal regulations and the GP-5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions.  

 

Comment 88: The commentator states that controller malfunction records that are identified in LDAR 

inspections should satisfy the recordkeeping requirements through the survey record. These records are 

available to the Department upon request, so reporting should not be required. (1003, 1055)  

 

Response: To provide adequate information, malfunctions must be reported in accordance with 

Section A, Condition 11(c) of the final general permits. The GP-5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions 

should be used for guidance on notification, recordkeeping, and reporting.  

 

Comment 89: The commentator commends the Department on the malfunction reporting requirements 

of the proposed general permits. However, the commentator recommends changing all malfunction 

notifications to mandatory one-hour reporting and not allowing operators to judge whether the 

malfunction and resulting emissions pose “imminent danger” to health and safety. Personnel on-site do 

not have the information and expertise necessary to make that determination, nor do operators conduct 

immediate air sampling to identify the composition of gases emitted after a malfunction occurs. (1021, 

1037)  

 

Response: Imminent danger is clearly laid out in the GP-5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions. There is 

no “grace period” with reporting malfunctions. Malfunctions that may cause imminent danger are 

required to be reported within one hour to both the County Emergency Management Agency and the 

Department’s 24-hour Emergency Hotline. Malfunctions that do not create imminent danger are required 

to be reported within 24 hours. 

 

BAT Determinations 

 

Comment 90: The commentators state that the analyses presented in the Department’s TSD that 

accompanied the proposed general permits did not adequately justify certain controls as BAT. In some 

cases, the lack of justification was due to an inadequate cost-effectiveness analysis, in others because 

BAT was based on incomplete or inaccurate data. Economic factors such as the interest discount rate for 

capital investment and the estimated equipment life were apparently omitted from the analyses. (853, 

867, 871, 916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, 

consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 
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may be made available. The applicable emission limits of Federal NSPS and NESHAPS will serve as a 

baseline for determining the BAT.  

 

The resources utilized in the determination of BAT for GP-5 and GP-5A include the BAT included in 

the plan approvals which are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits 

issued by other states, for similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission 

limits, available stack test data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources.  

 

The emission limitations included in the GP-5 are determined by the Department to be technically and 

economically achievable. In addition, these emission limitations are determined to be sustainable during 

the life of the unit. The Department has determined that the emission limitations in the final GP-5 

constitute BAT.  

 

Cost-Effectiveness Thresholds 

 

Comment 91: The commentators state that the cost-effectiveness thresholds used by the Department 

have no apparent rationale and do not appear to be applied consistently. In addition, the proposed cost 

thresholds are much higher than those used in the recent RACT II rulemaking and in other general 

permits. The commentators recommend remaining consistent with other rules and general permits and 

use a range of $5,000 to $6,500 per ton of NOX removal. (916, 919, 928, 930, 936, 944, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: Nearby states such as New Jersey routinely require controls with cost-effectiveness values 

around $10,000/ton. More importantly, U.S. EPA determined that $10,000/ton was cost-effective for 

best available control technology (BACT) for the control of NOX emissions from petroleum refineries. 

See the Memorandum of John S. Seitz to Air Division Directors, re: BACT and LAER for Emissions of 

Nitrogen Oxides and Volatile Organic Compounds at Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Refinery Projects 

(January 19, 2001). 

 

The Department does not have a bright-line number for a case-by-case RACT II determination. The 

RACT threshold applied to existing sources is generally lower than the BAT threshold applied to new 

sources. The Department does not see any need to limit the cost-effectiveness range as suggested by the 

commentators for the determination of BAT for new sources in the final general permits. 

 

Multi-Pollutant Approach to Evaluating Cost-Effectiveness 

 

Comment 92: The commentators state that the Department should not apply a multi-pollutant approach 

when establishing cost-effectiveness thresholds or evaluating the cost-effectiveness of controls. This 

multi-pollutant approach is inconsistent with how BACT is determined in 40 CFR Part 52, which is how 

the Department has traditionally implemented BAT. Even if the Department asserts a multi-pollutant 

approach is warranted, the evaluation should include all pollutants, not just those that are reduced. (916, 

919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The Department did consider multipollutant for a single control 

system in the past BAT determination. If a single control system is designed to reduce multiple 

pollutants, it is appropriate to consider the reduction of all pollutants for the investment of a single 

control system for the evaluation of BAT.  
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The Exemption 38 finalized in 2013 required 95% control of any emission unit exceeding emission 

thresholds of 2.7 tpy of VOC, 0.5 tpy of single HAP, and 1.0 tpy of total HAP. It should be noted that 

not a single plan approval was submitted for an unconventional natural gas well site despite the 

requirement to install 95% VOC control on storage vessels and other equipment. This means either the 

installation of control is cost effective, or that the sources in question emit less than 2.7 tpy of VOC, 

0.5 tpy of single HAP, and 1.0 tpy of total HAP.  

 

Statutory/Regulatory Authority 

 

Comment 93: The commentators recommend that rather than expanding the applicability of GP-5 to 

include transmission stations, the Department should instead offer a separate permit for these facilities. 

By including transmission stations in the proposed GP-5, additional requirements are created that affect 

all three types of facilities. One example of this is the federal requirements for natural gas processing 

plants that now appear to apply to both compressor stations and transmissions stations in the proposed 

GP-5. The commentators recommend incorporating the requirements to remove this confusion. Another 

example is that transmission stations generally require higher total site horsepower than gathering or 

midstream facilities and have available grid power and access to pipeline quality gas so are likely to 

require ultra-low NOX limits to remain below the major source threshold. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department does not believe transmission sources need to be in a separate general 

permit. The source categories in GP-5 are also applicable to sources located at gas transmissions 

facilities. Therefore, GP-5 included sources located at gas transmission facilities. In lieu of seeking 

authorization to use GP-5, the owner or operator of sources located at gas transmissions facilities may 

apply for source specific plan approvals and operating permits.  

 

The Department has incorporated the federal requirements by reference except where a BAT 

determination was made and found to be more stringent than the federal requirements. The Department 

also evaluated engines with a wide range of horsepower used at natural gas production, compression, 

and transmission facilities. The Department has determined different BAT for various size categories 

covering engines located either at midstream or transmission facilities. The owner or operator of the 

respective facilities must comply with the applicable requirements.  

 

Comment 94: The commentators recommend deleting or clarifying the applicability of the proposed 

general permits to “new or modified” facilities as it raises questions concerning existing facilities. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Modified facilities are those that drill a new well, hydraulically fracture a new well, 

hydraulically fracture or refracture an existing well, or install a new source at a GP-5A applicable 

facility or those that install a new source at a GP-5 applicable facility. This means a modified facility 

that is not capable of meeting the conditions of Exemption 38(c) should obtain a GP-5A. A modified 

facility subject to the previous GP-5 should apply for the final GP-5 prior to modification. A modified 

facility subject to the final GP-5A or GP-5 should apply for a new authorization unless the modification 

meets the de minimis requirements of Section A, Condition 15.  

 

Comment 95: The commentators state that with data suggesting emissions from transmission stations 

are significant, it is critical for the sources to be subject to control and monitoring requirements. By 
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adopting these requirements Pennsylvania will be on par with other leading states, and the commentators 

support the Department in this decision. (1026, 1041)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment and agrees. The sources at natural gas transmission 

stations must meet all recordkeeping, reporting, monitoring, and testing requirements of the finalized 

GP-5.  

 

Applying BAT to Existing Sources 

 

Comment 96: The commentators recommend removing the applicability dates for all equipment so that 

all equipment at a facility would be subject to the same, most stringent, BAT standard. This is especially 

true for controlling methane emissions as the proposed general permits are the first to introduce a 

methane standard. (568, 1020)  

 

Response: All sources are required to implement BAT pursuant to 25 Pa. Code § 127.1 upon 

construction or modification. For plan approvals, 25 Pa. Code § 127.1 requires BAT to be determined by 

the Department at the time of issuance of the plan approval. BAT is not an evolving standard, meaning a 

source installed under one BAT determination is not required to change to a more stringent standard. 

However, if the source must be replaced or modified, it will be required to meet the current BAT 

applicable to the source.  

 

Comment 97: The commentators state that the proposed requirements based on construction date is 

critical to maintain. The relocation of units within Pennsylvania and modification to existing units 

should not trigger this section as neither relocated units nor modified units would increase the operator’s 

emissions. Both relocated and modified units would potentially require far more extensive cost and 

effort to retrofit. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Relocating an existing piece of equipment within a facility does not constitute new 

construction. However, relocating from one facility to a new facility constitutes construction of a new 

source and triggers the BAT requirement. Each federal subpart has its own applicability, which may be 

based on the manufacture date.  

 

Voluntary Measures as BAT 

 

Comment 98: The commentators recommend that the Department consider performance standards that 

have been voluntarily implemented by unconventional natural gas well site operators to qualify as BAT. 

The Center for Responsible Shale Development (CRSD) has developed performance standards that “are 

designed to be more stringent and in-depth than those required by state and federal governments.” 

Four companies that operate in Pennsylvania follow CRSD’s performance standards and are “Certified 

Responsible.” This strongly suggests that the equipment, devices, methods, and techniques that are 

required by the standards are “available” within the meaning of BAT.  

 

The equipment, devices, methods, and techniques required by CRSD’s performance standards would 

minimize the emissions of air contaminants to a greater extent than the proposed general permits. The 

Department’s TSD does not indicate it considered CRSD’s performance standards when establishing 

BAT and creating the terms and conditions in the proposed general permits. The Department should 

determine whether CRSD’s performance standards are BAT and revise the proposed general permits 

accordingly. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 
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690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 

1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The CRSD’s voluntary performance standards are generally less stringent than the terms and 

conditions of the final general permits. A comparison of CRSD, EPA and state standards is available on 

the Department’s website, under the Methane Reduction Strategy page, see Briefing Paper - Appendix. 

 

Methane Control 

 

Comment 99: The commentators state that the proposed general permits establish a 200 tpy threshold 

for permitting emissions of methane and are concerned that establishing a threshold through the general 

permits, rather than a formal rulemaking process subject to the full administrative process established by 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, sets an onerous precedent. U.S. EPA has not established a National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for methane or for CO2 equivalent. The proposed 200 tpy 

methane de minimis threshold does not have a basis in underlying federal or state regulations.  

 

The TSD indicates that the threshold was established by back-calculating a methane limit from the VOC 

threshold of 2.7 tpy and a factor based on an analysis of natural gas methane and VOC content. The 

analysis used a very limited sample of gas composition analyses and no information was provided as to 

how these samples were selected or whether they are typical of natural gas composition. Two averages 

were derived, an average de minimis value based on the individual calculated and a de minimis value 

based on an average gas composition. The 200 tpy de minimis threshold was derived from the average 

gas composition and appears to have been arbitrarily selected based on subjective opinion.  

 

The commentators recommend the Department perform additional analysis as part of a separate 

rulemaking to determine whether a limit is appropriate and, if so, to justify the methane threshold which 

triggers air permitting requirements. In the interim, the commentators recommend that the proposed 

general permits continue to adopt the existing VOC emission threshold of 2.7 tons per year to determine 

permit applicability. (853, 867, 871, 916, 919, 928, 930, 936, 944, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1052-1056)  

 

Response: The process for determining the methane control threshold is shown in Appendix A of the 

TSD. The analysis was expanded from the TSD proposed on February 4, 2017, based on comments 

received. Questionable gas samples were discarded and new gas samples were incorporated. In addition, 

all units are clearly indicated in the analysis.  

 

The discussion can be found under Table 10, which shows the results of the calculations performed. The 

200 tpy methane control threshold is one of four tests; others are 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy of a single HAP, 

and 1.0 tpy of total HAP to determine if glycol dehydration units, storage vessels, pumps, and pigging 

operations require the installation of control. Emissions greater than or equal to any one of the limits 

requires that the source be controlled. The Department’s BAT is applicable to each source or an 

emission unit, not to an entire facility, which is why 200 tpy is a source or unit-specific threshold and 

not a facility-wide control threshold.  

 

Comment 100: The commentators state it is inappropriate to calculate a de minimis amount of a 

pollutant by merely considering the ratio of emission rates of that pollutant and another pollutant from 

the same source. The 200 tpy of methane threshold equates to approximately $200,000 in damage, at 

$1,000 per ton of methane which is a central estimate of damage as determined by U.S. EPA in their 



 

June 2018  52 
 

social cost of methane calculations. The commentators state that such extensive damage cannot be 

considered de minimis.  

 

The commentators recommend that the Department improve the proposed general permits by 

significantly lowering the methane control threshold for glycol dehydration units, storage vessels, and 

pigging operations. (3-8, 11-14, 17, 18, 20-22, 24, 25, 28, 29-31, 35, 36, 38-40, 43-46, 48, 49, 51-53, 

55-57, 59-61, 63-65, 67, 69-72, 74-79, 82-86, 89-96, 99, 101-104, 106-109, 111, 113, 116, 117-119, 

121, 122-145, 147, 148, 150152, 155-169, 172-176, 178-190, 192-200, 202-205, 207-219, 221-224, 

228-231, 234-239, 241-245, 247, 250, 251, 253-255, 257, 258, 261-271, 273-280, 283, 285, 287, 289, 

291-300, 303-305, 308-310, 312, 314-322, 324-327, 329-334, 336-339, 342-344, 347-349, 351, 352, 

354, 356-358, 360, 362, 363, 366, 367, 369-374, 376, 380, 384-387, 389-391, 393-406, 408, 409, 

411-414, 417-419, 421, 423-425, 427-436, 439442, 445, 448-459, 461-470, 474, 475, 477-481, 484-488, 

490, 492-495, 497-499, 501, 502, 504-517, 519525, 527-534, 536-544, 546-550, 552-554, 556-563, 

565-568, 571-575, 577-580, 582, 583, 585-591, 593595, 599-604, 607-613, 616-620, 622-624, 627-631, 

633-639, 641-643, 645-649, 651-665, 667-669, 671674, 677, 679-683, 685, 687-689, 691-705, 708-710, 

712-714, 717-728, 730-732, 735-745, 747, 749, 750, 752-755, 756, 759-763, 765-768, 770, 771, 

773-776, 779-783, 786-799, 802, 807-809, 811, 813, 815-817, 819-825, 827-839, 842, 845-852, 875, 

876, 878-899, 1004, 1007-1009, 1014, 1017, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 

1037-1040, 1042, 1057-2335, 4602, 4629-5105)  

 

Response: EPA used a Social Cost for Methane of $1,000 (in 2012 $ per metric ton) at a discount rate of 

3% in the rulemaking of NSPS Subpart OOOOa for oil and gas industries. EPA’s social cost for 

methane ranges from $1,000 to $2,800 for various discount rates. The estimate of $2,800 is the 

95th percentile of the social cost for methane. EPA’s conclusion is largely based on its use of a model 

called the Social Cost of Methane. EPA used this model to place a present-dollar value on projected 

future benefits to the climate from reducing methane emissions. Based on the model and the 

three percent discount rate that EPA used in the cost effectiveness analysis, EPA determined that every 

ton of methane emissions that this rule prevents was worth $1,100 in 2015. 

 

The Department used a conservative measure of $1,000/ton methane reduced as cost effectiveness 

threshold for feasibility of methane reduction measures. The 200 tpy methane control threshold is one of 

four tests; others are 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy of a single HAP, and 1.0 tpy of total HAP; to determine if 

glycol dehydration units, storage vessels, pumps, and pigging operations require the installation of 

control. Emissions greater than or equal to any one of the limits requires that the source be controlled. 

The Department’s BAT is applicable to each source, not to an entire facility, which is why the 200 tpy 

threshold is a source-specific and not a facility-wide control threshold.  

 

The detailed analysis is included in the TSD. 

 

Comment 101: The commentators state that Department asserted in the TSD that 200 tpy of methane is 

the equivalent of 2.7 tpy of VOC. However, this analysis assumes they are equivalent in terms of cost 

which the Department must conduct an analysis to determine if this is true. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department does not assert that 200 tpy of methane is equivalent to 2.7 tpy VOC. The 

Department showed, by way of engineering calculations, that an emitted gas stream of a certain 

composition would emit 2.7 tpy VOC and 200 tpy methane. The Department considered the costs for 

VOC and methane separately.  
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Comment 102: The commentator states that for BAT “the emission limitation included in the general 

permits must be technically and economically feasible and must be sustainable during the life of the air 

pollution source.” The Department has not demonstrated this criterion for several requirements; for 

example, well pad sources and compressor station sources, to a lesser extent, may exceed an 

uncontrolled 200 tpy methane PTE initially, but may drop off over time. This reduction in emissions 

should be included in the Department’s evaluation of the expected life of the equipment. (919)  

 

Response: The emission limitations included in the general permits are technically and economically 

feasible, and the limits are sustainable during the life of the air pollution source through proper 

maintenance of the source and associated control. A reduction in the throughput of a source due to 

declining well pressure has no bearing on whether a control device will be effective; in fact, the 

reduction in volume will result in an additional reduction in emissions. However, if the operator desires 

to remove a control, they may submit a plan approval application to determine a case-by-case BAT.  

 

Comment 103: The commentators state that methane emissions have been reduced as a co-benefit of 

utilizing controls principally designed or intended to reduce other emissions. The Department should 

recognize these co-benefits, which are already being realized in Pennsylvania through Exemption 38. 

Although the federal regulations on which Exemption 38 is based were promulgated to reduce VOC 

emissions, they have served to also reduce methane as they originate from the same hydrocarbon stream. 

(916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that controlling VOC will help control methane. However, for dry 

gas well sites, there is minimal VOC in the gas stream, which may allow the owner or operator to install 

and operate high methane-emitting sources without triggering VOC control. Under Exemption 38(c) and 

GP-5A, the owner or operator will be required to install and operate control on an individual source 

when methane emissions will exceed 200 tpy.  

 

General Requirements 

 

Comment 104: The commentators state that the General Requirements section should provide overall 

facility requirements and clarity in terms of language and definitions. For many parts of this section, the 

Department has tried to combine definitions and requirements from multiple federal regulations, which 

leads to confusion. In addition, the Department notes the federal regulations as the basis for the state 

regulatory language; when these federal regulations are modified, it raises a question of regulatory 

authority and a resulting need to modify the general permit to maintain applicability. For these reasons, 

the commentators recommend that the Department incorporate the federal regulations by reference. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053-1055)  

 

Response: The Department has incorporated the federal regulations by reference except where a BAT 

determination was made and found to be more stringent than the federal requirements.  

 

Definitions 

 

Comment 105: The commentator states that if the Department’s intent was to take various federal 

definitions and create one definition for industry to follow to reduce confusion, although the 

commentator appreciates the intent, the result just leads to an additional definition to comply with. Also, 

if one of the federal definitions were to change, then industry would still have to comply with the 
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revised federal definition. Therefore, the commentator recommends the Department simply cite the 

existing defined terms. (1055)  

 

Response: As stated in Section A, Condition 3 “Words and terms that are not otherwise defined in this 

General Permit shall have the meanings set forth in Section 3 of the APCA (35 P.S. § 4003) and 

Title 25, Article III including 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 unless the context indicates otherwise.  

  

The meanings set forth in applicable definitions codified in the Federal Code of Regulations including 

40 CFR Part 60, Subparts KKK, JJJJ, KKKK, OOOO, and OOOOa or 40 CFR Part 63, Subparts HH and 

ZZZZ shall also apply to this General Permit.” The definitions included in GPs assures compliance with 

all applicable state and federal requirements. Federal definitions are used for the applicable federal 

requirements. The definitions provided in the final GPs and at 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 are used for 

applicability of the state requirements.  

 

Comment 106: The commentator states that the terms “blowdown” and “venting” should be defined as 

“releases to atmosphere of pressurized natural gas.” The commentator states that it will not be possible 

to comply with the proposed GP-5A requirements unless these terms are defined. (1003)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees; not every word must be defined. Blowdown and venting are self-

explanatory, blowdowns being a venting operation conducted to purge gas from equipment that is idled 

or being prepared for maintenance. Venting is releasing pressurized natural gas to the atmosphere.  

 

Comment 107: The commentators state that the definition of “coal bed methane” in the previous GP-5 

is sufficient and should not be changed. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. In the final version of GP-5, the Department has reverted to the 

definition of coal bed methane found in the previous GP-5.  

 

Comment 108: The commentators state that the Department blends language from more than 

ten regulatory references and at least five federal subparts to provide the definitions of “difficult-to-

monitor” and “unsafe-to-monitor.”  The current GP-5 currently requires facilities to meet applicable 

federal regulations, which would include definitions referenced by those programs. It should be noted 

that these regulatory definitions typically apply only to a leak detection and repair program that uses 

Method 21. For facilities that perform LDAR in accordance with the current GP-5, which is based on 

FLIR/OGI technology, these definitions have limited applicability. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees and has removed the definitions of “difficult-to-monitor” and 

“unsafe-to-monitor” from the final version of the general permits.  

 

Comment 109: The commentators state that the definition appears to be a blend of six regulatory 

definitions found in 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts VV, VVa, KKK, OOOO, and OOOOa and 40 CFR Part 63 

Subpart HH. These federal Subparts are already referenced in the previous and proposed GP-5. The 

commentators recommended a new definition for facilities subject to a GP-5-only monitoring program 

and not a federally regulated program.  
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The commentators state that the definition of “fugitive emissions component” is inconsistent with the 

definition in 40 CFR § 60.5430a because, as written, it does not exclude covers, closed vent systems, 

thief hatches, or other openings on a controlled storage vessel. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: As stated in Section A Condition 3 “Words and terms that are not otherwise defined in this 

General Permit shall have the meanings set forth in Section 3 of the APCA (35 P.S. § 4003) and 

Title 25, Article III including 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 unless the context indicates otherwise.  

 

The meanings set forth in applicable definitions codified in the Federal Code of Regulations including 

40 CFR Part 60, Subparts KKK, JJJJ, KKKK, OOOO, and OOOOa or 40 CFR Part 63, Subparts HH and 

ZZZZ shall also apply to this General Permit.” The definitions included in GPs assures compliance with 

all applicable state and federal requirements. Federal definitions are used for the applicable federal 

requirements. The definitions provided in the final GPs and at 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 are used for 

applicability of the state requirements.  

 

Comment 110: The commentators suggest the definition of “gob gas” in the current GP-5 is sufficient, 

and should not be changed. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: There is no definition of “gob gas” in the current GP-5. One was added to the proposed GP-5 

for clarity, and the definition was included in the final GP-5.  

 

Comment 111: The commentators suggest that the definition of “haul road” be deleted as Section B is 

not appropriate as BAT for GP-5 sources and should be removed, and the definition would not be 

needed if the proposed alternative language for control of fugitive particulate emissions is adopted. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department has removed the definition of “haul road” from the general permits as 

Section B, relating to Fugitive Particulate Matter has been removed and replaced with a citation to 

25 Pa. Code §§ 123.1 and 123.2 in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 112: The commentators recommend that the definition of “leak” be altered, and if the 

suggested definition is not adopted, it is recommended that the definition of “leak” be made consistent 

with the federal definition. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The leak definition is consistent with the federal definition for fugitive emissions. The 

Department has excluded releases from any equipment or component designed by the manufacturer to 

protect the equipment, controller and personnel, and to prevent ground water contamination, gas 

migration, or an emergency situation. The Department will not allow operators to exclude detected leaks 

by switching detection methods mid-inspection.  

 

Comment 113: The commentators state that the definition of “leak” does not match the definition given 

in Section K Condition 1(d). The definition in this section includes any detectable release, while 

Condition 1(d) gives a threshold of 500 ppmv for instrument detection. (919 ,928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 

1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment and has corrected this oversight in the final general 

permits.  
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Comment 114: The commentator states that there is no definition for “modification,” which is of critical 

importance to existing sources. Understanding what constitutes a “modification” is vital to industry as 

certain modifications will require existing sources to apply for and obtain the general permit. The term 

“modification” is defined differently across the spectrum of state and federal regulations; specifically, a 

modification under 40 CFR Part 60 is not necessarily a modification under the new source review 

regulations or Pennsylvania’s plan approval regulations. The commentator points out that it appears the 

GP-5A is attempting to accommodate both definitions, and as such, the Department should clearly 

define what constitutes a modification and the associated permitting obligations triggered by modifying 

an existing affected source. (1055)  

 

Response: The definition of modification found in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 applies.  

 

Comment 115: The commentators state that the definitions for “natural gas compressor station,” 

“natural gas processing plant,” “natural gas transmission station,” and “point of custody transfer” 

provide no additional clarity or import to the GP-5 and suggest that they be removed. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees; the definitions for these terms have been added for clarity.  

 

Comment 116: The commentators state that the definition for “natural gas compressor station” 

includes compressor stations that compress coalbed methane and gob gas. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 

1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: This is correct and consistent with the previous GP-5.  

 

Comment 117: The commentators suggest that the definition of “pigging operations” be replaced with a 

definition of “pigging vessel.” This is to clarify to the permitting engineers that the volume and 

operating conditions for the entire pipe and launching/receiving vessels are not required to calculate 

emissions. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The purpose of the definition of “pigging operation” is to describe the operation and not to 

instruct how to calculate emissions. As a result, the Department will not make the requested change.  

 

Comment 118: The commentators agree with the definition of “sour gas” and do not find any conflict 

with other regulatory requirements. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 119: The commentator states that the definition for “start of production” should not limit 

well flow to temporary equipment to only 30 days, as it is not always possible to meet this limit. (919)  

 

Response: The definition is to clarify the term “start of production,” which is only used to determine 

when to start an instrument-based LDAR program. There is no impact on exceeding 30 days other than 

operators have 60 days from the 31st day of selling gas through temporary equipment to conduct the 

first instrument-based LDAR survey.  
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Comment 120: The commentator states that the definition of “well completion” is a point in time (i.e., 

“the beginning of the flowback period…”). This differs from the federal definition of a “well 

completion” as “…the process that allows the flowback of…” Such reinterpretations of existing 

definitions may lead to confusion for both the industry and the Department. (1055)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. The final GP-5A does not have a separate definition for “well 

completion.”  

 

Comment 121: The commentator suggests adding a definition for “wet gas.” (972, 981)  

 

Response: The final general permits do not include a definition for the term “wet gas” because there are 

no requirements explicitly needed for “wet gas” operations.  

 

Applicability/Scope 

 

Comment 122: The commentators show support for the applicable sources, but recommend that the 

requirements should be extended to include transmission and distribution pipelines. However, the 

commentators believe that all methane emissions from operations, production, completion, and 

transmission are major sources of pollution and should be required to obtain plan approvals and Title V 

operating permits. (491, 568, 1038)  

 

Response: Utility distribution lines and transmission pipelines are under the jurisdiction of the PA 

Public Utility Commission or the US Department of Transportation. Applicants must demonstrate to the 

Department’s satisfaction that their facility is minor to be eligible for a general permit. Major sources are 

required to obtain plan approvals and operating permits in accordance with 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127.  

 

Comment 123: The commentators state that the proposed GP-5A applies to unconventional natural gas 

wells. The commentators recommend that the GP-5A also apply to unconventional wells that also 

produce oil. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The definition of “unconventional well” specifically excludes wells that produce oil (see 

58 PA.C.S § 3203). GP-5A was developed in conjunction with Exemption 38 which exempts oil wells 

from permitting.  

 

Comment 124The commentators recommend adding categories for facility gas releases from 

blowdowns that are not from an emission source covered in one of the existing 14 operations or 

emission sources in Section A Condition 4 and from maintenance, startup, or shutdown operations or 

clarifying where the emissions fit into the proposed GP-5. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The Department has substantially revised the blowdown requirements, obviating the need to 

add a new category. Blowdowns are required to be reported in accordance with the GP-5 Malfunction 

Reporting Instructions.  

 

Comment 125: The commentators recommend that the GP-5A should only be applicable after 

permanent operations have commenced. Temporary activities, such as those covered in Sections C and 

D of the proposed GP-5A, should not be included. This is primarily because, as written, the GP-5A 

would require the identification of production equipment specifications before the well characteristics 

are known. This would create additional burden for both industry and the Department, as frequent 
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amendments would have to be filed as actual equipment requirements become known. (928, 930, 952, 

987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department concurs. Sources covered under Sections C and D of the proposed GP-5A 

have been included in Exemption 38 and removed from the final GP-5A.  

 

Comment 126: The commentators state that the current GP-5 has no references to pigging operations, 

and the commentator is unclear what federal regulations are being referenced in the Department’s 

comment on pigging operations in the Basis Document. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department’s referenced comment starting with “Slightly modified from the current 

GP-5 to reflect updates to federal regulations…” applies to the entire list, not just pigging operations. 

This comment refers to dehydrators, engines, turbines, reciprocating and centrifugal compressors, 

storage vessels, fugitive emissions components, controllers, and enclosed flares and other emission 

control devices as applicable sources that existed in the previous GP-5 that were reexamined in the 

context of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. Subpart OOOOa also required the addition of pumps to the 

applicability list “…and Department BAT analyses.” Fugitive particulate matter, combustion units, 

tanker truck load-out operations, and pigging operations were examined and added to the applicability 

list in the context of BAT as required in 25 Pa. Code § 127.1.  

 

Comment 127: The commentators support the inclusion of transmission stations in the final GP-5. (56, 

410, 916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1019, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the support for this inclusion.  

 

Comment 128: The commentators support the inclusion of pigging operations in the final general 

permits and reciprocating compressors and wellbore liquids unloading in the final GP-5A. (8, 25, 32-34, 

42, 43, 49, 51, 54, 56, 59, 75, 78, 91, 94, 97, 98, 102, 107, 112, 116, 127, 132, 137, 153, 166, 178, 190, 

191, 202, 219, 225, 239, 240, 243, 255, 270, 272, 273, 288, 282, 309, 325, 332, 336, 348, 351, 357, 365, 

376, 391, 393, 401, 415, 418, 431, 440, 444, 446, 454, 459, 479, 482, 487, 490, 496, 500, 526, 543, 569, 

578, 592, 600, 638, 644, 651, 670, 672, 673, 686, 689, 711, 720, 730, 731, 742, 745, 757, 760, 763, 775, 

780, 796, 806, 822, 823, 828, 832, 845, 1019, 8754-9357)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the support for the inclusion of pigging operations in the final 

general permits and reciprocating compressors and wellbore liquids unloading in the final GP-5A.  

 

Prohibited Use of the General Permit 

 

Comment 129: The commentators note that a facility that produces or processes sour gas is not 

authorized to use the proposed GP-5. The commentators state that while the Department does not 

approve of the use of sweetening units for sulfur removal, the regulatory basis for this requirement is not 

clear. The commentators recommend that the Department revise this section to make it clear that the 

proposed GP-5 cannot be used to permit sweetening units. It should be noted that the processes 

permitted in the proposed GP-5 do not produce sour gas. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  
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Response: The Department is aware that the GP-5 applies to compression, processing, and transmission 

facilities and that none of these facilities produce sour gas. The use of the GP-5 is still prohibited for use 

by any of these facilities that process sour gas.  

 

The Department does not disapprove of the use of sweetening units for sulfur removal. However, sour 

gas is rare in the Marcellus region, and facilities that produce or process sour gas warrant additional 

evaluation. Because these sources are not able to be addressed in the same standardized permit 

conditions, these general permits are not available for facilities handling sour gas. 

 

Section A, Condition 4(a) clearly states that sweetening units are not applicable sources under the 

general permits.  

 

Comment 130: The commentator commends the Department for including the provision against 

circumvention. (1032)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 131: The commentators recommend that the Department clarify or delete Section A, 

Condition 5(d) of the proposed GP-5A because it interferes with the ability of an operator to drill 

additional wells at an existing production location. It is not uncommon for an operator, based on 

economics, business plan, and other considerations, to drill one well on a pad and then return several 

years later to construct additional wells. As written, this requirement seems to prevent this. (916, 928, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: This condition is consistent with 25 Pa. Code § 127.216 and was included in the previous 

GP-5. Phased construction over time based on the factors listed in the comment would not constitute 

circumvention unless it can be demonstrated that the pattern of development was intentionally designed 

to avoid NSR. NSR only applies to major facilities, which are ineligible to use the general permits.  

 

Authorization to Use the General Permit 

 

Comment 132: The commentators state that Condition 6 does not specify how the Department will 

grant authorization or the timeline to expect a response after submitting an initial application. The 

current GP-5 suggests that an actual permit will be issued but does not clearly state if authorization is 

required following an application or if non-response from the Department after a given period of time 

constitutes authorization to use GP-5. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: When a complete application is received, the Department is required to take an action within 

30 days as specified by 25 Pa. Code § 127.621(c). Notification to the operator of their authorization to 

use the general permits will be given either through the ePermit system or via mail.  

 

Comment 133: The commentator states that “modification” has been defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. 

Contrary to this definition, in its Exemption 38 FAQ document, the Department has identified scenarios 

where in-kind changes or like-for-like changes of equipment are deemed a modification. This creates 

uncertainty to operators as to when a modification has been made and requires reapplication. In addition, 

for scenarios where the operator is not increasing the emissions of the facility, the commentator 

recommends that notification to the Department is sufficient in lieu of a permit application. Requiring a 

permit application is not an effective use of Department resources for minor administrative changes 
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associated with an in-kind change. Absent the installation of additional equipment or replacing 

equipment with new equipment with higher emission, there is no need for the Department to conduct a 

full permit application review. (991)  

 

Response: In accordance with 25 Pa Code Chapter 127, the Department considers the installation of “in 

kind” replacement of sources as new sources subject to BAT requirements. The final general permits 

allow replacement of equipment at the facility with identical equipment if the owner or operator 

complies with the requirements of 25 Pa. Code § 127.449(a), (b), and (d) through (i). The equipment 

being replaced needs to meet the current applicable BAT compliance requirements. The owner or 

operator must submit written notification in accordance with the additional information such as the 

manufacturer, model, rated capacity, and serial number of the equipment; and a certification from the 

owner or operator that the equipment will meet all applicable terms and conditions of this General 

Permit. The notification must be signed by a Responsible Official and acknowledge that the certifying 

party is aware of the penalties for unsworn falsification to governmental authorities as established under 

18 Pa. C.S. § 4904. The certification must also state that based on the information and belief formed 

after reasonable inquiry, that the information in the notice is true, accurate, and complete; and the notice 

must identify and describe the pollutants that will be emitted as a result of the de minimis emissions 

increase and provide emission rates in tons per year and in terms necessary to establish compliance with 

any applicable requirements. The new Authorization to Use GP-5A is required for any engine requiring 

the installation of SCR to control NOX emissions.  

 

Comment 134: The commentators state that Condition 6(b) is another example of the Department 

requiring immense detail to activities that do not warrant the scrutiny. The typical 18-month lapse of 

construction limit does not account for the unique situations found at well sites. Although it is not 

common, it is possible for there to be an 18-month lapse between the drilling and completion of a well. 

While the Department allows for an extension if the request for extension is submitted at least 30 days 

prior to the end of the 18-month lapse, a complete permit application would be required if the request is 

denied. These commentators recommend striking the 18-month requirement, one commentator 

suggested replacing it with “at the end of the 5-year term” and states that operators should have the 

flexibility to begin and complete construction at any time within the 5-year window. (919, 928, 930, 

952, 972, 981, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: As required in 25 Pa. Code Section 127.13, if the construction, modification or installation is 

not commenced within 18 months of the issuance of the plan approval or if there is more than an 

18-month lapse in construction, modification, or installation, a new plan approval application or 

extension request is required. Therefore, if there is a lapse in construction for more than 18-months the 

operator should request an extension with proper justification.  

 

Comment 135: The commentators state that the proposed GP-5 and GP-5A require a complete permit 

reapplication when facility ownership is transferred. The commentators recommend that the Department 

handle change of ownership via a notification process similar to that currently implemented in other 

states. The commentators state that even with the improved change of ownership process, the standard 

application fee would still apply. One commentator recommends that the Department create a simple 

form to address transfers that will capture the relevant owner and operator information to affect a quick 

and efficient transfer of the permit from one entity to another. There can be an associated fee; however, 

the commentator suggests that the full application fee of $1,700 seems unjustified for a simple permit 

transfer. One commentator recommends that transfer of ownership should not impose incremental 
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controls when there is no change in equipment or operations and should not trigger re-permitting. (916, 

928, 930, 949, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department included an abbreviated change of ownership process that does not include 

reapplication unless the facility undergoes modification or requires a single source determination. See 

Section A, Condition 6(d) of the final general permits for details including the required fees.  

 

Comment 136: The commentators appreciate the addition of administrative amendments to the 

proposed GP-5. However, the commentators state that the associated fee under Section A Condition 7 

appears to have been taken from the fee used for minor modifications. It is the understanding of the 

commentators that minor modifications cannot be done under the GP-5 and that an administrative 

amendment under a plan approval is processed without charge. Therefore, the commentators recommend 

that the Department remove the fee for administrative amendments. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The administrative amendment fee of $300 from 25 Pa. Code § 127.702(g)(3) is for a source 

proposing a change in ownership of a plan approval as per Condition No. 6(e). A fee of $375 from 

25 Pa. Code § 127.703(b)(3) is for extension, modification, revision, renewal, and reissuance of an 

operating permit. The Department used the lesser of the two fees as the administrative amendment fee 

for GP-5 and GP-5A. A change of ownership is an administrative amendment as per §127.450(4).  

 

General Permit Fees 

 

Comment 137: The commentators ask what fees must accompany each permit application and what 

analysis was done to justify the amount of each fee. The commentators also ask what authority the 

Department has to impose a fee outside of the rulemaking process. Other commentators state that the 

Department does not have the statutory or regulatory authority to impose an Administrative Amendment 

Fee of $300. The authority to impose and set the amount of each fee is established in 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 127. This chapter does not establish an Administrative Amendment Fee. The commentators 

recommend removing this fee as it is not authorized. One commentator asks what is the operational need 

for the Department to draw annual fees from the GP-5A? The Department would, for example, collect 

$34,000 in fees from each operator that drills on 20 new well pads per year. (853, 867, 871, 916, 919, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The fees are applied in accordance with 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 Subchapter I. These fees 

provide necessary funds for the Department to ensure review of annual reports, review of annual 

emissions inventory reports, inspections, review of stack test results, and other functions associated with 

the general permit. Even with these fees, the Department will not collect enough funds to defray the 

expenses associated with permitting and exempted activities. Administrative Amendment Fee of $300 

applies for activities identified in Section A, Condition No. 6(e). This fee is in accordance with 

§ 127.702(g). The annual operating permit administrative fee of $375 applies to all operating permits 

including GP-5A which is in accordance with § 127.703(c). 

 

Applicable Laws 

 

Comment 138: The commentators state that the language “Wherever possible, the terms and conditions 

of this General Permit have been streamlined to satisfy both federal and state requirements,” has no 

value and should be removed. The commentators further state that requiring applicants to comply with 
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“local laws” is beyond the scope and authority of a general permit and should be removed. (916, 928, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees and has removed this language from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 139: The commentators state that, as proposed, the GP-5 would include coverage of 

gathering compressor stations, processing plants, and transmission compressor stations; however, the 

cited federal regulations are not clearly identified as to their applicability to various operations. For 

example, portions of 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart HH are copied into Section D. However, these 

requirements are not applicable at transmission compressor stations past the point of custody transfer. 

The permit conditions do not account for this distinction. Another example is that LDAR requirements 

that are applicable at processing plants have separate and distinct requirements as outlined in 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subparts KKK, OOOO, and OOOOa. The Department has failed to account for this distinction 

appropriately and has applied LDAR provisions recently finalized in OOOOa for compressor stations to 

processing plants. The commentators state that in the GP-5A, Section A Condition 8(b) correctly 

incorporates by reference certain federal regulations that apply to operations located at well sites or 

pigging stations. The commentators recommend that incorporation by reference be used as duplication 

of the specific requirements is unnecessary. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final GPs are revised to incorporate federal requirements by reference wherever 

applicable. In addition to NSPS Subpart OOOOa requirements, state BAT requirements are included in 

the GP-5. There is no functional difference between glycol dehydrators located at a gathering 

compressor station or transmission compressor station. Thus, GP-5 includes BAT requirements for 

sources irrespective of the fact, whether they are subject to NSPS requirements or not.  

 

Compliance Requirements and Compliance Certification 

 

Comment 140: The commentators recommend that the language of the current GP-5 be maintained and 

clarification be added that the proposed GP-5 may replace existing requirements with requirements that 

the Department deems to be equivalent. This could include monitoring and recordkeeping requirements 

for which the current GP-5 provides equivalent language regarding compliance and emission reporting. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 requirements apply for new or modified sources. Existing facilities that apply 

for renewal shall comply with the monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements of the final 

GP-5.  

 

Comment 141: The commentators state that toxicity science and public health research has emphasized 

that peaks in air pollution exposures often trigger respiratory and cardiac emergencies. Therefore, the 

proposed general permits should require the forecast of risk of exposure to toxic doses of hazardous 

chemicals over both short- and long-term exposure, reflective of the current science of toxicity. 

Currently, an applicant is only required to submit PTE reports measured in tons per year, and only 

accountable for one year rolling average actual release amounts. In contrast, OSHA and other agencies 

consider toxic exposure in parts per million over a given number of hours. The proposed permits should 

require applicants to use new simulation techniques to estimate public exposure in relevant time and 

space with consideration for topographic or meteorological conditions that might enhance exposure. (27, 

805)  
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Response: Forecasting risk and exposure is generally only done for major facilities subject to PSD, 

which requires modelling and risk determinations. Minor sources, which are the only sources eligible to 

apply for the general permits, are typically not required to perform the expensive modelling. The 

applicants are required to submit actual emission reports, measured in tons per year on a 12-month 

rolling basis, to ensure the facility is a minor source.  

 

Comment 142: The commentators state that Section A, Condition 9(b) only allows two scenarios to stay 

below the emission rates listed in Condition 9(a) of the proposed GP-5. This limits the possibility for 

process improvements or other means that may result in reduced emissions. The commentators 

recommend that this requirement be removed. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department has revised this condition to allow for process improvements and other 

means of emissions reductions in addition to limiting facility throughput and hours of operation as 

methods to constrain emissions.  

 

Comment 143: The commentators state that under the proposed general permits, sources and associated 

air pollution control equipment located at a facility shall be operated and maintained in such a manner 

that malodors are not detectable outside the property of the owner or operator on whose land the facility 

is being operated in accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 123.31. This requirement is difficult for industry to 

comply with and for the Department to enforce due to the subjective nature of what is malodorous and 

the variability of the sense of smell between people. The commentators suggest deleting the odor 

requirements from the general permits and developing recommendations through the technical guidance 

process that provide protocols for complaint response, testing procedures, and suggested corrective 

actions if odors are an issue at a facility. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: 25 Pa. Code § 123.31 is an applicable requirement for all facilities in Pennsylvania, except 

for odors from the production of agricultural commodities in their unmanufactured state on the premises 

of a farm operation. As an applicable requirement, it is listed in the permit for ease of reference and to 

make compliance easier for the permittee and enforcement easier for the Department. It would still be an 

applicable requirement if it was deleted from the permit, and would likely be the source of contention 

between the permittee, the public, and the Department. Therefore, the Department maintains this 

condition in the permit. Moreover, any potential odor complaints will be handled on a case-by-case 

basis. 

 

Comment 144: The commentators ask what authority the Department relies upon for conditioning 

receipt of an air quality permit on adherence to federal, state, or local noise limitations. The 

commentators ask what is the correlation between noise levels and ambient air quality and why the 

Department only imposes such standards on the oil and gas industry. (853, 867, 871)  

 

Response: The Department removed the noise requirements from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 145: The commentators state that Section A, Condition 9(d) of the proposed GP-5 is 

inconsistent with 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. Specifically, it references 40 CFR § 60.5365a(i) 

which refers to well sites and therefore is not applicable to the GP-5. Also, the terms of the modification 

states “…where new equipment is installed…” which is inconsistent with 40 CFR § 60.5365a(j) which 

refers to compressor stations. The modification only applies if it is the installation of a new compressor, 

or replacing a compressor that results in an increase in total horsepower. The terms of the modification 
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are also inconsistent with 40 CFR § 60.5365a(f) which only applies to the addition or replacement of 

equipment for process improvement that requires capital expenditure as defined in 40 CFR § 60.5430a at 

processing plants. In addition, the Department does not evaluate the impact of applying leak detection 

standards as currently proposed to equipment that is neither new nor modified when existing facilities 

are required to renew their GP-5 permit. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final GPs, Section A, Condition No. 10(d) dealing with fugitive emissions requirements 

are modified as follows: “The owner or operator of an existing facility where a new well is drilled, 

hydraulically fractured hydraulically refractured or where new equipment is installed or a modified an 

existing source shall comply with applicable BAT requirements established in this General Permit.” 

 

Comment 146: The commentators state that Section A, Condition 9(d) of the proposed GP-5A states 

that “the owner or operator of an existing facility where a new well is drilled or hydraulically fractured, 

an existing well is hydraulically refractured, or new equipment is installed becomes a modified facility 

with respect to the fugitive emissions components requirements of Section K. The Department should 

require operators who modify a facility to bring other equipment, especially pneumatic controllers and 

wet seal centrifugal compressors, at the site into compliance with the new source standards under the 

proposed GP-5A. At a minimum, the Department should ensure that emissions from controllers at 

modified sites be minimized by applying the standards for emissions to both continuous-bleed and 

intermittent-bleed controllers; require LDAR to ensure that intermittent-bleed devices do not bleed 

continuously, that continuous-bleed devices do not vent excessively, and that controllers do not leak 

from places other than the vent port; and that facilities with available power, whether grid power or 

generated on site, install zero-bleed controllers. This is similar to Wyoming Department of 

Environmental Quality’s requirement as described in Oil and Gas Production Facilities: Chapter 6 

Section 2 Permitting Guidance. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 

1037, 1039, 1040, 1042)  

 

Response: The final GPs, Section A, Condition No. 10(d) dealing with fugitive emissions requirements 

are modified as follows: “The owner or operator of an existing facility where a new source is installed or 

there is a modification of an existing source, shall comply with the applicable BAT requirements 

established in this General Permit.” 

 

Comment 147: The commentators understand the purpose of the anti-backsliding provision in the 

current GP-5 which states that a source “…shall continue to comply with the BAT requirements 

established in the previously issued plan approval if they are more stringent than the BAT requirements 

established in this General Permit.” However, the proposed GP-5 goes beyond BAT requirements, 

including recordkeeping, administrative requirements to stay below a major source threshold, or a 

regulatory requirement which has been modified through the regulatory process. (916, 928, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The recordkeeping requirements are necessary to assure the proper operation of the source as 

specified in 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.12b(a) and 127.441(a) and (c). A general plan approval or general 

operating permit is not mandatory. The owner or operator can apply for a state only operating permit to 

incorporate existing permit requirements for a case-by-case determination of § 127.441(a) and (c).  
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Comment 148: The commentator states that the compliance demonstration provisions from 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subpart OOOOa are replicated in the general permit. The commentator recommends 

incorporating the provisions by reference rather than listing them in detail in the permit. (919)  

 

Response: The Department prefers listing the requirements in detail to clarify the obligations of the 

permittee and to provide transparency so the Department, permittee, and the public can easily identify 

those obligations.  

 

Comment 149: The commentators state that the requirement to submit a report compiled of nearly all 

records maintained is unduly burdensome for minor source facilities and inconsistent with other general 

permits and minor source plan approvals administered by the Department. Much of the information 

pursuant to compliance with federal requirements is already provided to the Department. Therefore, the 

commentators recommend removing the annual certification and reporting provisions from the general 

permits. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department is the delegated Administrator of the federal regulations and is aware that 

operators submit reports to the Department to comply with those regulations. However, the Department 

finds the manner in which this information is submitted to be unmanageable and attempted to streamline 

the requirements to reduce the administrative burden on both the operator and the Department. Rather 

than file separate reports in accordance with the many applicable federal regulations, some of which are 

required more frequently than once each year, the Department opted to consolidate them into a single 

report. The submission of records as part of the annual report is consistent with the federal regulations, 

and only apply to the records collected for the term of the annual report.  

 

Compliance with the terms and conditions in the General Permit is prescribed under 25 Pa. Code 

Section 127.622 (relating to compliance with general plan approvals and general operating permits). The 

compliance certification requirement in GP-5 provides a means to certify compliance with the terms and 

conditions in the General Permit. Alternatively, applicants may submit an application to DEP for a Plan 

Approval and Operating Permit instead of seeking authorization to use GP-5.  

 

Comment 150: The commentator states that each operator is likely to have numerous GP-5A’s 

regulating well sites within their programs. The commentator asks if the Department would consider an 

annual certification covering the operator’s entire program or portion of a program (i.e., multiple 

GP-5As) in lieu of individual annual compliance certifications for each facility? (972, 981)  

 

Response: This concept exists under 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa. However, the 

Department has difficulty reviewing the contents of a report that covers hundreds of facilities in a 

meaningful way. In addition, similar provisions do not exist in other applicable subparts (i.e., 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subparts JJJJ, KKKK, etc.). Therefore, the Department prefers an annual compliance 

certification report be submitted individually for each facility.  

 

General Notification Requirements 

 

Comment 151: The commentators state that the Department has included numerous notifications within 

the draft GP-5 and GP-5A that would not provide useful information for compliance assurance activities 

and lack a tangible utility. The commentator recommends that unless there is a demonstrated timely and 

mandatory need for the information, the notification requirements should be minimized to reduce the 
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administrative burden on operators and the Department. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: The redundant notification requirements have been removed from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 152: The commentator states that Section A, Condition 10(d)(ii) and Condition 10(e) requires 

notifications related to emergency shutdowns, unscheduled blowdowns or venting, and scheduled 

blowdowns or venting. These notifications will create a situation where many operators are contacting 

the Department on a daily basis, which will be overwhelming to both the operators and the Department. 

(939)  

 

Response: The final general permits add clarification that blowdown notifications are required in 

accordance with the existing GP-5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions. This eliminates notifications for 

scheduled blowdowns provided that the emissions from the blowdown activities do not result in an 

exceedance of the permit limits or create an offsite risk.  

 

Comment 153: The commentator states that the relationship between wells and compressor stations are 

significant and can impact air emissions. If a compressor station is down, gas cannot be transmitted from 

connected wells, allowing pressure to build at wells and requiring gas to be released to relieve the 

pressure. The relationship is important for auditing Air Emissions Inventory Data and estimating PTE at 

a well site. The commentator therefore suggests that the GP-5 and GP-5A must require reporting of the 

well/compressor station relationship. (1032)  

 

Response: Single source determinations arise when air contamination sources under common control 

are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties. These determinations will continue to be 

made on a fact-specific and case-by-case basis. The impact of a compressor station shut down on the 

adjoining wells may be minimal, as the wells will be shut-in. This standard practice will result in a 

minor increase in well pressure, but not result in emissions to the atmosphere. Shut-in wells are still 

subject to the applicable LDAR requirements.  

 

Municipal Notification 

 

Comment 154: The commentator asks if municipal notification required for obtaining a Permit to Drill 

and Operate an Unconventional Well is adequate to satisfy Section A, Condition 10(a). (972, 981)  

 

Response: The Department would accept a copy of the notification used for obtaining a Permit to Drill 

and Operate an Unconventional Well as proof of municipal notification provided that the notification 

meets the requirements of 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.43a and 127.413. This amounts to including a statement 

that the operator is seeking a general plan approval and general operating permit for the facility with a 

description of the sources and operations to take place. However, the Department questions whether an 

operator will have adequate knowledge of what sources will be installed at the facility this far in advance 

of installing production equipment.  

 

Comment 155: The commentators state that there is no requirement for PTE amounts to be listed in 

municipal notifications. One commentator adds that the statement required by 25 Pa. Code § 127.43a is 

missing from the general permits, where the authority for the 30-day comment period comes from 

Act 14 of 1984 (State Government Cooperation with Municipalities). Other commentators state that the 

municipal notification requirements should be enhanced to provide sufficient basis for local 
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governments to determine the impact of air pollution. The notification associated with Act 14 is needed 

to allow townships to prepare for routine air emissions and accidents. (27, 805, 1029, 1032)  

 

Response: Municipal notifications are not required to list potential emissions, only the sources to be 

constructed or modified at the facility (see 25 Pa. Code § 127.43a and § 127.413). The Department 

requires municipal notification for GP-5 and GP-5A, but does not require the 30-day comment period 

listed in 25 Pa. Code § 127.43a and § 127.413 because the general permits already underwent a 120-day 

comment period followed by an additional 45-day comment period. Another reason the Department does 

not require the additional 30-day comment period upon municipal notification is because the Department 

only has 30 days to act in accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 127.621(c).  

 

Construction Notification Requirements 

 

Comment 156: The commentators are concerned that the term “source” is not properly defined. The 

notification requirement for sources in this section should be limited to permanent equipment at the 

facility, and equipment used for temporary activities should be exempt for this requirement. (916, 928, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The term “source” is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. Under the final revised Category 

No. 38 Exemption, the owner or operator of a well site is not required to seek authorization to use a 

general permit for temporary activities such as site preparation, well drilling, hydraulic fracturing, 

completion, and workover activities for conventional and unconventional well sites.  

 

Comment 157: The commentators state that the five-day prior notification requirement for the date of 

the initial commencement of construction, the completion of construction, and the accounting of lapses 

in construction of 18 months or more is unduly burdensome to the operator and the Department, given 

the number and types of equipment located at compressor stations and processing plants. Unless there is 

a demonstrated timely and mandatory need for the information, the requirements should be minimized to 

reduce the burden on operators and the Department and so only the most relevant information is 

collected. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, this condition only requires notification five days prior to 

commencement of operation of a source, with the completion of construction date included in the 

notification. The accounting of lapses in construction of 18 months or more is a regulatory requirement 

at § 127.13.  

 

Comment 158: The commentator states that the notification requirements of this section are more 

stringent than the federal requirements. In 40 CFR § 60.7(a) a notification is only required 15 days after 

construction is completed and after initial startup. In 40 CFR § 63.9(b)(4)(v) a notification is only 

required 15 days after initial startup. The commentator recommends revising the notification 

requirements for GP-5 to be consistent with other applicable reporting requirements and to allow 

sufficient time to accurately complete notifications. (930)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, the condition only requires notification five days prior to 

commencement of operation of a source, with the completion of construction date included in the 

notification. The five-day notification is consistent with the prior version of GP-5.  
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Comment 159: The commentators state that construction needs to be defined in the context of 

Section A, Condition 10(b)(i) and (ii). (972, 981)  

 

Response: The term “construction” is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. However, in the final general 

permits, the condition only requires notification five days prior to commencement of operation of a 

source, with the completion of construction date included in the notification.  

 

Comment 160: The commentator states that the Bureau of Air Quality must publish to the Internet an 

Electronic Notifications Report allowing query-able access to all notifications of change of status similar 

to the Office of Oil and Gas Management. (1032)  

 

Response: At the current time, the Bureau of Air Quality does not have a database to store notifications 

received; however, the Bureau is in the process of moving its operations to be more accessible. The 

commentator’s suggestion will be considerable appropriately.  

 

Commencement of Operation Notification Requirements 

 

Comment 161: The commentators state that when multiple sources at a facility are subject to different 

commencement of operation schedules, written notice shall be submitted to the Department five days 

prior to the commencement of operations of each source. Given the number of sources typical at 

operations at well sites, compressor stations, and processing plants, the Department is underestimating 

the burden to process these notifications. The commentators state the five-day prior notification is 

inconsistent with the two-day pre-notification of flowback requirement in 40 CFR Part 60 

Subparts OOOO and OOOOa. (916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, the condition only requires notification five days prior to 

commencement of operation of a source, with the completion of construction date included in the 

notification. The five-day prior notification is consistent with the prior version of GP-5.  

 

Under the revised Exemption 38, the owner or operator of a well site will not be required to seek 

authorization to use a general permit for temporary activities such as site preparation, well drilling, 

hydraulic fracturing, completion, and work-over activities for conventional and unconventional well 

sites. Therefore, notification is not included for the flowback under the final general permit.  

 

Comment 162: The commentators state that multiple copies of the same notice or report in both 

electronic and hard copy is excessive and cumbersome to manage. A single point of contact and report 

format is needed to have a successful notification program. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, only one notification must be made, in writing, to the appropriate 

Air Program Manager.  

 

Malfunction Notifications 

 

Comment 163: The commentators suggest removing the sentence “This also includes any emergency 

shutdown or unscheduled blowdown or venting.” from Section A, Condition 10(d)(ii). (930, 936, 1052)  
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Response: The Department agrees. This sentence has been removed from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 164: The commentators recommend that the Department decline to adopt the proposed 

notification in Section A, Condition 10(d)(i) for the “exceedance of 50% of the lower explosive limit.” 

Other commentators state that the 24-hour reporting requirements for malfunctions, emergency 

shutdowns, unscheduled blowdowns, and unscheduled venting will create a situation where many 

operators are contacting the Department daily. The commentators recommend that this requirement be 

removed and replaced with recordkeeping that can be made available for inspection purposes.  

 

The commentators are confused about the following additions to malfunction reporting: unscheduled 

blowdowns, unscheduled venting, emergency shutdowns, and exceedances of 50% of the lower 

explosive limit. The commentators state that the Department is requiring four separate malfunction 

reports: a telephone call or email within 24 hours of discovery, a written report within five days, a 

telephone call or email within 24 hours of when corrective measures have been implemented, and a 

written notice within five business days of when corrective measures have been implemented. This is 

burdensome, and the commentators recommend that the proposed GP-5 requirements be consistent with 

the referenced GP-5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions. (908, 916, 928, 930, 936, 949, 952, 961, 972, 

978, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)   

 

Response: The condition has been revised in the final general permits to incorporate the existing GP-5 

Malfunctions Reporting Instructions document which was developed in coordination with industry 

stakeholders. Operators using the existing GP-5 have been meeting these requirements since July 22, 

2015, when the document was posted at the Department’s website.  

 

Comment 165: The commentator states that if the inclusion of unscheduled blowdowns in the 

notification requirements is to address public inquiries regarding blowdowns, the Department should 

provide the details of public inquiry, particularly the number and substance of such inquiries. (916)  

 

Response: The Regional Offices have received frequent inquiries from the public regarding blowdowns. 

The substance of the inquiries is whether the Department is aware of this activity, whether the activity is 

authorized, and the details of the event.  

 

Comment 166: The commentator asks the Department if the operator may provide a single notification 

to comply with Section A, Condition 10(d)(ii) and (v) if the malfunction does not pose an imminent 

danger and is corrected within 24 hours. (991)  

 

Response: A single notice for a malfunction and corrective actions can be given within 24 hours. 

However, a written report in accordance with Section A, Condition 11(c) must still be provided within 

five days.  

 

Comment 167: The commentator states that in Section A, Condition 10(d)(ii) an example of a 

malfunction that does not pose imminent danger is an emergency shutdown. It is good engineering 

practice to review your process and identify and install mechanisms to provide shutdown in the event of 

a deviation of an operational parameter. These devices are often called emergency shutdown devices; 

however, the goal of the devices is to shut down the facility or specific equipment when operational 

parameters are moving outside of the acceptable tolerances. Because the shutdown occurs within 

acceptable tolerances, they are not malfunctions, and as such do not warrant Department notification. 

(991)  
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Response: The condition has been revised in the final general permits to incorporate the existing GP-5 

Malfunctions Reporting Instructions document, which was developed in coordination with industry 

stakeholders. Operators using the existing GP-5 have been meeting these requirements since July 22, 

2015, when the document was posted at the Department’s website.  

 

Unplanned emergency shutdown events are only required to be reported if they result in a potential 

exceedance of the permit emission limits or create an off-site risk. Planned or required emergency 

shutdowns accounted for in the application and that do not result in an exceedance of emission limits are 

also not required to be reported.  

 

Comment 168: The commentators state that the malfunction notifications require notification within 

1 hour or 24 hours of discovery, depending upon the severity followed by a written submittal within 

five business days. There is also no indication of the environmental benefit and what action the 

Department will take in response to each notification. Also, no distinction is made, so this potentially 

includes excessive pneumatic controller venting; which begs the question, what constitutes excessive 

venting? (919, 928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Process equipment incidents, or air pollution control equipment shutdown or reduction in 

control which results in methane, VOC, NOX, CO, HAP, or formaldehyde emissions that exceed the 

general permit emission limits or requirements are reportable. For continuous bleed pneumatic 

controllers, emissions exceeding 6 scf/h would be considered excessive venting.  

 

Comment 169: The commentator states that as currently worded, all minor blowdowns during 

scheduled LDAR repair inspections and other routine maintenance would need to be reported under this 

malfunction provision. If the scope of this notification requirement is not changed, the Department and 

the County Management Agency would be inundated with thousands of notifications and will be unable 

to distinguish between significant and insignificant events. (1003)  

 

Response: Repairs and routine maintenance require coordination, and are therefore planned events. 

Planned blowdowns are not required to be reported unless the emissions exceed permit limits or create 

an off-site risk.  

 

Comment 170: The commentators state that it is not clear what “unscheduled” means and what 

constitutes an unscheduled venting or blowdown. These events do not necessarily reflect an abnormal or 

unsafe event or result in a permit exceedance. Blowdowns or venting associated with normal operation, 

maintenance, or LDAR should be excluded from the notification requirements and remain as a 

recordkeeping requirement. (916, 1003)  

 

Response: The word “unscheduled” means what is unplanned or not scheduled, whereas “scheduled” 

means planned, such as releases to accomplish routine repair and preventative maintenance. The 

Department requires that malfunctions must be reported in accordance with the GP-5 Malfunction 

Reporting Instructions. Unplanned emergency shutdown events that result in a potential exceedance of 

permit emission limits or create an off-site risk are required to be reported. The unscheduled blowdown 

must be reported to the Department because emissions during the unscheduled blowdown are uncertain 

for any particular event. Process equipment incidents, or air pollution control equipment shutdown or 

reduction in control which results in methane, VOC, NOX, CO, HAP, or Formaldehyde emissions that 

exceed the general permits’ emissions limits or requirements are reportable.  
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Scheduled Blowdown or Venting Notification Requirements 

 

Comment 171: The commentators state that blowdowns typically result in minimal emissions, and 

result from routine maintenance in order to provide a safe work environment for maintenance personnel 

or from dynamic balancing across the pipeline system due to fluctuations in market demand. The 

24-hour notice requirement would severely impact operational flexibility and is overly burdensome.  

 

The records of these events are already maintained and the emissions from these events are already 

reported. Anything in addition to these requirements is excessive and without environmental benefit. 

The Department is not going to show up regularly to monitor normally scheduled operational activities; 

therefore, the notification requirements should be removed from the permit. The notification serves no 

practical purpose and imposes significant burden on the operator and the Department considering that 

this requirement could result in thousands of daily calls as some facilities must blowdown daily or even 

multiple times per day. (916, 919, 928, 930, 936, 949, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 

1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The condition has been removed from the final general permits. Planned blowdowns are not 

required to be reported unless the emissions exceed permit limits or create an off-site risk. Planned or 

required emergency shutdowns accounted for in the application and that do not result in an exceedance 

of emission limits are also not required to be reported.  

 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

 

Comment 172: The commentators state that the information required to be maintained in records is of 

little use to the Department and will not serve to improve public health, safety, or the environment. The 

commentators recommend that recordkeeping be made consistent with federal regulations for sources 

regulated by a federal rule. For sources not regulated by federal requirements, the Department should 

consider and justify the burden and benefits associated with the data being requested. (928, 930, 952, 

987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The recordkeeping requirements included in the GPs are not new but based on existing 

applicable requirements. The notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements are based on 

applicable federal regulations and 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.12b (plan approval terms and conditions), 

127.12c (plan approval reporting requirements), 127.441 (operating permit terms and conditions), and 

127.442 (operating permit reporting requirements).  

 

Comment 173: The commentator notes that the Department identifies that all records should be 

maintained onsite or at the nearest local field office. In many cases, well sites are remote and conditions 

are not conducive to maintaining hardcopy files at the location. As such, it is unreasonable to expect all 

records to be maintained on site. In addition, local field offices are generally utilized as a maintenance 

and operations location, which again may not be conducive to storing a large amount of hardcopy 

records. The commentator recommends that the operator be able to maintain the records as they see fit 

and make them available to the Department upon request. (991)  

 

Response: The requirement is consistent with the federal requirement for recordkeeping. § 60.5420 (c) 

requires the records to be either onsite or at the nearest local field office for at least 5 years. 

 



 

June 2018  72 
 

Comment 174: The commentators state that requiring operators to maintain records of emissions that 

are already submitted through AES should not be adopted. If retained, the requirement in Section A 

Condition 11(b) that emissions shall be calculated on a monthly basis should be clarified to be actual 

emissions. As written, the commentators contend, the language implies that the PTE calculations that 

document the nonapplicability of Title V should be updated monthly. By definition, PTE should not 

change frequently. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The emissions calculated monthly to determine compliance with Section A, Condition 10(a) 

are now clearly stated to be actual emissions in Section A, Condition 12(b) in the final general permits. 

The emissions reported through AES for the Air Emissions Inventory report also have required 

recordkeeping (see 25 Pa. Code § 135.5). If properly maintained, one set of records should satisfy both 

requirements.  

 

Reporting Requirements 

 

Comment 175: The commentators object to many of the reporting requirements in the proposed GP-5 

based on the Department’s right to request additional information to determine compliance with the 

permit. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: As part of its duties as Administrator of the federal regulations, the Department is required to 

collect information from owners and operators. The Department is also collecting additional information 

that will help it determine compliance with the permit.  

 

Comment 176: The commentators state that the annual report or annual compliance certification 

required by the proposed general permits would include nearly all the records of the recordkeeping 

requirements. Many of the recordkeeping requirements are similar to or a copy of existing federal 

requirements. The commentators point out that, as the delegated Authority for implementing federal 

requirements in Pennsylvania, the Department already receives all notifications and annual reports 

pursuant to federal CAA programs, making these requirements redundant and unnecessary. The 

commentators recommend removing the annual reporting requirements, especially those duplicative of 

federal requirements. The commentators also recommend removing the requirement to submit all of the 

proposed records, and instead allow them to be made available if or when requested by the Department. 

The commentators propose, as an alternative to the annual reporting requirements, a compliance 

certification like that found in 2700-PM-BAQ0205 that is included in the current GP-5. In the event that 

the annual report is maintained, the commentators recommend that it not be due the same day as the 

annual emissions inventory. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: As the delegated authority, the Department is required to receive the notifications and reports 

required under the federal regulations. The annual report is not duplicative of federal requirements; only 

one report needs to be drafted and submitted. The Department is merely setting out the format and 

schedule to manage the anticipated increase in submissions. The intent of the recordkeeping 

requirements is to provide the basis for the annual report and emissions calculations, which is why some 

of the reporting requires submission of the relevant records. It should be noted that only the portion of 

the records that correspond to the reporting period are required to be submitted. The unified schedule for 

the annual report and the annual emissions inventory report was originally thought to be helpful as one 

could potentially inform the other. Based on these comments, the Department has revised the Condition 

No. 13(c) of Section A in the final GPs. 
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Comment 177: The commentators state that Section A Condition 12(b) refers to federal reporting 

obligations. Because GP-5 and GP-5A are minor source permits, the commentators question whether 

state delegation precludes the need to submit NSPS and NESHAP-related material to EPA. If adopted, 

this requirement should clarify that all “copies of all requests, reports, applications, submittals, and other 

communications” relating to federal NSPS and NESHAP requirements “shall also be submitted to the 

EPA.” (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: As the delegated Authority, the Department receives all NSPS and NESHAP-related 

submittals. Some federal regulations also require submittal to EPA, see 40 CFR § 60.5420a(b) and 

(b)(11). Note that there is no distinction for reporting between major and minor sources. However, other 

federal regulations do not require submittal to EPA, see 40 CFR § 60.775. The intent was to make a 

single report that could be submitted to both agencies, or that could be easily edited by dropping sections 

not required before submitting it to EPA.  

 

Comment 178: The commentators state that the Department should not require hard copy submissions 

of a report if it has been submitted electronically. The commentators state that the Department has been 

migrating to electronic reporting and that reporters that use this option should be allowed to forgo 

submitting a hard copy. Annual reports have been submitted electronically without a corresponding hard 

copy for the past three years. If a hard copy is required, the permit should not specify that the annual 

report must be submitted by “hand-delivery, courier, or sent by certified mail.” The commentators 

contend that simply stating that a hard copy must be submitted is sufficient; however, if language must 

be maintained in the general permit, it should follow the language from Title V permits which states 

generally that hard copies “shall be postmarked or hand-delivered.” (930, 936, 972, 981, 1052)  

 

Response: The language has been revised in the final general permits to allow annual reports to be 

submitted “either in electronic format, by hand-delivery, courier, or sent by certified mail, return receipt 

requested.”  

 

Comment 179: The commentators state that several portions of Section A, Condition 12(c) are 

extraneous or redundant. Section A, Condition 12(c)(viii) requires “The identification of each term or 

condition of the GP-5 that is the basis of the certification, the compliance status, and the methods used 

for determining the compliance status of the source, currently and over the reporting period as identified 

in Sections B through O of this General Permit.” This appears to be duplicative of the compliance 

certification required by Section A, Condition 9(h) and Condition 12(c)(vi). Other duplicative reporting 

requirements to be included in both the annual report of Condition 12(c) and the annual emissions 

inventory report of Section A, Condition 12(d) are: the VOC emissions calculations using GRI-

GLYCalc for dehydrators under Section D, Condition 4(a); the records of actual fuel usage for 

reciprocating engines under Section E, Condition 4(b); the records of actual fuel usage for turbines 

under Section F, Condition 4(b); and the records of the emissions from each pig chamber under 

Section O, Condition 4(a). (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: Section A, Condition 10(h) Certification of Compliance Form (2700-PM-BAQ0205) is 

required as part of the annual report required in Section A, Condition 13(c). Condition 13(c)(vii) and 

(viii) may be met by submitting the Certification of Compliance Worksheet used to fill out the 

Certification of Compliance Form. The commentator is correct that information may be submitted in 

two different reports at two different times. This is because in Condition 13(c), permitting staff will be 

examining the information in the context of compliance with the general permit, and in Condition 13(d), 
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inventory staff will be examining the information in the context of the annual emissions inventory. The 

operators are not required to perform multiple calculations or duplicate their work; they are required to 

submit that work in two separate reports and formats.  

 

Comment 180: The commentators state that the annual report goes beyond the requirements of the 

current GP-5, the related NSPS or NESHAPs, and the required submissions for a Title V PAL facility. 

The commentators recommend maintaining the current GP-5 reporting requirements, including 

submission dates, separate reporting, and the compliance statement worksheet. The commentators point 

out that while operators maintain the documentation necessary to determine compliance, not all of these 

records should be required to be submitted.  

 

One commentator states that Annual Operating Reports are unnecessary and overly burdensome for 

general permits. Emissions data is already reported on March 1st of each year; the only other 

information required are a compilation of notifications already made and periodic testing data, which is 

sent at the time of testing rather than the end of the year. This creates excessive work for both industry 

and the Department with no additional environmental benefit. (916, 919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The annual reports such as annual inventory and annual compliance certification are the 

existing requirements in the existing GP-5. The GP-5 also requires that the operator submit the reports 

required by federal regulations such as NSPS and NESHAP to EPA and the Department. The final 

general permits streamlined the federal and state reporting requirements for simplicity and to prevent 

duplication. The final general permits also removed much of the extra reporting requirements, bringing 

the requirements more in line with the federal requirements.  

 

Comment 181: The commentators state that the reporting requirements should include a list of all 

connected wells and relevant emissions from each well. This is because an analysis for one well’s 

emissions is unique and cannot be extrapolated to match another well nearby. In addition, dehydrator 

emissions calculations are dependent upon gas analysis figures for the input stream, and the true gas 

analysis figures cannot be reliably verified without knowing which wells are connected and having 

reliable gas analysis figures for each connected well. (27, 805, 1029)  

 

Response: The Department requires a representative gas analysis for each facility to be submitted as 

part of the application for authorization to use the general permits. This is sufficient to estimate actual 

emissions from specific sources such as dehydrators.  

 

Comment 182: The commentators suggest changing the date the annual emissions inventory report is 

due to after March 1st as many operators have several other reporting obligations at that time. For many 

operators, the same personnel are responsible for drafting these reports. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The March 1st deadline for the air emissions inventory report is required by 25 Pa. Code 

§ 135.3 and cannot be changed in a permit condition. However, § 135.3(c) allows the operator to request 

an extension from the Department with reasonable cause.  

 

Comment 183: The commentators state that Section A, Condition 12(d) does not include the 

requirement to report PM-Condensable. PM-Condensable is a standard pollutant reported within 

AES*Online. (930, 936, 1052)  
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Response: Both PM10 and PM2.5, which are required to be reported under Section A, Condition 13(d) of 

the final general permits, include both filterable and condensable emissions. See definition of 

condensable particulate matter under 25 Pa. Code § 121.1.  

 

Comment 184: The commentator points out that Section A, Condition 12(d) states “Emissions data 

including, but not limited to, the following shall be reported…”  This open-ended statement indicates 

that the Department has the discretion to expand the list of emissions that are subject to monitoring, 

reporting, and control under the permit. Permits are intended to provide certainty of the applicable 

requirements to the permittees. Discretionary provisions such as this open the door for inconsistencies 

from one Region to another, which is a longstanding problem. The commentator recommends removing 

the phrase “including, but not limited to” to provide certainty and consistency. (991)  

 

Response: The final GPs’ Condition No. 13(d) is a requirement under Section 135.3. The owner or 

operator of a facility shall submit to the Department by March 1st of each year, a facility inventory 

report for the preceding calendar year for all sources controlled under GPs. This condition provides 

flexibility for the owner or operator to report any additional pollutant emitted from the facility. 

Therefore, the condition has been retained. 

 

Comment 185: The commentator states that the Department should allow emissions calculations to be 

based on the previous quantification and knowledge of similar operations and equipment during the 

reporting period rather than to require specific and separate accounting of emissions from individual 

events and components at the site. Most emission inventories today are based on estimated counts, 

production rates, and emission factors and are not determined for individual pieces of equipment and 

activities. The commentator sees no practical benefit in deviating from this existing practice. Also, daily 

computations should not be required, and the Department should clearly state that records for emission 

calculations should only include all in-scope emissions and activities as part of annual reporting. (928)  

 

Response: Requirements for daily records and computations have been removed from the final general 

permits. The Department disagrees that emissions calculations based on previous quantifications should 

be allowed because operating conditions of the sources are not identical in time or location. Actual 

emission calculations are important as they are used to determine compliance with Section A, 

Condition 10(a). The Department has provided flexibility on estimating actual emissions by using 

vendor’s guaranteed data, emission factors, or other generally accepted engineering calculations.  

 

General Comments on Source Testing Requirements 

 

Comment 186: The commentators recommend removing the two decimal places in the proposed 

emission standards, especially for existing standards as the significant figures increase the stringency of 

the limitations. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1000, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: The final GPs include NOx emission limits with two significant figures (e.g. 2.0 or 0.25) 

which is consistent with NSPS emission standards. However, the standards for existing sources are 

unchanged in the final GP-5.  

 

Comment 187: The commentators recommend not requiring a stack test if a portable monitor shows a 

concentration within the instrument’s margin of error. This should not automatically require a 

performance test unless there is a potential exceedance. Alternatively, it should be acceptable to 
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document maintenance to the engine and perform periodic monitoring to verify the maintenance was 

effective. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056) 

 

Response: The Department has removed this requirement from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 188: The commentators state that multiple copies of the same notice or report in both 

electronic and hard copy is excessive and cumbersome to manage. Since the Department began 

migrating to electronic reporting, annual reports have been submitted electronically without hard copies 

for three years. The commentators recommend that electronic submissions for source testing also be 

allowed to forgo submitting hard copies. The commentators suggest that the Department have a single 

point of contact and report format to have a successful notification and reporting program. (916, 919, 

928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: This requirement is from the Source Testing Manual and is consistent with the requirements 

implemented for all permits including plan approval, state-only operating permits, and Title V operating 

permits. The final GPs clarify the hard copy and electronic report requirements at Section A, Condition 

No. 14(e). 

 

Comment 189: The commentator notes that requiring the operator to provide the Department with hard 

copies of reports is redundant. On at least two occasions, the commentator submitted hard copies as 

required where the Department alleged that the documents were not received. When provided with the 

documentation demonstrating submission to and receipt by the Department, the Department requested 

that the commentator resubmit hard copies. (991)  

 

Response: The requirement to submit the documents by a traceable method is to provide the operator 

with a measure of protection. If a document is somehow lost, and proof of submittal is shown, the 

operator will not be subject to a violation. 

 

Source Test Protocols and Test Notifications 

 

Comment 190: The commentators recommend that the requirement to submit a test protocol be 30 days 

prior to testing, consistent with the Department’s “Source Testing Manual, Revision 3.3, 

November 2000” or 45 days prior to testing, consistent with recently issued Title V operating permits. 

The commentators also recommend removing the requirement to not commence emissions testing prior 

to receipt of a protocol acceptance letter as it exposes operators to a risk of not being able to complete 

the required testing despite the protocol being submitted within the required timeframe. (916, 919, 928, 

930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, Condition Nos. 14(f) and (e) are revised. The Department 

has offered a flexibility for a test protocol submission in the final general permits. Owing to resource 

limitations, the Source Testing Section may need a longer period to review test protocols. There should 

be no requirement to have an approved protocol, prior to testing, for the reasons stated. 

 

Comment 191: The commentators state that if the standard protocol is not utilized, that operators should 

be allowed to submit a single procedural protocol for approval for multiple tests of sources which may 

then be referenced in the pre-test notice as authorized in the Source Testing Manual. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  
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Response: Based on the comments received, Condition Nos. 14(f) and (e) are revised. The Department 

has offered flexibility for a test protocol submission in the final general permits.  

 

Source Test Completion Notifications and Test Reports 

 

Comment 192: The commentators state that Section A, Condition 13(g) of the proposed general permits 

creates additional tracking and reporting requirements with no environmental benefit and may be 

unnecessary as there are provisions for delay or Force Majeure under the federal regulations. If the 

requirement is not removed, the commentators recommend making a single electronic notification as per 

Section A, Condition 10(b)(iv) as opposed to submitting as required in Section A, Condition 13 (d). 

(916, 919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: This requirement is from the Source Testing Manual and is consistent with the requirements 

implemented for all permits including plan approval, state-only operating permits, and Title V operating 

permits. The electronic notifications consistent with Section A, Condition 10(b)(iv) of the proposed 

general permits have been removed from the final general permits.  

 

Force majeure only applies to a delay in the performance of the test; this condition only applies after the 

test is completed. Notification that testing will be conducted affords the Department the opportunity to 

oversee the testing, to ensure that it is conducted properly.  Approval to travel (to observe) may take a 

minimum of 30 days. 

 

Standardized Performance Test Procedures 

 

Comment 193: The commentators recommend that the Department allow a full performance test to be 

used in lieu of periodic monitoring using a portable analyzer as allowed in the current version of the 

GP5. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: It is the Department’s intent that testing and monitoring be used to determine compliance 

with engine emission requirements. Testing, which is federally required on a specific schedule, is the 

primary method of compliance. To this end, any performance test resets the periodic monitoring clock to 

zero hours. The 2,500-hour periodic monitoring interval is to supplement and fill-in the periods between 

the performance tests. With a performance test interval of 8,760 hours, the operator should conduct 

three monitoring events; the “fourth” monitoring would occur 2,500 hours after the performance test.  

 

Comment 194: The commentators recommend that all EPA-approved alternative and conditional 

methods should be approved for use without a pre-test protocol unless there are deviations from the 

written method. EPA-approved alternative methods have been accepted for use in 40 CFR Parts 60, 61, 

and 63 without further EPA approval. EPA CTM historically has been accepted for use in state and 

federal rules and should not require additional approval from the Department. This includes, but is not 

limited to, ALT008, ALT-046, ALT-059, ALT-078, ALT-104, ALT-106, CTM-035, and M-323 for 

engines and Method 20 for turbines. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Alternative test methods may be approved by the Department through the protocol review 

process on a case-by-case basis.  
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Comment 195: The commentators state that the proposed general permits use Method 323 in the 

Standardized Performance Test Procedure outlined in Condition 5(b)(iv)(D) of Section E of GP-5 and in 

Section G of GP-5A. The commentators illustrate many difficulties which would make Method 323 both 

expensive and challenging to complete at remote facilities. Method 323 was developed as a backstop to 

address concerns about the availability and cost of Extractive Fourier Transform Infrared (FTIR) testing 

when 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ was adopted in 2002. FTIR contractors are now readily available, 

less costly, and less time consuming; therefore, the commentators recommend incorporating Method 320 

in the Standardized Performance Test Procedure. (916, 930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that Method 320 of 40 CFR Part 63 is a viable performance test 

method for determining formaldehyde emissions from natural gas-fired engines, when utilizing 

formaldehyde for the required dynamic spiking (unless EPA provides written guidance to the contrary) 

and it has been incorporated in the final GP-5.  

 

Standardized Periodic Monitoring Procedure 

 

Comment 196: The commentators recommend including a provision to alter the frequency of portable 

analyzer tests with the Department’s written approval from the previous GP-5 into the final general 

permits. This allows operators to reduce the frequency of portable analyzer tests, and therefore the 

economic burden, after successful demonstration of compliance. (916, 930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: As per Section C, Condition 1(d)(v)(C), the Department may reduce the frequency of 

portable monitoring based on the test results. The purpose of periodic monitoring is to ensure continued 

compliance (after completion of a compliance test). Changing the frequency of testing, based on how 

close the historical results are to the emission standard, is reasonable. This will provide an additional 

incentive to facilities to minimize their emissions. 

 

Comment 197: The commentators request that the procedure for periodic monitoring remain as stated in 

the current GP-5, including the requirement to submit the test protocol 30 days in advance. It is unclear 

why an additional 30-day notification is required for test protocol review. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Division of Source Testing and Monitoring needs 60 days to review alternative periodic 

monitoring procedures.  

 

Engines 

 

Comment 198: The commentators state that the inclusion of 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ 

requirements add confusion for those engines that satisfy such requirements by complying with 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subpart JJJJ. The commentators recommend removing the Subpart ZZZZ requirements. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The testing requirements satisfy the Department’s requirements as well as the requirements 

for both 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ.  

 

Comment 199: The commentators state that the testing methods described in 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart JJJJ and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ should be standard. The commentators state that the 
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Department should not require a testing protocol for these methods, and that they should be incorporated 

into the GP5 by reference. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, Condition Nos. 14(f) and (e) are revised. The Department 

has offered flexibility for a test protocol submission in the final general permits. Evaluation of the test 

protocol for acceptability is dependent on the specific details of the testing, not simply the test methods, 

which have not and could not be reasonably incorporated into any GP. 

 

Comment 200: The commentators recommend that ASTM-6348 should be allowed for NMNEHC and 

HCHO measurement as it is allowed under 40 CFR Part 60 and 40 CFR Part 63. Excluding this method 

limits the number of testing firms to select from and potentially requires multiple tests to prove the same 

results from the same component. There is no scientific data to invalidate the results from this method. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that Method 320 of 40 CFR Part 63 is a viable method for 

determining formaldehyde, methane, and ethane concentrations in the exhaust of natural gas-fired 

engines and has been incorporated as such in the final GP-5. While these methods excel in speciated 

VOC measurements, Method 320 is not a robust total VOC measurement method and is not appropriate 

for the determination of compliance with a total VOC or NMNEHC emission limit.  

 

Comment 201: The commentator recommends removing Condition 5(c) of Section E of the proposed 

GP5 and Section G of the proposed GP-5A. Compressor engines do not operate at steady state, and the 

load can increase based on continued development of a field by bringing new wells into production and 

decrease based on a natural decline in production over time. Tracking load to this level of detail is 

onerous and creates little environmental benefit. The current GP-5 already requires testing every 

2,500 hours and additional testing should not be required. (919)  

 

Response: The previous version of GP-5 required a performance test for engines greater than 500 bhp 

every five years; 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ requires performance testing for the same engines every 

8,760 hours of operation or every three years; 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ requires certain engines to 

conduct performance testing annually. The only requirement based on a 2,500-hour interval is for 

periodic monitoring.  

 

However, in all cases, the performance testing and the periodic monitoring is required to be conducted at 

“the highest achievable load.” Condition 5(c) of Section C of the final general permits requires a new 

performance test if, and only if, an operator exceeds “the highest achievable load” plus 10% from the 

previous performance test. If an operator conducts the performance tests within 10% of an engine’s 

maximum rated load, this provision is not likely to be applicable.  

 

Comment 202: The commentators state that the requirement for conducting a performance test if any 

operation is above 110% load is not found in either 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ or 40 CFR Part 63 

Subpart ZZZZ. In practice, the requirement would be excessive and of no value. For example, if an 

engine operated at 111% of the highest achievable load one day out of the calendar year, the operator 

would be required to perform a test that would provide no useful information. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The emissions profile of an engine varies with the operating load. If an engine is tested at 

75% load, which is supposed to be representative of normal operating conditions (i.e., “highest 
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achievable load”), and then operates at 100% load, it is within the Department’s authority to request a 

stack test based on this new operating level. However, if the engine is tested at 100% load, and then 

operates at a lower load (i.e., 75% load) with occasional excursions to higher load, there is no 

requirement for an additional stack test if the excursion is no more than the tested load plus 10%.  

 

Comment 203: The commentator states that there are many hurdles to overcome in using ASTM-D6522 

such as the required linearity checks, heated sample line, EPA Protocol G1 or G2 gases, and tedious data 

calculations. This method is reasonable for an annual reference test method, and is listed as a 

permissible option in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ for the required 

performance tests. The commentator recommends including other options such as Emissions 

Measurement Center Conditional Test Methods CTM-030 and CTM-034 or operator developed test 

methods that provide the same quality of periodic monitoring. The commentator also recommends a way 

to allow operators to request alternative periodic monitoring techniques so that it is not required to 

request the alternative procedure every quarter. (1045)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that ASTM D6522-11 is currently the appropriate method revision, 

but disagrees that there is an issue using ASTM D6522 if operated and calibrated according to the 

method and manufacturer’s recommendations. Fresh air purge requirements are addressed in 

ASTM D6522-11 and most analyzer manufacturer’s operational literature. Calibration gasses are 

required to be chosen according to the requirements of ASTM D6522 where average measured readings 

for each test run are between 25% and 125% of the upscale calibration gas or not more than twice the 

concentration equivalent to the upscale calibration gas.  

 

Comment 204: The commentators state that electro-chemical cell performance degrades with extended 

exposure to low oxygen samples such as rich-burn engine exhaust. This is acknowledged in 

ASTM D6522-11 (9.3.1), and often requires longer purge time between runs to pass bias checks before 

the next run or before post-test calibrations can be completed. In addition, ASTM D6522 also has 

detection issues at concentrations below 50 ppm. Calibration gas availability can also be limited due to 

the range of exhaust concentrations and calibration span limitations. This may require a technician to 

carry several different bottles in different concentration levels which could trigger PennDOT 

requirements for transport.  

 

In addition, the proposed requirement does not specify which revision of ASTM D6522, of which there 

are multiple, should be used; the commentators recommend ASTM D6522-11. This revision states that 

linearity checks are waived given the presence of manufacturer’s documentation thereby saving the 

operator from having to perform those checks if the instrument’s documentation states it is linear. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Portable gas analyzers have been used for monitoring NOX emissions since the mid 1990’s 

for implementing the NOX RACT rule. Therefore, the Department disagrees that there is an issue with 

using ASTM D6522.  

 

The Department agrees that ASTM D6522-11 is currently the appropriate method revision, but disagrees 

that there is an issue using ASTM D6522 if operated and calibrated according to the method and 

manufacturer’s recommendations. Fresh air purge requirements are addressed in ASTM D6522-11 and 

most analyzer manufacturer’s operational literature. Calibration gases are required to be chosen 

according to the requirements of ASTM D6522 where average measured readings for each test run are 
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between 25% and 125% of the upscale calibration gas or not more than twice the concentration 

equivalent to the upscale calibration gas.  

 

Comment 205: The commentators state that stability checks are difficult to repeat in field conditions 

due to small temperature fluctuations in the cells and the low concentrations being measured. If the 

calibration gas is 100 ppm, operators are required to measure the calibration gas for a minimum of 

15 minutes with a reading deviation of no more than 1% of the gas concentration. If the reading 

fluctuates more than 1 ppm, the operators are required to run 30 minutes with a deviation not to exceed 

2% of the span gas calibration. Electrochemical cells and analyzers may not have a resolution in less 

than 1 ppm, increments making them difficult to use in field conditions; the limits should be increased to 

make the method appropriate. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: If the requirements of ASTM D6522 cannot be met, the Department would recommend using 

other instrumentation capable of meeting the requirements specified in Methods 7E, 10, and 3A.  

 

Controls 

 

Comment 206: The commentators state that Conditions 5 and 6 of Section N of the proposed general 

permits outline federal testing and monitoring requirements from 40 CFR Parts 60 and 63. However, 

there are numerous sources covered by GP-5 not subject to federal control standards. Similarly, existing 

equipment authorized under the previous GP-5 that will be transferred to this permit reference this 

section for monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements and would require significant retrofits 

for equipment not subject to federal emission standards. For such sources, the control device 

requirements should remain the same as the previous GP-5; for sources subject to federal requirements, 

the requirements should be incorporated by reference. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: Existing equipment authorized under the previous version of GP-5 is not required to be tested 

again unless it is modified. The frequency of performance testing may be altered during re-authorization 

of the general permit.  

 

Comment 207: The commentator states that Condition 5 of Section N of the proposed general permits 

only applies to combustors; this should be clarified in the general permit language. (1003)  

 

Response: Section J, Condition 4 in the final general permits has been revised to clarify that 

performance testing requirements are applicable to enclosed flares and other combustion devices and 

vapor recovery devices.  

 

Comment 208: The commentators state that visible emissions surveys and associated recordkeeping and 

reporting should not be required for natural gas operations and natural gas-fired combustion units. (930, 

936, 1052)  

 

Response: The final general permits do not require any specific visible emissions observation 

requirement for natural gas combustion units. If visible emissions monitoring is performed, it must be 

determined by the method described in 25 Pa. Code § 123.43. Nothing in the general permits relieve the 

responsible official of the obligation to comply with all state, federal, and local laws and regulations.  
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Combustion Units 

 

Comment 209: The commentators state that performance testing and periodic monitoring requirements 

should reflect the exemption for gas-fired combustion units rated less than 10 MMBtu/h. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Section C, Condition 1(a)(i)(C) of the proposed GP-5 applies to a combustion unit greater 

than or equal to 10 MMBtu/h. The performance testing and periodic monitoring requirements do not 

apply to the combustion unit rated less than 10 MMBtu/h since it is exempted. 

 

Comment 210: The commentators state that large plant process heaters can ramp up for testing; smaller 

units at well pads and compressor stations do not typically monitor load. The commentators recommend 

eliminating Section C Condition 5(c) of the proposed GP-5. (916, 919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Performance tests must be performed within 10% of the highest achievable load, and units 

that exceed the highest achievable load plus 10% must conduct a new performance test at the higher 

level. The operators may choose a method such as heat input to represent load during testing of the unit; 

therefore, no change to this requirement was made in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 211: The commentators recommend removing the particulate matter (PM) testing 

requirement from the permit. Natural gas-fired combustion units emit negligible PM emissions, and the 

costs associated with filterable and condensable PM testing greatly exceed any potential benefit for 

quantifying emissions.  

 

The commentators state that while PM performance tests have been required in recent permits, the PM 

emissions from natural gas-fired sources are very small and difficult to accurately measure without 

significantly increasing testing costs. In addition, there are method biases that have proven to be 

significant when measuring the ultra-low levels of PM from combustion turbines. (916, 928, 930, 936, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. Due to very low PM emissions from natural gas-fired units and the 

associated costs for source tests for such emissions, the PM testing requirement has been removed from 

the final general permit.  

 

Turbines 

 

Comment 212: The commentators point out that Section F Condition 6(c) of the proposed GP-5 

inadvertently refers to “engine,” which should be replaced with “turbine.” (930, 936, 1052) 

 

Response: The Department corrected this error in Section M Condition 4(c) of the final GP-5.  

 

Glycol Dehydration Units 

 

Comment 213: The commentator states that units that are constructed after the applicability date of the 

revised general permits will be required to meet a 98% control efficiency. This should be changed to a 

95% control efficiency requirement because current units that are relocated are not able to meet that 

level of control because it has been industry standard to achieve 95% control. In addition, condensers are 
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listed as an option, but it is frequently difficult for condensers to achieve 98% control, especially for 

methane. Condensers may achieve a 95% control efficiency for heavier liquids (VOCs). The 

commentator recommends that 95% control be maintained as BAT. (919)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP 

was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits. While manufacturer-tested models 

typically achieve significantly greater than 95% control in practice, the control requirement was revised 

to allow operators to continue to benefit from the manufacturer-tested models in accordance with the 

federal regulations. This revision avoids additional source testing to demonstrate 98% efficiency, instead 

relying on the manufacturer’s certification list maintained by U.S. EPA to demonstrate and maintain 

compliance under the federal regulations.  

 

Comment 214: Several commentators state that the revised BAT analysis does not support reduction 

from 5 tpy of VOC to the de minimis threshold of 2.7 tpy VOC for requiring emission controls. The 

Department assumes a credit for the removal of 2.7 tpy of VOC in the BAT economic viability analysis; 

if this interpretation is correct, and controls are required for de minimis pollutant quantities, the de 

minimis threshold will be removed. The commentators recommend that the control threshold remain at 

5 tpy of VOC. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Exemption 38, finalized in 2013, required 95% control of any emission unit exceeding 

emission thresholds of 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy single HAP, and 1.0 tpy total HAP. Despite the requirement 

to install 95% VOC control on storage vessels and other equipment, no individual site plan approval has 

been submitted for an unconventional natural gas well site since 2013. This means either the installation 

of control is cost effective, or that the sources in question emit less than 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy single 

HAP, and 1.0 tpy total HAP.  

 

Comment 215: The commentator states that methane emissions from glycol dehydration units can and 

should be controlled by 98%. (1026)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP 

was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits. While manufacturer-tested models 

typically achieve significantly greater than 95% control in practice, the control requirement was revised 

to allow operators to continue to benefit from the manufacturer-tested models in accordance with the 

federal regulations. This revision avoids additional source testing to demonstrate 98% efficiency, instead 

relying on the manufacturer’s certification list maintained by U.S. EPA to demonstrate and maintain 

compliance under the federal regulations.  

 

Comment 216: Several commentators state that the control threshold and emission reduction 

requirements are unclear. Do uncontrolled emissions from the glycol dehydrator include both the still 

vent and the flash tank? It appears that the controls for the unit are limited to the dehydrator still vent. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The glycol dehydration process vent includes both a still vent and a flash tank vent. Since 

emissions from a flash tank are typically routed to a reboiler, the final general permits address the 

emissions from a glycol dehydrator still vent stream.  

 

Comment 217: The commentator states that, as written, the 200 tpy methane threshold could be based 

on either actual or potential emissions.  
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It is important that the Department clarify that for existing glycol dehydrators with an operational 

history, this should be based on actual emissions. Using potential emissions could give a false indication 

that control is cost-effective when it is in fact cost prohibitive. (919)  

 

Response: The final general permits clarify that the emission thresholds are not based on uncontrolled 

emissions. Existing glycol dehydrators are not required to install controls based on the 200 tpy methane 

control threshold unless they undergo a modification.  

 

Comment 218: The commentator states that the 200 tpy threshold applies on an uncontrolled basis and, 

if triggered, requires 98% control. This might eliminate flash tank technology as an option; flash tanks 

allow partial recovery of natural gas from the fat glycol before it enters the regenerator. The recovered 

natural gas may then be routed to fuel gas for the dehydrator reboiler or other combustion equipment. In 

the Department’s GP-5 and Exemption 38 FAQ document, flash tanks are identified as “a piece of 

process equipment” which implies that the flash tank’s emissions would be included in the glycol 

dehydrator’s uncontrolled emissions. (919)  

 

Response: The final general permits clarify that the emission thresholds are not based on uncontrolled 

emissions. Flash tank and reboiler emissions are included as part of the glycol dehydrator’s emissions. 

The flash tank emissions are typically routed to the reboiler for fuel and are controlled in accordance 

with 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart HH. The requirement 

for 98% control has been revised to 95% control in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 219: The commentator states that the proposed general permits apply to units that are 

constructed in specified timeframes. It is critical that the Department maintain this applicability. 

Relocated units should not trigger this section, nor should modified units. Relocating or modifying units 

does not increase an operator’s emissions, and requiring them to be retrofitted with controls would 

potentially cost much more and require much more effort than for new construction. It is good practice 

for operators to relocate under-utilized or unused equipment to new locations, and if the Department 

eliminates this economic benefit, the costs should be re-evaluated in the TSD. (919)  

 

Response: Relocating an existing piece of equipment within a facility does not constitute new 

construction. However, relocating from one facility to a new facility constitutes construction of a new 

source and triggers the BAT requirement. Each federal subpart has its own applicability, which may be 

based on the manufacture date.  

 

Comment 220: Several commentators state that it appears the Department intends to grandfather certain 

operations, consistent with the BAT previously established. However, it is not clear how dehydration 

facilities authorized under a state-only operating permit that later converts to a GP-5 will be handled and 

what standards they would be required to meet. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: BAT is determined at the time of issuance of a plan approval, so dehydration units installed 

within the given time periods will meet the requirements of their respective section of the general 

permits. However, the general permits cannot be used to relax BAT or other emission limitations or 

requirements previously established through the air quality permitting process.  

 

Comment 221: Several commentators state that the uncontrolled single HAP emission rate thresholds of 

0.5 tpy and total uncontrolled HAP emission rate thresholds of 1.0 tpy of Section F Condition 1(c) of 
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GP-5A are inconsistent with the Air Quality Permit Exemptions list, which includes limits of 1.0 tpy for 

a single HAP and 2.5 tpy for total HAPs. The TSD does not discuss nor justify the need for or cost 

effectiveness of controls for sources with emissions below the level currently exempted in the 

exemptions list. The thresholds in GP-5A should be consistent with the exemptions list. (916, 928, 930, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The previous version of Exemption 38, which has been in place 

since August 10, 2013, includes emissions thresholds of 0.5 tpy (1,000 lb) single HAP and 1.0 tpy total 

HAP; these thresholds are unchanged. The thresholds in GP-5A are consistent with the exemptions list.  

 

Comment 222: Several commentators state that the requirement to use only enclosed flares in Section D 

Condition 1(c)(i)(A) is a significant change from the current GP-5, and no justification for the 

requirement is provided in the TSD. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: Since August 10, 2013, Exemption 38 requires an enclosed combustion device, including an 

enclosed flare to be used for all permanent flaring operations at a wellhead or facility. These flaring 

operations are to be designed and operated in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR § 60.18. It 

was determined that if enclosed flares are required for permanent installations at well sites, it would also 

be appropriate for compressor stations, processing plants, and transmission stations.  

 

Comment 223: Several commentators state that Section D Condition 1(c)(ii)(B) provides the option to 

maintain emissions below a certain emission threshold. If those are then exceeded, the units would have 

to meet the applicable control requirements. The installation of a control device would require a 

modification to the permit. Therefore, this condition should include a clarification that controls should 

be installed within 180 days of issuance of a revised permit for the installation of the control device or 

provide an avenue to install controls without prior Department approval. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Based on the comments, the final general permits do not include this condition. However, the 

owner or operator must operate and maintain the unit in such a manner that malodors are not detectable 

outside the property of the owner or operator on whose land the facility is being operated in accordance 

with 25 Pa. Code § 123.31. The general permits require the operation to emit below the applicable 

control thresholds or meet the control requirements. An additional 180-day period will not be granted for 

an installation of a control device.  

 

Comment 224: Several commentators state that flash tanks and pumps are part of the package glycol 

dehydrator and not subject to “their respective Sections.”  The reference to these types of units should be 

removed from this requirement, especially considering that flash tanks are considered “a piece of 

process equipment” and that the pumps are typically electric or energy exchange pumps, and not 

pneumatic. (916, 919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Installation of flash tank separators on glycol dehydrators reduces methane, VOC, and HAP 

emissions and saves money. Recovered gas can be recycled to the compressor suction and/or used as a 

fuel for the reboiler and compressor engine. Section I of the final general permits is applicable to natural 

gas-driven diaphragm pumps. In the final GPs, Section B(1)(d) references associated equipment as 

controllers, pumps, and fugitive emissions components.  
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Comment 225: The commentators state that Section F Condition 1(f) should be revised to read 

“Associated equipment, such as reboilers (Section E), controllers (Section L), and fugitive emissions 

components (Section K) are subject to the requirements of their respective Sections.”. The other 

commentator states that rich glycol flash tanks are coded vessels that are integral to the dehydration unit 

operation and are not hydrocarbon storage vessels subject to Section I. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits Section B, Condition 1(d) references associated equipment as 

controllers, natural gas driven pneumatic pumps, and fugitive emissions components.  

 

Comment 226: Several commentators state that pumps used within a dehydration unit are powered by 

natural gas, but are not considered “pneumatic pumps” under 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OOOOa. Motive 

gas from these pumps will be released either through the rich glycol flash tank or the glycol regenerator 

as part of the larger integrated unit. Therefore, these pumps should not be subject to Section M. (928, 

930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final general permits require operators to comply with the applicable pump requirements 

of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. However, the Department also included a control requirement for 

any pump that exceeds the control thresholds.  

 

Comment 227: Several commentators state that the replication of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart HH should be 

removed and incorporated by reference. (919, 928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: These requirements were incorporated by reference in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 228: The commentators state that glycol dehydration units provide a direct pathway to the 

atmosphere for any hydrocarbons captured by the glycol when the water is boiled off from the wet 

glycol. The commentators are concerned that these emissions are estimated through software such as 

GRI-GlyCalc as the estimation is only valid for the input gas analysis. One commentator states that there 

is no scientific basis to assume that gas analyses are constant over a geographic region or over time. The 

commentators allege that the Department is not reviewing Air Emissions Inventory Data, not reviewing 

gas analyses used in the GRI-GlyCalc, nor requiring emissions calculations based on measured numbers. 

The dehydrator emissions can only be estimated based on the gas chemistry for each well. Scientific 

studies clearly show that gas chemistry is not constant for adjacent wells and certainly not across a 

region. Thus, dehydrator and compressor emissions must be specified based on the gas chemistry for 

each well as part of the permit. The emissions must be monitored to prove that they are within the 

predictions of the general permit. The technology for this is available and affordable for gas companies 

and is simply the cost of doing business with highly variable polluting products such as shale gas and 

oil. (27, 805, 1029, 1032)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that the gas analysis is critical for estimation of emissions. The final 

general permits require the operator to submit representative gas analyses with their application. 

Emissions calculations are required to be performed for glycol dehydration units using software such as 

GRI-GlyCalc.  

 

Comment 229: The commentator states that the Department needs to proactively be on the lookout for 

the malodor nuisance from dehydrators to maintain the public’s ability to enjoy their property in 
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summer. The commentator recommends that the Department conduct regular inspections of this 

equipment. (1020)  

 

Response: The owner or operator must operate and maintain in such a manner that malodors are not 

detectable outside the property of the owner or operator on whose land the facility is being operated in 

accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 123.31 odor emission limitations). Any potential issues will be handled 

on a case-by-case basis.  

 

Comment 230: The commentator states that glycol dehydrators in particular have proved to be of 

concern to many of our members who have encountered strong odors from them on well pads and seen 

thick black liquid oozing out from under them. We are concerned that some operators appear to use 

older versions of such equipment, often rusty looking or repainted units. We’d like to see all equipment 

on the well sites regulated and all emissions accounted for, not just equipment associated with new wells 

or new itself. In lieu of that, if present equipment fails, then the same standards that pertain to new units 

should apply. What we don’t want to see is more junk hauled here from played-out areas, painted up and 

passed off as acceptable (functioning well enough to adequately serve their purpose, but perhaps no 

longer functioning well in terms of emissions), until they malfunction and more outdated, nearing end of 

life equipment is brought here to replace them. (1019)  

 

Response: The owner or operator must operate and maintain in such a manner that malodors are not 

detectable outside the property of the owner or operator on whose land the facility is being operated in 

accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 123.31 (odor emission limitations). BAT is determined at the time of 

issuance of a plan approval, so dehydration units installed within the given time periods will meet the 

requirements of their respective section of the general permits. However, the general permits cannot be 

used to relax BAT or other emission limitations or requirements previously established through the air 

quality permitting process.  

 

Older equipment that is installed at a new facility must meet the same BAT as a new source.  

 

Stationary Natural Gas-Fired Spark Ignition Engines 

 

Comment 231: The commentator states that, as written, the engine requirements of Section G of GP-5A 

would apply to engines used in drilling and completion operations. The Department did not justify 

expanding the applicability of the requirements to temporary-use engines in the TSD. The commentator 

recommends removing temporary activities from the scope of the GP-5A. (919)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees that Section G of GP-5A applies to engines used in temporary 

activities. The title of this section states, “Stationary Natural Gas-Fired Spark Ignition Internal 

Combustion Engines.” The GP-5A does not apply to temporary activities, including nonroad engines 

used at well sites. These activities are addressed in Exemption 38. Non-road engines are required to 

meet the applicable federal regulations.  

 

Comment 232: The commentator suggested that the Department eliminate differentiation between rich 

burn and lean burn combustion and recommended different emissions limits for various size categories 

to allow the free market to choose the best technology to meet the established limit. The commentator 

also suggests removing the requirement to install SCR technology from engines rated from 3,000 hp to 

6,500 hp. SCR systems cause higher greenhouse gas emissions due to CO2 from urea production, 
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transport, and decomposition into ammonia. SCR technology does not favor fuel flexibility which is 

required in many gas compression systems and has large economic and operational impacts.  

 

The commentator also proposes an alternate “competitive market” approach and suggests the 

Department require (1) 0.30 g/bhp-h NOX emission limit for engines rated between 1,875 hp to 

2,500 hp, (2) 0.50 g/bhp-h for engines rated between 2,500 to equal to or greater than 6,500 hp until 

January 1, 2020 and 0.30 g/bhp-h thereafter, and (3) 0.05 NOX emission limit for engines rated at greater 

than 6,500 hp. The commentator states that the rationale for moving the SCR class to 6,500 hp is that 

engines of this size are most likely to be installed at facilities that will not require flexibility to operate 

on a variety of unrefined field gas and it is much more cost-effective. (926)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The definition of BAT is very broad and includes “equipment, 

devices, methods, or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control 

emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made 

available.” 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. There is precedent in establishing BAT limitations specific to a source 

based on fuel, technology, or other factors. Also, the requirement for installing SCR has been revised 

and is not required for engines of any size if they can meet 0.3 g NOX /bhp-h or less. Only engines over 

2,370 hp with 0.5 g NOX /bhp-h are required to install SCR; operators that do not believe SCR is cost 

effective for their facility may instead apply for a case-by-case plan approval. The emission limit 

included in the final GPs is both technology and vendor neutral. The Department does not endorse any 

specific vendor or technology to meet the emission limit. Furthermore, BAT is intended to be 

technology forcing to prevent, reduce or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree 

possible. 

 

Comment 233: The commentator recommends that the Department consider a 150 hp threshold for 

exclusion from keeping engine logs and emissions accounting for such things as light plants and other 

small engines. (928)  

 

Response: The Department believes that most of the light plants utilize non-road engines and are 

exempted from permitting under Exemption 38. However, emissions from these engines must be 

accounted for in the annual inventory reporting.  

 

Comment 234: Several commentators state that the primary NOX control technology for engines 

provided in the GP-5 analyses is low NOX combustion using the preferred approach of “pollution 

prevention” through combustion-based emissions controls. Incremental emission reductions are nominal 

and of questionable environmental benefit. In addition, SCR causes additional negative environmental 

and energy impacts from ammonia emissions and from reagent and catalyst lifecycle impacts. The issues 

alone warrant reconsideration of the Department’s determination that SCR should be required in some 

cases. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, the Department believes that a 5 ppmdv limit may not 

always be achievable; therefore, the Department has revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmdv 

corrected to 15% O2.  

 

Comment 235: The commentator states that requiring the use of SCR by specific horsepower threshold 

hinders the development of reciprocating engine technology. Consideration should be given to the US 

Department of Energy’s focus on improving overall system efficiency; SCR systems reduce overall 

engine efficiency when one considers electrical requirements, the impact on safety and emissions in the 
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event of malfunction, and the acquisition and operating costs. Engine manufacturer research and 

development efforts to maximize engine efficiency with the co-benefit of incremental uncontrolled 

emissions reductions on engines rated at or greater than 3,000 hp will likely cease due to a compulsory 

SCR requirement. (1045)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees with the commentator that requiring the use of SCR by specific 

horsepower threshold will hinder the development of reciprocating engine technology. The Department 

has revised the cut off size to 2,370 hp and requires SCR unless the engine can comply with the 

0.3 g/bhp-hr NOX emission standard.  

 

Comment 236: Several commentators request that the Department clarify that Section G of GP-5A does 

not apply to two-stroke engines. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Other than the definitions in 40 CFR § 60.4248, there are no instances when the word 

“stroke” appears in the regulation. Therefore, the requirements of 40 CFR Subpart JJJJ are applicable to 

all engines, whether they be four-stroke lean burn, two-stroke lean burn, or four-stroke rich burn.  

 

Comment 237: Several commentators request clarification on what triggers the start of “construction” 

for this section. It is unclear as to whether this is the date of order from the manufacturer, the date the 

unit was permitted, the date of the on-site installation, or the date that installation of the engine began at 

the facility. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Construction as it is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 is the date that installation of the engine 

began at the facility. Construction does have a separate meaning under 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ and 

40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ; however, for BAT purposes, an engine installed at a site must meet the 

appropriate BAT for its date of installation.  

 

Comment 238: Several commentators state that the proposed general permits apply to units that are 

constructed in specified timeframes. It is critical that the Department maintain this applicability. 

Relocated units should not trigger this section, nor should modified units. Relocating or modifying units 

does not increase an operator’s emissions, and requiring them to be retrofit with controls would 

potentially cost much more and require much more effort than for new construction. (919, 928, 930, 

952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: This is inconsistent with the application of BAT as required under 25 Pa. Code § 127.1. 

While the emission unit is not new, installation at a new facility requires the emission unit to meet BAT 

appropriate for the date of installation.  

 

Comment 239: Several commentators recommend stating the emission limitations for engines in both 

g/bhp-h and ppmdv, utilizing the conversion factor found in 40 CFR § 60.4244. This will aid in field 

testing to establish compliance limits, particularly when using portable analyzers. (916, 928, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The emission limitations are stated in g/bhp-h. As the commentator states, the conversions 

found in 40 CFR § 60.4244 may be used to convert the measured ppmdv into the applicable g/bhp-h 

limits.  
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Comment 240: Several commentators state that Condition 1(a)(i) defines emissions limits “while 

operating at rated bhp and speed.” The performance test requirements in Condition 5(b)(i) require 

testing “within 10% of the highest achievable load.” For consistency, the emission limit should indicate 

that emission limits apply at rated bhp and speed or the highest achievable load. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: Section C Condition 1(a)(ii) states that the operator must ensure that at operating conditions 

less than rated capacity, the engine shall on a lb/h basis emit no more than it would emit at rated bhp and 

speed.  

 

Comment 241: The commentator states that, as proposed, Section G Condition 1(b) of GP-5A would 

retroactively include sources that where constructed under Exemption 38 before and after the August 10, 

2013 conditional exemption. The Department has not justified such a retroactive requirement. (919)  

 

Response: For the period between February 2, 2013, which was the initial date that GP-5 was no longer 

available for use at a natural gas production facility, and the effective date of the GP-5A, the emissions 

requirements for engines that were not installed under a plan approval come from 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart JJJJ. The table was constructed from the requirements of 40 CFR § 1045.105 and 40 CFR 

§ 60.4233(d) and (e). This has been incorporated by reference in the revised GP-5A. This is not a 

retroactive requirement, as Subpart JJJJ has been in effect since January 2008 and has requirements for 

engines manufactured on or after June 12, 2006.  

 

Comment 242: Several commentators state that Section G Condition 1(b)(i) implies that an operator 

could not move an older engine from one facility to another, even though moving the engine would not 

trigger construction, modification, or reconstruction under 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ. The Department 

should clarify this subsection. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: While it is true that moving an engine from one facility to another does not trigger 

construction, modification, or reconstruction under Subpart JJJJ, installing an existing engine at a new 

facility triggers the definition of construction in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. This is why an engine installed at a 

facility must meet the current level of BAT.  

 

Comment 243: Several commentators state the proposed GP-5 emission standards for existing natural 

gas-fired spark ignition internal combustion engines adds significant figures to the limits in the current 

GP-5. For example, 2.0 g/bhp-h NOX is now 2.00 g/bhp-h NOX; this change results in more restrictive 

limitations for existing engines and more restrictive control requirements. The commentators 

recommend maintaining the limitations as written in the current GP-5. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The final GPs include NOx emission limits with two significant figures (e.g. 2.0 or 0.25), 

which is consistent with NSPS emission standards. However, the standards for existing sources are 

unchanged in the final GP-5.  

 

Comment 244: The commentator states that in Section E Condition 1(c)(ii) of GP-5 and Section G 

Condition 1(c)(ii) of GP-5A, the Department requires an ammonia slip of 5 ppm for SCR systems. 

Major emission sources, which have better opportunity for sophisticated process control 

instrumentation, using SCR for NOX control are often required to achieve 10 ppm ammonia slip. Both 

limits are unreasonable for small units in the oil and gas industry. The commentator recommends 

removing the ammonia slip requirement. (919)  
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Response: Based on the comment, the Department has revised Ammonia slip to 10 ppmdv in the final 

general permits.  

 

Comment 245: Several commentators state that 0.5 g/bhp-h is an acceptable NOX limit for engines rated 

at or greater than 1,875 hp. These engines are available from a wide variety of engine manufacturers. 

This limit would avoid impacts to individual engine manufacturers’ competitiveness. The Department 

will not attain the anticipated outcomes associated with tightening NOX emissions limits from lean burn 

engines rated at or greater than 1,875 bhp. Operators will be encouraged to install multiple, smaller 

engines that could achieve the same collective horsepower with limits of 0.5 g/bhp-h NOX versus 

installing a single, larger unit triggering the 0.05 g/bhp-h NOX limit. In addition, there are technical 

challenges related to replacing engine models to meet 0.5 g/bhp-h or less NOX emission guarantee. 

Existing engines that undergo a replacement in kind cannot be based solely on make and model as the 

configuration of the entire engine package includes the engineering of connections and other 

considerations that the Department has not accounted for in the proposed requirements. (916, 928, 930, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The definition of BAT is very broad and includes “equipment, 

devices, methods, or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control 

emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made 

available.” 25 Pa. Code § 121.1. There is precedent in establishing BAT limitations specific to a source 

based on fuel, technology, or other factors. Also, the requirement for installing SCR was revised in the 

final general permits, and is not required for engines of any size if they can meet 0.3 g NOX/bhp-h or 

less. Only engines over 2,370 hp with 0.5 g NOX/bhp-h are required to install SCR; operators that do not 

believe SCR is cost effective for their facility may instead apply for a case-by-case plan approval.  

 

Comment 246: Several commentators request clarification as to what information or documentation 

would be required for submittal in a permit application to satisfy the Department that an engine will 

comply with a NOX limitation that is lower than the manufacturer’s guarantee. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: This requirement has been removed from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 247: Several commentators request that this requirement specify that these emission limits 

apply at maximum load. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: All emission limits (except those in Condition 1(a)) are required to be met at all operating 

conditions.  

 

Comment 248: The commentator states that the table in Section E Condition 1(c)(i) contains emission 

rates for natural gas-fired spark ignition internal combustion engines constructed on or after the effective 

date of the proposed GP-5. The emission rate for NMNEHC excluding formaldehyde as propane is 

given as 0.70 g/bhp-h for lean burn engines rated at less than 100 hp. This is inconsistent with the TSD, 

which lists the same emission limit as 0.20 g/bhp-h. The TSD states that the uncontrolled weighted 

average emission rate was 1.6 g/bhp-h for THC and assumed 90% of THC was methane and ethane 

(0.20 g/bhp-h NMNEHC). The Department then states that an oxidation catalyst is determined to be 

BAT for this category of engines and that 50% control of NMNEHC should be assumed; this would 

yield an emission limit of 0.10 g/bhp-h for NMNEHC. Please clarify the applicable emission limit. (930)  
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Response: The inconsistency for lean burn engines was an error in the transcription of the proposed 

limit; however, the requirements for engines rated less than 100 bhp have been removed and replaced 

with the requirements for 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ.  

 

Comment 249: Several commentators state that visible emissions surveys and the associated 

recordkeeping and reporting should not be required for natural gas operations and natural gas-fired 

engines. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: The visible emission surveys and the associated recordkeeping and reporting requirements 

have been removed from the final general permits.  

 

Comment 250: Several commentators state that the current GP-5 does not require the installation of fuel 

meters. The proposed GP-5 should not require the installation of fuel meters, instead allowing the use of 

other process information, such as manufacturer-provided brake-specific fuel consumption and 

operational data, to calculate fuel use. The commentators note that operating control systems are 

sometimes programmed to calculate fuel use based on hours of operation and heat rate. In addition, 

Section E Condition 1(d) as proposed would require existing engines to be retrofitted with a fuel meter, 

which is very costly and provides no direct environmental benefit. Further, if this requirement is 

maintained, there should be a size exemption threshold for smaller engines which may not have enough 

fuel flow to be fitted with a fuel meter that will provide accurate and reliable data. (916, 928, 930, 936, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The requirement to install fuel flow meters has been removed from the conditions in the final 

general permit.  

 

Comment 251: The commentator recommends removing the non-resettable hour meter requirement, as 

it does not appear in the current GP-5 and it incurs additional cost and difficulty while not providing 

benefits. The commentator points out that 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ stipulates the use of non-

resettable hour meters in only three scenarios; for new or reconstructed emergency 4SLB stationary 

RICE with site rating greater than or equal to 250 hp and less than or equal to 500 hp located at a major 

source of HAP emissions (40 CFR § 63.6625(d)), for existing emergency stationary RICE with a site 

rating of less than or equal to 500 hp located at a major source of HAP emissions (40 CFR § 63.6625(f)), 

and for existing emergency stationary RICE located at an area source of HAP emissions (40 CFR 

§ 63.6625(f)). (1045)  

 

Response: Adding the time interval to the current showing hours of a non-resettable meter informs the 

operator when the elapsed time interval has been met (i.e. if the meter shows 2,500 hours when it reads 

5,000 hours, it triggers the next periodic monitoring). The recordkeeping can be accomplished with 

minimal effort.  

 

Comment 252: One commentator states that Section E Condition 1(d)(i) and (ii) of GP-5 and Section G 

Condition 1(d)(i) and (iii) of GP-5A replicate existing requirements found in state and federal 

regulations and should be incorporated by reference. (919)  

 

Response: Federal requirements have been incorporated by reference.  
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Comment 253: One commentator states that Section E Condition 1(d)(iii) through (vi) of GP-5 and 

Section G Condition 1(d)(iv) through (vii) of GP-5A repeat requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ 

and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ. As written, the requirements would apply to all engines regardless 

of manufacture date, and this is beyond the federal requirements. The Department has provided no 

justification in the TSD for this expansion of applicability. (919)  

 

Response: In 25 Pa. Code § 121.1, the definition of an air contamination “source” is “any place, facility, 

or equipment, stationary or mobile, at, from, or by reason of which there is emitted into the outdoor 

atmosphere any air contaminant.” An existing engine at a facility required to obtain a proposed general 

permit would meet the BAT requirements for its date of installation, and which are memorialized in the 

general permit. This includes any requirements based on 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ or 40 CFR Part 63 

Subpart ZZZZ which may, or may not, be based upon manufacture date. However, if that engine is 

relocated to a new facility, by 25 Pa. Code § 127.1, “New sources shall control the emission of air 

pollutants to the maximum extent, consistent with the best available technology as determined by the 

Department as of the date of issuance of the plan approval for the new source.” (emphasis added) A new 

source, as defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1, is “a stationary air contamination source which was 

constructed and commenced operation on or after July 1, 1972…”  

 

Comment 254: Several commentators state that Section E Condition 1(d) of GP-5 replicates portions of 

the federal regulations codified in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ. 

These comments should be incorporated by reference only. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: The federal regulations, including 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ and 40 CFR Part 63 

Subpart ZZZZ applicability, are incorporated by reference in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 255: Several commentators state that Section G Condition 1(d)(ii) is not listed in GP-5A. 

(919, 928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: This was an error that has been corrected in the final GP-5A.  

 

Comment 256: Several commentators state that an oil analysis option consistent with 40 CFR 

§ 63.6625(i) and (j) should be added as an alternative to the defined oil change interval. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1045)  

 

Response: The federal regulations, including applicability of oil analysis under 40 CFR Part 63 

Subpart ZZZZ, is incorporated by reference in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 257: Several commentators suggest that Section E Condition 1(d)(i) of GP-5 be reworded to 

say, “Comply with the following requirements for engines constructed (as defined in 40 CFR Part 63 

Subpart ZZZZ) prior to June 12, 2006.” (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: Federal requirements have been incorporated by reference in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 258: Several commentators suggest that Section E Condition 1(d)(v) of GP-5 and Section G 

Condition 1(d)(vi) of GP-5A not impose an idling limitation of 30 minutes, instead maintaining the 

language in the current GP-5. There may be times during periods of extreme cold where startups may 
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require engines to idle more than 30 minutes before it can accept a load. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Section C Condition 1(d)(iv) of GPs is identical to 40 CFR § 63.6625(h) which states 

“…minimize the engine’s time spent at idle during startup and minimize the engine’s startup time to a 

period needed for appropriate and safe loading of the engine, not to exceed 30 minutes, after which time 

the emission standards applicable to all times other than startup in Tables 1a, 2a, 2c, and 2d to this 

subpart apply.” There are no startup provisions in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ.  

 

Comment 259: Several commentators state that additional testing beyond that required in the current 

GP-5 should not be required. In addition, for engines rated greater than 500 hp any test completed within 

180 days of reauthorization, whether before or after, should satisfy the requirement. This avoids forcing 

an operator to test significantly earlier than the 8,760-operating hour requirement. (916, 928, 930, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The frequency of performance testing is consistent with the previous version of GP-5. 

Section C Condition 4(b) requires that engines rated greater than 500 hp must test within 180 days of 

initial start-up or re-authorization of the general permit; however, all engines are subject to 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subpart JJJJ and 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ as applicable. 40 CFR 60.4243(a)(2)(ii) requires 

engines rated between 100 hp and 500 hp to test within 1 year of initial startup. 

40 CFR 60.4243(a)(2)(iii) requires engines rated greater than 500 hp to test within 1 year of initial 

startup and every 8,760 hours of operations or every three years, whichever comes first. These testing 

frequencies for engines are shown in the table in Section C Condition 1(d)(v) of the final general permit. 

However, final GP-5 and GP-5A allow the Department to alter the frequency of the performance test 

requirement for reauthorization unless required by federal regulations. 

 

Comment 260: Several commentators state that this requirement should include a provision allowing a 

full performance test to be used in lieu of periodic monitoring using a portable analyzer, as in the current 

GP-5. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: It is the Department’s intent that testing and monitoring be used to determine compliance 

with engine emission requirements. Testing, which is federally required on a specific schedule, is the 

primary method of compliance. To this end, any performance test resets the periodic monitoring clock to 

zero hours. The 2,500-hour periodic monitoring interval is to supplement and fill in the periods between 

the performance tests. With a performance test interval of 8,760 hours, the operator should conduct 

three monitoring events; the “fourth” monitoring would occur 2,500 hours after the performance test.  

 

Comment 261: Several commentators state that the Department has not justified inclusion of 

requirements for performance testing and periodic monitoring for engines rated less than or equal to 

500 hp. The Department has cited 40 CFR § 60.4243(a)(2)(ii) and § 60.4243(b)(2)(i) for these 

requirements; however, the referenced requirements are only for engines not operated according to the 

manufacturer’s instructions or for non-certified engines, respectively. Including this language in the 

permit, especially for engines that may not be subject to the specific regulation cited by the Department, 

underscores the commentators’ position that federal regulations should be referenced rather than 

restated. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: In accordance with the final general permits, performance testing requirements are waived 

for engines less than or equal to 500 hp, if the engine is certified by the manufacturer in accordance with 
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40 CFR Part 60, Subpart JJJJ and the owner or operator operates and maintains the engine in accordance 

with the manufacturer’s instructions. Periodic monitoring requirements are determined by the 

Department to be necessary for the demonstration of compliance. The Department may alter the 

frequency of periodic monitoring based on the test results.  

 

Comment 262: Several commentators state that the last two rows of the table in Section E 

Condition 1(d)(vi) of GP-5 both reference engines rated greater than 500 hp. The commentators believe 

the third row should reference engines rated greater than 500 hp and not subject to Condition 1(d)(i). 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. The Department has clarified that the second row is for engines 

which are not subject to Subpart ZZZZ and Section C, Condition 1(d)(i) in final GP-5 and GP-5A.  

 

Comment 263: Several commentators state that Section G Condition 1(d)(vii) of GP-5A, as written, 

would require all engines greater than 500 hp to conduct annual performance testing even if it does not 

require controls. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Engines greater than 500 hp that are subject to Condition 1(d)(i) are required by 40 CFR 

Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ Table 2d to install controls. The only exceptions are for emergency engines, black 

start engines, remote engines, or engines that operate 24 hours or less per year.  

 

Comment 264: The commentator suggests adding Section G Condition 1(e) of GP-5A which states 

“This section shall apply to permanent production facilities and shall not apply to temporary stationary 

natural gas-fired spark ignition internal combustion engines used during construction, drilling, hydraulic 

fracturing, or completion activities.” (972, 981)  

 

Response: The addition of this language is unnecessary as temporary sources have their own 

requirements under Sections B, C, and D and, as temporary activities, are being removed from GP-5A.  

 

Lean Burn Engines 

 

Comment 265: Several commentators state that they are not aware of any permits issued in 

Pennsylvania for engines where SCR was required as a result of a BAT evaluation. (916, 928, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: There are currently 23 permitted projects with over 75 engines equipped with oxidation 

catalysts and SCR, four of which, with 16 engines, are in commercial operation.  

 

Comment 266: The commentator states that there is no indication that the Department has determined 

SCR is required as a result of a BAT evaluation. In fact, the Department’s Southwest Region has issued 

a plan approval and associated review memo stating that the installation of SCR on the project’s 

proposed engines does not represent a BAT determination. (916)  

 

Response: The Department has provided adequate economical and technical justification in the TSD to 

require SCR technology as BAT on engines rated greater than or equal to 2,370 hp.  

 

Comment 267: The commentator states that in the February 2013 GP-5 the Department based BAT on 

vendor guarantees and worst-case data. For example, post-combustion controls for lean-burn engines 
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under the SCR section in the February 2013 GP-5 TSD establishes a NOX limit of 0.5 g/bhp-h based on 

a vendor guaranteed rate. Stack testing data available to the Department showed that this limit was 

achievable by all sources. However, in the current TSD, the Department choses to set a limit based on a 

fraction (upper third) of actual test results without reliance on vendor quotations. As with the 

Department’s 2013 rulemaking, emission limits cannot be tighter than vendor designs will allow. In the 

commentator’s experience, stack test results for smaller engines that are well run can achieve 

0.375 g/bhph NOX, which is well below the regulatory limit of 1.0 g/bhp-h NOX. The Department’s 

proposed 0.35 g/bhp-h NOX limit would subject some engines to additional control when they all fall 

within a reasonable range of very well controlled sources. The Department should not establish limits on 

arbitrary fractions of test data. Limits should be based on design rates that have been validated by test 

data. (919)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the final general permits based on comments received. The 

0.35 g NOX/bhp-h requirements based on stack test data were removed, the horsepower category was 

revised upward to 2,370 hp and greater, and the vendor guaranteed emission rate of 0.30 g NOX/bhp-h is 

required for uncontrolled sources.  

 

Comment 268: The commentator points out that in Appendix B of the TSD under Table 13, the 

Department states “Because the quotes furnished to the Department by the vendors were determined 

based on the assumption of 8,760 hours of operation, the Department proposes to determine cost 

effectiveness of the control of NOX with an SCR system without regard to variability of hours of 

operation.” The engine load and the hours of operation are directly related to the uncontrolled emission 

rate of the engine. Therefore, they are very relevant to the cost/ton pollutant reduced calculation. 

Assuming a compressor operates at 75% load for a full 8,760 hours/year is still a conservative 

assumption but reduces the cost effectiveness because some of the costs are fixed and not proportional to 

engine load. (919)  

 

Response: Using a general permit is not mandatory. If the commentator wishes to use lower loads or 

operation hours in the BAT determination, they may do so in a case-by-case plan approval. The 

restricted loads and hours of operation would then be memorialized into the operating permit as an 

enforceable limit.  

 

The general permits do not have limiting conditions on load or hours of operation, and therefore require 

the BAT determination to be performed at the Department assumed 100% load at 8,760 hours/year. The 

rationale in the TSD is valid; the quotes included the operational costs and assumed full operation. Some 

of the costs are variable based on load and hours of operation; however, the quotes did not take those 

variables into consideration. Also, because a general permit cannot be modified to incorporate load and 

hours limits, the cost effectiveness must be determined at maximum load and operating hours.  

 

Comment 269: Several commentators state that the TSD does not demonstrate that the proposed NOX 

emission limit of 0.05 g/bhp-h is currently in practice for any source which would be subject to the 

proposed GP-5 permit. The Department also failed to demonstrate that the ammonia slip limit of 

5 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 has been achieved for these types of facilities. The commentators believe 

that such demonstrations must include a significant sample of facilities that achieve these levels of 

compliance in order to determine they can be reasonably achieved in practice for the term of the permit. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  
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Response: Based on conversation with equipment vendors, SCR technology can achieve a minimum of 

90% control with 5 ppmvd ammonia slip corrected to 15% O2. Engine vendors guarantee NOX 

emissions at 0.5 g/bhp-h; therefore, 0.05 g NOX/bhp-h is achievable in practice. Based on the comments 

received, the Department has revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 in the 

final general permits.  

 

Comment 270: Several commentators state that the proposed BAT for reciprocating compressor engines 

greater than 1,875 bhp [0.35 g/bhp-h NOX or apply selective catalytic reduction (SCR)] is, at best, 

establishing emission rates that can only be achieved by one manufacturer and represent rates that are 

more aligned with the lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) than BAT. The commentators are 

concerned that requiring a 0.35 g/bhp-h NOX limit potentially limits the competitiveness of 

manufacturers and asks the Department to confirm that there are an adequate number of manufacturers 

available to avoid the establishment of BAT values that could lead to directing permittees to have to go 

with one of a limited number of vendors. In addition, the commentators state that even if it is achievable, 

the use of SCR trades 15 to 25 ppmv of NOX emissions for 5 ppmv (or more) of ammonia. Ammonia is 

a PM2.5 precursor and can participate in atmospheric reactions with NOX or SOX to form ammonium 

nitrate or ammonium sulfate. If the environmental implications of these emissions, plus the 

environmental implications associated with ammonia or urea production and shipping and catalyst 

production, maintenance, and replacement are taken into account, the environmental benefit is very 

questionable for a nominal incremental NOX reduction. (928, 930, 936, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 

1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Based on conversations with equipment vendors, SCR technology can achieve a minimum of 

90% control with 5 ppmvd ammonia slip corrected to 15% O2. Based on the comments received, the 

Department has revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 in the final general 

permits. The Department is aware that ammonia is a PM2.5 precursor, and can participate in 

atmospheric reactions with NOX or SOX to form ammonium nitrate or ammonium sulfate. Therefore, in 

the proposed general permits, ammonia slip limitations were limited to 5 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 as 

supported by the vendors that provided the quotes to the Department. However, based on the comments 

received, a 5 ppmdv limit may not be achievable at all times; therefore, the Department has revised the 

ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 271: The Department fails to discuss the technical feasibility of the application of SCR 

technology or the ability to achieve the proposed emissions levels from reciprocating engines in the type 

of compression service covered by the general permits. The commentators are not aware of any permits 

issued in Pennsylvania for engines where SCR was required as a result of a BAT evaluation nor are they 

aware of units demonstrating compliance with permit limits of 0.05 g/bhp-h NOX. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: There are at least 10 projects which permitted multiple turbines where SCR was determined 

to be BAT. Based on conversation with equipment vendors, SCR technology can achieve a minimum of 

90% control with 5 ppmdv ammonia slip corrected to 15% O2. Engine vendors guarantee NOX 

emissions at 0.5 g/bhp-h; therefore, 0.05 g NOX/bhp-h is achievable in practice.  

 

Comment 272: The commentators request that the Department confirm and document that 5 ppmdv 

ammonia slip corrected to 15% O2 have been achieved for these sources at similar types of regulated 

facilities. (928, 930, 936, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  
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Response: In the proposed general permits, ammonia slip limitations were limited to 5 ppmdv corrected 

to 15% O2 as supported by the vendors that provided the quotes to the Department. However, based on 

the comments received, a 5 ppmdv limit may not be achievable at all times; therefore, the Department 

has revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 273: Several commentators state that the TSD indicates that the lowest costs for SCR are 

about $9,000 per ton for large lean burn engines, which, when paired with the Department’s conclusion 

that $10,000 per ton is the appropriate threshold, raise questions about the basis for decision to increase 

the cost effectiveness threshold for GP-5. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: Nearby states such as New Jersey routinely require controls with cost-effectiveness values 

around $10,000/ton. More importantly, U.S. EPA determined that $10,000/ton was cost effective for 

BACT for the control of NOX emissions from petroleum refineries. See Memorandum of John S. Seitz 

to Air Division Directors, re: BACT and LAER for Emissions of Nitrogen Oxides and Volatile Organic 

Compounds at Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Refinery Projects (January 19, 2001). The Department does not 

have a bright line benchmark number for a case-by-case RACT II determination. The RACT threshold 

applied to existing sources is generally lower than the BAT threshold applied to new sources. The 

Department does not see any need to limit the cost-effectiveness range as suggested by the 

commentators for the determination of BAT for new sources addressed in the general permits.  

 

Comment 274: Several commentators state that even when SCR is technologically achievable and 

environmentally beneficial, the cost effectiveness of SCR exceeds $10,000 per ton based on a more 

thorough cost analysis. The analysis in the TSD under estimates costs – as an example, the 

commentators provide alternative cost estimates using recommendations from the EPA Cost Control 

Manual and using initial direct and indirect installation costs based on a recent SCR installation at a 

Pennsylvania compressor station. The Department included costs inherent to system design, 

procurement, installation, commissioning, and operation from the EPA’s Cost Control Manual. 

However, the Department failed to include direct installation costs associated with on-site support and 

preparation; indirect costs other than installation associated with site support, engineering, and startup; 

and minimal indirect annual costs associated with operator activity to support SCR operation and ensure 

performance. In summary, assuming a potential to emit based on 8,760 annual operating hours and an 

SCR inlet NOX concentration of 0.35 g/bhp-h for a 4,735 hp engine, the NOX cost effectiveness is: 

$17,310/ton using a capital recovery factor (CRF) based on 10% cost of capital and a 10-year life; 

$15,665/ton using a CRF based on 10% cost of capital and a 20-year life; or $14,825/ton using a CRF 

based on 7% cost of capital and a 20-year life. These costs are only increased considering that 

compressors in the transmission and storage segment operate based on pipeline demand, of which a 

conservatively high capacity factor of 75% operation increases costs between $18,865/ton to 

$22,810/ton for the three CRF cases above.  

 

Commentators also state that when comparing the Department’s analysis based on estimates from SCR 

vendors to actual operator experience, there are significant discrepancies – primarily associated with 

direct and indirect installation costs such as engineering, foundations and supports, electrical, piping, 

etc. Appendix C, Attachment B-2 indicates where the commentators provided actual company costs 

were used. This shows a significantly higher cost than the TSD analysis which, assuming a potential to 

emit based on 8,760 annual operating hours and an SCR inlet NOX concentration of 0.35 g/bhp-h for a 

4,735 hp engine, the NOX cost effectiveness is: $26,861/ton using a CRF based on 10% cost of capital 

and a 10-year life; $21,155/ton using a CRF based on 7% cost of capital and a 20-year life. (930, 936, 

1052)  
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Response: The Department used some of the information provided by the commentator in the revised 

cost analysis. However, some of the analyses provided were discarded based on the use of 10% interest 

and 10-year life, which is inconsistent with recent EPA guidance. There were also additional costs 

provided by the commentator with no basis, such as installation of a continuous emissions monitoring 

system, inclusion of sales tax, and company costs for engineering, foundations and supports, electrical, 

and annual performance testing.  

 

Comment 275: Several commentators state that higher cost effectiveness values result for engines in the 

1,875 to 3,000 hp size category due to cost scaling with unit size and other factors. The revised analysis 

shows cost effectiveness well above the Department’s $10,000/ton threshold. Based on actual costs for 

equipment and installation from a Pennsylvania site, the NOX cost effectiveness exceeds $20,000/ton. 

The commentators contend that costs would be even higher based on the contingency costs for applying 

SCR to an equipment category with very limited applications to date. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: Site-specific costs inherently vary across the state. The Department’s analysis in the TSD is 

based on generic factors. Using a single expensive installation to document that SCR is not cost effective 

for statewide application is counter to the intent of the BAT process and the general permit program. 

The Department’s revised analysis shows SCR is still cost effective, however at a higher horsepower 

threshold than previously proposed.  

 

Comment 276: Several commentators state that for lean burn engines less than 100 hp, the table in 

Condition 1(c)(i) of GP-5 proposes an emission standard of 0.70 g/bhp-h for NMNEHC. However, the 

TSD presents a lower value and includes an analysis of oxidation catalyst control, which is not 

warranted for such small engines. The limit proposed in the GP-5 should be retained and the 

inconsistencies with the TSD should be acknowledged or corrected. Additionally, the Department’s Air 

Quality Permit Exemptions list indicates that engines less than 100 hp are conditionally exempt from 

permitting, but the proposed GP-5 includes such engines. The commentators recommend exempting 

these engines, or the Department should justify the inconsistency. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The proposed general permit contained an error in transcribing the emissions limits for lean-

burn engines from the TSD. However, based on comments the Department determined that there was 

insufficient vendor data for lean-burn engines less than 100 bhp to conduct an effective BAT analysis. 

The Department therefore determines that BAT for rich-burn engines less than 100 bhp is 1.00 g/bhp-h 

NOX, 2.00 g/bhp-h CO, and 0.70 g/bhp-h NMNEHC as found in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart JJJJ.  

 

The Air Quality Permit Exemptions list exempts engines rated less than 100 hp from plan approval. The 

GP-5 may be used as an operating permit for these engines.  

 

Comment 277: Several commentators state that the TSD provides no discussion of technical feasibility 

relative to the 0.05 g/bhp-h NOX limit, particularly as it applies to the varying operation dynamics and to 

site resources relative to gathering, midstream, and transmission facilities. Also, the TSD indicates that 

the application of SCR to engines rated at or greater than 1,875 hp is economically feasible, inaccurately 

stating that SCR can be applied under the threshold of $10,000 per ton of NOX removed. The BAT 

analysis in the TSD is not comprehensive, significantly underestimating the costs to install an SCR 

system to meet proposed emissions limits. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  
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Response: The TSD justifies the limit of 0.05 g NOX/bhp-h. The cost effectiveness was re-evaluated 

based on additional information received. The Department modified the horsepower threshold at which 

SCR is cost effective, and has also removed the requirement for engines that emit 0.30 g NOX/bhp-h to 

install SCR. Additional materials were provided to the commentators at their request, including a scope 

of supply. The scope of supply was compared to information submitted by others and was found to be 

comparable. Not all costs, such as site preparation and construction for other components, are to be 

included in a comprehensive analysis, only those that relate to the control in question. When other costs 

are included, such as quotes that include both oxidation catalyst and SCR, all pollutants must be 

considered when determining the dollar-per-ton reduced figure.  

 

Comment 278: Several commentators state that the Department’s internal guidance on how to establish 

BAT requires that SCR would have to be determined to be both technically and economically feasible. 

The commentators do not agree that either of these conditions are met for SCR and therefore the 

Department cannot establish SCR as BAT.  

 

The commentator recommends that the current 0.5 g/bhp-h NOX emission limit be maintained as BAT 

for lean burn engines greater than or equal to 1,875 hp. This is the emission limit in the current GP-5, 

which was last revised in 2013. The recommendation is based on a detailed analysis and critique of the 

information provided in the Department’s TSD and “scope of supply document.”   

 

The TSD does not explain or consider the site-specific considerations that impact SCR technical and 

economic feasibility at well sites or gathering, mid-stream, and transmission facilities. A compulsory 

SCR requirement imposes significant engineering, construction, and component costs which are not 

adequately addressed in the BAT analysis. The commentator contends that the installation of SCR on 

lean burn gas compression engines is neither technically or economically feasible, and the 

commentator’s analysis will show that achieving a 0.05 g/bhp-h NOX emission limit will require the 

installation of a supplemental SCR system and exceed the stated BAT threshold of $10,000/ton of NOX 

removed.  

 

There are no facilities with an SCR system capable of achieving 0.05 g/bhp-h NOX with an ammonia 

slip less 5 ppm in Pennsylvania. For an engine rated at 4,735 hp with a manufacturer’s guarantee of 

0.5 g/bhph, the commentator estimates the cost to be $10,902/ton of NOX reduces; for an engine with a 

manufacturer’s guarantee of 0.3 g/bhp-h, the commentator estimates the cost to be $19,702/ton of NOX 

reduced. These estimates are conservative, as they assume access to grid power; the costs and site 

emissions would increase significantly if a generator would be required. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department provided the detailed information on the technical and economic feasibility 

of requiring SCR as BAT for lean-burn engines greater than or equal to 2,370 hp. The procedure for 

determining BAT was followed. The ammonia slip requirement has been revised in the final general 

permits to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2.  

 

Comment 279: The commentator states that the scope of supply document lacks the basic information 

as to what components are included and what components will need to be supplied by the facility 

operator or third parties. Specifically, the Department analysis failed to account for all needed 

components to construct an actual functioning SCR system that would meet the required 0.05 g/bhp-h 

NOX emission limit without exceeding the 5 ppm ammonia slip limit. Therefore, the significant 

discrepancies between the commentator’s and the Department’s analyses are due to significant errors 
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and omissions in the Department’s calculations. In addition, the Department did not complete a 

comprehensive cost analysis with the information that was provided by Vendors A and B in the scope of 

supply document.  

 

Industry standard official quotes typically provide detailed system descriptions of vendor supplied SCR 

components and additional third-party or customer supplied components required for a functional 

installation. This includes a line-item quote estimate in order to develop an accurate bill of materials. 

The Department did not engage in reasonable due diligence such as requesting actual vendor quotes. 

Instead, the Department asked for and received generic estimates, which are misleading because they do 

not include all required components for an SCR system. The commentator also states that to extend SCR 

catalyst lifespan and provide a margin of safety to avoid exceeding the 5 ppm ammonia slip 

requirement, an ammonia slip catalyst may be required. This possibility and its associated costs are not 

included in the Department’s BAT analysis. Other examples of missing components are a power supple, 

air compressor, catalyst differential pressure sensors, catalyst inlet and outlet temperature sensors, 

insulation, reactant level indicator, tank heaters, and climate controlled enclosures for controllers. (1045)  

 

Response: The Department used all information available, including the scope of supply information 

from Vendors A and B, and standard EPA estimation methods in calculating the cost-effectiveness of 

SCR.  

 

The Department did request actual quotes from Vendors A and B; detailed line-item quotes are not 

available for general price quotes; however, general permit BAT cannot consider site-specific costs. A 

plan approval is required for a case-by-case determination that considers site-specific costs.  

 

Comment 280: The commentator states that in a meeting with Vendor B, Vendor B revealed that the 

quotes provided to the Department were intended as ballpark estimates for the components they would 

supply, and did not include all necessary components to install an SCR system. The email 

communications between Vendor A and the Department exhibit a similar lack of transparency as to 

which components are included in the quote and whether additional components are necessary for a 

functioning system.  

 

While meeting with Vendor B, the commentator submitted a request for quote for an SCR system for a 

4,735 hp Caterpillar G3616-A3 engine with a 0.5 g/bhp-h NOX rating that would achieve the proposed 

GP-5/GP-5A emission limit for engines rated greater than or equal to 3,000 bhp while limiting ammonia 

slip to 5 ppm. The commentator requested that Vendor B include all necessary components, or to 

identify components that would be supplied by the operator or a third party. The equipment cost 

provided to the commentator totaled $517,942, exceeding the quote provided by Vendor B to the 

Department by approximately $243,000. (1045)  

 

Response: The information submitted by the commentator was included in the re-analysis of cost 

effectiveness in the TSD and resulted in revisions to the BAT determination in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 281: The commentator states that after consulting with several operators that install SCR 

systems in electric power and gas compressor facilities they learned that none of the facilities were 

designed to achieve NOX limits as low as 0.05 g/bhp-h with less than 5 ppm of ammonia slip. Based on 

this consultation and conversation NOX s with Vendor B, the commentator learned that the Department 

significantly underestimated the engineering and site construction costs. The commentator received 
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estimates for engineering and construction costs totaling $360,000, exceeding the Department’s estimate 

by approximately $305,000. (1045)  

 

Response: The Department is unable to estimate the engineering and site construction costs to the level 

of detail noted by the commentator. Therefore, the Department used the EPA Control Cost Manual to 

estimate these costs. The BAT analysis for the general permit must apply to all sites and therefore 

cannot be based on a quote at a single specific site. The Department’s re-analysis included several 

additional quotes provided by the commentators.  

 

Comment 282: The commentator states that SCR installations are more common in electric power 

applications incorporating turbines and some large-scale transmission facilities. SCR is rarely installed 

on gas compressor engines at gathering and mid-stream facilities because they rarely operate on pipeline 

quality fuel, frequently exhibit inconsistent loading, and often do not have access to grid power. These 

drivers can impair the ability of the SCR system to achieve the required activation temperature to 

operate effectively while minimizing ammonia slip. These conditions can also reduce the life of the 

catalyst element and therefore require more frequent replacement. Facilities without grid power would 

be required to install grid power, which is cost-prohibitive, has environmental impacts, and right-of-way 

concerns, or install back-up generators which would offset estimated NOX reductions achieved by 

installing the SCR system. The Department provides an exemption from the requirement to install 

electrically powered controllers and pumps for facilities without access to grid power; the Department 

should provide a similar exception regarding the installation of an SCR system.  

 

Several commentators state that engines rated greater than or equal to 3,000 hp at gathering and boosting 

compressor stations rarely have SCR installed. SCR is common in electric power applications, which are 

typically larger facilities with more site resources than oil and gas facilities. Electric power stations have 

access to pipeline quality gas, a consistent engine load, and available electricity to run the SCR system. 

Gathering and boosting stations have inconsistent fuel quality and variable engine loading which can 

degrade the effectiveness of the SCR system, increase operating costs due to frequent catalyst 

replacements, and impair the ability to limit ammonia slip to less than or equal to 5 ppmdv.  

 

The commentators are not aware of any gas compression application of SCR in the Commonwealth that 

achieves the proposed 0.05 g NOX /bhp-h emission rate. There is one transmission facility in 

Pennsylvania that has SCR installed with a permitted emission rate of 0.15 g NOX /bhp-h. The 

commentators believe that the proposed emission rate is not technically feasible and the BAT cannot be 

established on one theoretical case.  

 

Additionally, the commentators point out that there is one gathering station in the Commonwealth that 

has a Plan Approval to install SCR; the controls are not yet installed, and are thus not proven. SCR is 

also not being installed at all engines at the facility, and the operator will be able to adjust load on the 

engines with SCR should varied load become an issue at the station. The commentators disagree that 

SCR can be installed on every engine and should be limited to case-by-case determinations. The Plan 

Approval also allows twice the ammonia slip rate of the proposed BAT limit.  

 

The commentators consulted several SCR vendors and were told that achieving a 90% NOX reduction 

from a 0.5 g/bhp-h in a compressor application may not be able to consistently comply with the 5 ppmdv 

ammonia slip limit without the installation of an ammonia slip catalyst. The TSD did not discuss this, 

nor was the cost of an ammonia slip catalyst included in the Department’s BAT analysis. The 
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Department must justify the 5 ppmdv ammonia slip limit before including it as a permit condition. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department used the EPA Control Cost Manual to estimate cost-effectiveness for SCR. 

General permit BAT evaluation cannot consider site-specific costs. A plan approval is required for a 

case-by-case determination that considers site-specific costs. SCR systems have been installed on 

several engines that operate at variable loading.  

 

Comment 283: The commentator states that the use of “never-to-exceed” (NTE) rates, which is the 

current practice, versus stack test data overestimates the tons of NOX Reduction. As stated in the TSD, 

many of the 0.5 g/bhp-h NOX engines are capable of superior performance which represents a significant 

percentage of the engine population below the NTE estimates. BAT calculations should be based on 

operator’s demonstrated field stack performance test data to more accurately estimate potential emission 

reductions associated with installing SCR technology. (1045)  

 

Response: The demonstrated field stack performance test data would be after the fact and vary 

significantly. The BAT requirement for the installation of new or modified sources requires the use of 

the vendor’s guarantee to establish the baseline emissions.  

 

Comment 284: Several commentators state that Table 12 of Appendix B in the TSD shows quotes from 

two vendors. Vendor B offers estimates that are twice the estimate of Vendor A in all categories. The 

Department should gather additional quotations for a statistically sound evaluation. In addition, the 

Indirect Annual Costs do not appear to be accurate. They do not reflect a discount rate of 7% for an 

equipment life of 10 years. At this rate, the Indirect Annual Costs would be $57,419. A higher discount 

rate, such as 10% or 12%, or a shorter life, such as 5 to 7 years, would result in an even higher Indirect 

Annual Cost. The commentator asks what discount rate and expected lifetime the Department used. 

(919, 1045)  

 

Response: The Department used additional quotes that were provided by operators to conduct a re-

analysis. Therefore, the determination as detailed in Appendix B of the TSD is statistically sound.  

 

The Department used a 7% discount rate with an equipment life of 20 years. This is consistent with 

recent guidance from EPA.  

 

Comment 285: The commentator states that total Indirect Installation Costs are likely to reach 100% of 

the purchased equipment cost. A vendor’s estimate of installation costs reflects their assumptions and 

understanding, but the operator’s requirements dictate the actual costs. (919)  

 

Response: The commentator may opt for a case-by-case determination through a plan approval 

application if they believe the site-specific costs would be too high for the installation of SCR.  

 

Comment 286: Several commentators state that the BAT limit of 0.35 g NOX/bhp-h for lean-burn 

engines rate greater than or equal to 1,875 hp but less than 3,000 hp is not supported in the TSD. The 

Department states these engines “can achieve 0.35 g/bhp-h or less for uncontrolled NOX emissions in 

approximately 33% of cases,” however, no documentation is provided to support the claim. The 

commentators do not believe that the standard should be established because 33% of existing engines 

can meet that level; even a new engine of the most recent model year rated at 0.5 g/bhp-h may not test at 

the proposed BAT level based on unique operating conditions at the facility. Also, the commentators 
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disagree that BAT limits should be established based on test data rather than vendor guarantees. The 

BAT limit should be 0.5 g/bhp-h based on the vendor guarantees as such engines consistently test in 

compliance with this rate. Establishing a BAT limit of 0.35 g/bhp-h would therefore require operators to 

install SCR on all engines in this category, which is not economically or technically feasible. (916, 928, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The 0.35 g NOX/bhp-h emission limit was achievable based on stack-test results for engines 

rated greater than or equal to 1,875 hp but less than 3,000 hp. This provided operators relief from 

installing SCR on engines of this horsepower range based on the increased cost per ton reduction due to 

lower baseline emissions. However, the limit has been removed from the final general permits; in the 

revised SCR analysis, the uncontrolled limit for engines rated greater than or equal to 2,370 hp is 0.30 g 

NOX/bhph uncontrolled, based on vendor’s guarantees, or 0.05 g NOX/bhp-h based on installation of 

SCR.  

 

Comment 287: Several commentators believe the data provided to the Department by SCR vendors was 

neither intended to be a detailed quote nor intended to be used to establish BAT based on their 

independent research. In the “scope of supply” document provided by the Department, Vendor B clearly 

states that the information was provided as a “ballpark” estimate. It is customary for SCR vendors to 

provide detailed quotes that not only include a description of components included, but also which 

components are not included and need to be supplied by third party vendors or the facility operator 

during construction and installation.  

 

The “scope of supply” document received by the Department did not include a bill of materials required 

to install a fully-functional SCR system, nor was there an attempt to normalize the component list of 

included equipment across vendors. Therefore, the commentators believe that the Department did not 

include numerous items in the cost analysis that would be required to engineer, design, and install a fully 

operational SCR unit. Potential items missing from the quote that represent significant additional costs 

include an ammonia catalyst; reactant tank level indicator; reactant filter; natural gas sample probe; 

reactant storage tank heater; air compressor; thermal insulation for the exhaust system; inlet and outlet 

temperature sensors for the oxidation catalyst; inlet and outlet temperature sensors for the SCR catalyst; 

differential pressure sensor for oxidation catalyst; differential pressure sensor for SCR catalyst; nut, bolt, 

and gasket set for SCR housing; silencer; and a power source. This list of missing components may not 

be comprehensive. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department used all information available, including the scope of supply information 

from Vendors A and B, and standard EPA estimation methods in calculating the cost-effectiveness of 

SCR.  

 

The Department did request actual quotes from Vendors A and B. Detailed line-item quotes are not 

available for general price quotes; however, general permit BAT cannot consider site-specific costs. A 

plan approval is required for a case-by-case determination that considers site-specific costs.  

 

Comment 288: Several commentators state that the Department estimated annual electricity costs for 

the SCR, but did not comment on the power source in the TSD. Many gathering and midstream boosting 

facilities do not have access to grid power. As the Department noted in the TSD on page 31 for 

controllers and page 32 for pumps, a lack of grid power limits the ability to install electrically powered 

supplemental equipment for methane and VOC mitigation. The installation of SCR, and the 

corresponding 0.05 g NOX/bhp-h emission limit, should be subject to the availability of grid power. The 
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BAT estimates in Appendix B do not address the cost implications of adding the power required for a 

facility without access to grid power. A blanket assumption of $5,000 annual cost of electricity per SCR 

unit is clearly unvetted. Facilities that do not have access to commercial grid power would require 

installation and operation of a non-emergency generator which would offset some, if not all, of the NOX 

reduction achieved by installing SCR on a gas compressor engine. Adding the generator would also add 

significant costs further impacting the economic feasibility of the BAT determination. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department is aware that some facilities may not have access to grid power. However, 

operators routinely install remote monitoring systems and other electricity-consuming components at 

these facilities. The Department suggests that the operators account for any increased electricity demand 

for controls when making provision for the remote monitoring systems.  

 

The $5,000 annual cost of electricity was used in the original analysis based on vendor quotes. In the 

reanalysis, electricity costs from the submitted analyses were used. If no cost was submitted, electricity 

consumption was calculated according to EPA’s Control Cost Manual and assumed to cost $0.07/kwh 

based on retail rates.  

 

Comment 289: Several commentators state that the Department did not adequately address the 

ammonia slip limit of 5 ppmvd corrected to 15% O2 in the TSD. No documentation was provided for the 

establishment of this limit. The commentators know of a recent vendor quote for SCR which gives an 

ammonia slip limit of 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2. The Department should provide justification for 

establishment of this limit and recognize the cost impacts of incorporating an ammonia slip catalyst to 

consistently comply with the proposed 5 ppmdv limit. An ammonia slip catalyst was not listed in the 

Department’s cost analysis despite the significant increase in capital and annual costs. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: In the proposed general permits, ammonia slip limitations were limited to 5 ppmdv corrected 

to 15% O2 as supported by the vendors that provided the quotes to the Department. However, based on 

the comments received, a 5 ppmdv limit may not be achievable at all times; therefore, the Department 

has revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 290: Several commentators state that there are numerous physical configurations for the 

installation of an SCR device; these systems are not simple “plug and play” units. Therefore, the 

commentators believe the Department underestimated the engineering, site construction, and installation 

costs by an order of magnitude. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department is unable to estimate the engineering and site construction costs to the level 

of detail noted by the commentator. Therefore, the Department used the EPA Control Cost Manual to 

estimate these costs. The BAT analysis for the general permits must apply to all sites, and therefore 

cannot be based on a quote for a single site. The Department re-analysis included several additional 

quotes provided by the commentators.  

 

Comment 291: Several commentators state that the Department’s cost analysis is flawed because it only 

includes calculations for two engine horsepower ratings, neither of which are the horsepower threshold 

that requires installation of SCR. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  
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Response: The Department’s re-analysis includes four engine horsepower ratings that are commonly 

used at natural gas facilities. Each engine rating has multiple cost-effectiveness determinations, which 

were averaged to form a baseline cost per ton NOX reduced. The baseline costs were used to establish a 

linear relationship between horsepower and the cost per ton NOX reduced for all engines similar to the 

methodology of E C/R Incorporated for oxidation catalysts and NSCR.  

 

Comment 292: Several commentators state that the Department only considers the cost per ton of 

pollutant reduced and believe that additional cost factors for the SCR requirement should be considered. 

One such consideration is that operators in the Commonwealth would be at a severe disadvantage 

compared to neighboring states such as Ohio and West Virginia. The commentators believe this could 

have a larger economic impact beyond dollars spent by an operator as some operators may choose to not 

develop new midstream assets within the Commonwealth. This could limit the midstream capacity 

available within Pennsylvania, prevent producers from bringing new wells online, and impact capital 

invested in the Commonwealth and revenues realized by leaseholders and governmental units.  

 

Another consideration is that the installation of SCR could lower NOX emissions at a specific facility; 

however, there is a smaller net decrease in NOX in the air shed than the Department discussed in its 

TSD. NOX will be generated by the processes required to manufacture urea and transport urea to a 

facility. Additionally, the power demand of SCR systems will have a greater-than-zero impact on 

emissions.  

 

A final consideration is that several engine manufacturers have made large financial investments to 

reduce NOX emissions from their engines without add-on controls. Should the regulatory landscape shift 

in a way that add-on NOX controls would be universally required, the commentators believe that engine 

manufacturers would not continue to develop products with lower pre-control emission rates as these 

reductions would be insignificant compared to a 90% control efficiency. The Department should note 

that these engines are not limited to the oil and gas industry, thereby impacting emissions reductions in 

other industries. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, 

consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available. The applicable emission limits of Federal NSPS and NESHAPS will serve as a 

minimum requirement for determining the BAT.  

 

The resources utilized in the determination of BAT include the BAT included in the plan approvals 

which are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits issued by other states 

for similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission limits, available stack 

test data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources.  

 

The emission limitations included in GP-5 must be technically and economically achievable. In addition, 

these emission limitations must be sustainable during the life of the unit. The Department has 

determined that the emission limitations in the final GP-5 constitute BAT.  

 

BAT only considers the emissions from a single facility, and does not consider emissions over the entire 

airshed. Based on the Department evaluation, engines with a manufacturer’s guaranteed NOx emission 

level of 0.5 g/bhp-h and add-on control such as SCR with 90% NOx destruction efficiency, NOx 
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emission rate of 0.05 g/bhp-h are technically and economically feasible. The detailed feasibility analysis 

can be found in TSD. Based on the comments received, the ammonia slip requirement has been revised 

in the final general permits to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2. In addition, the owner or operator may use 

site specific information for BAT determination in a source specific plan approval application. 

 

As stated by the commentators, these engines are not limited to the oil and gas industry and are being 

operated in other industries. The BAT requirements for engines in GP-5 will be used for the BAT 

determinations for similar engines in other industries.  

 

Comment 293: A commentator states that the proposed emission limits for new natural gas-fired lean-

burn SI internal combustion engines rated greater than or equal to 1,875 bhp are too stringent. For these 

large lean-burn engines to achieve NOX emission rates of 0.05 g/bhp-h, large-scale SCR systems must 

be used. However, the Department has not demonstrated that these systems are BAT through an 

evaluation of previously-issued permits. The proposed BAT analysis is therefore insufficient. The 

commentator further states that the Department failed to justify the economic feasibility threshold of 

$10,000 per ton of NOX reduced, show that SCR systems are in fact economically feasible, and that SCR 

systems are technically feasible. The proposed NOX emission limits also fail to account for the ammonia 

impacts that will result from the use of large-scale SCR systems. The Department also fails to show that 

the proposed NOX emission standards with the 5 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 ammonia slip limit are 

achievable in practice. This requirement would increase equipment costs significantly as maintaining 

such a low ammonia slip rate would require the addition of an oxidation catalyst. The commentator 

states that the temperature changes associated with variable engine-loading requirements would be 

problematic for the catalyst substrate and could damage or destroy the equipment. Therefore, the 

commentator urges the Department to conduct a supplemental cost-effectiveness analysis and verify the 

proposed NOX and ammonia slip limits are technically and economically feasible. The commentator 

recommends that the Department retain the current NOX emission standard of 0.5 g/bhp-h. (1046)  

 

Response: Nearby states such as New Jersey routinely require controls with cost-effectiveness values 

around $10,000/ton. More importantly, in 2001, EPA determined that $10,000/ton was cost effective for 

BACT for the control of NOX emissions from petroleum refineries. See Memorandum of John S. Seitz 

to Air Division Directors, re: BACT and LAER for emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 

compounds at Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Refinery Projects (Jan. 19, 2001). The Department does not have a 

bright line benchmark number for a case-by-case RACT II determination. The RACT threshold applied 

to existing sources is generally lower than the BAT threshold applied to new sources. The Department 

does not see any need to limit the cost-effectiveness range as suggested by the commentators for the 

determination of BAT for new sources addressed in the general permits.  

 

The Department used all information available, including the scope of supply information from 

Vendors A and B, and standard EPA estimation methods in calculating the cost-effectiveness of SCR. 

The Department’s revised analysis shows SCR is cost-effective; however, in the final general permits, 

SCR is required at a higher horsepower threshold than proposed.  

 

In the proposed general permits, ammonia slip limitations were limited to 5 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 

as supported by the vendors that provided the quotes to the Department. However, based on the 

comments received, a 5 ppmdv limit may not be achievable at all times; therefore, the Department 

revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 in the final general permits. 
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Comment 294: A commentator states that the proposed 0.25 g /bhp-h NMNEHC (excluding HCHO) 

emission limit for new natural gas-fired lean-burn SI internal combustion engines rated greater than or 

equal to 500 bhp requires the use of high-quality natural gas. The NMNEHC emissions from lean-burn 

engines depend on the natural gas composition and the proposal does not demonstrate or specify that the 

natural gas that would power the engines is of consumer pipeline quality. Likely it is not, as natural gas 

available from unconventional facilities typically contains high levels of impurities.  

 

The presence of unknown quantities of methane, propane, and high molecular weight hydrocarbons in 

the available gas could make it difficult, if not impossible, to meet the proposed emissions standards. 

Without disclosing and studying the quality of natural gas used at the facilities in question, the proposal 

fails to show the standards are achievable in practice. It is well known that the oxidation rate for shorter-

chain alkanes (i.e., methane, ethane, and propane) is low. Thus, even assuming the use of oxidation 

catalysts, it is questionable whether the proposed NMNEHC limit could be achieved. Therefore, the 

commentator recommends that the Department assess the expected quality of the natural gas in the 

region to ensure that the proposed standards are feasible given the natural gas composition available. 

The assumptions set forth in the TSD regarding the NMNEHC reduction rate oxidation catalysts can 

achieve are not sufficient grounds to set an emission standard in this case. (1046)  

 

Response: The 0.25 g NMNEHC/bhp-h emission limit is BAT for lean-burn engines rated greater than 

or equal to 500 hp established February 2, 2013, in the previous version of GP-5. The limit was 

established based on engineering calculations and corroborated by stack test results.  

 

Comment 295: The commentator notes that the revised GP-5 requires SCR for NOX on natural gas-fired 

engines rated at 1,875 horsepower if they cannot demonstrate pre-control NOX emissions levels of 

0.35 g/bhp-h; SCR would be required for engines rated at 3,000 horsepower regardless of the pre-control 

NOX emissions. SCR would be required for turbines rated between 5,000 and 15,900 horsepower if they 

cannot demonstrate pre-control NOX emissions of 15 ppmdv, corrected to 15% O2, and also for turbines 

rated at greater than or equal to 15,900 bhp if they cannot demonstrate pre-control NOX emissions of 

9 ppmdv, corrected to 15% O2. However, there is no indication that DEP has determined SCR is 

required on engines and turbines as a result of a BAT evaluation. In fact, the Department’s Southwest 

Region has issued a Plan Approval, with an associated review memo, stating that installation of SCR on 

the project’s proposed engines does not represent a BAT determination. The commentator believes that 

while DEP notes in the TSD that SCR is justified and accordingly constitutes BAT if the cost per ton of 

NOX removed is equal to or less than $ 10,000 per ton, there is no discussion of technical feasibility nor 

a justification for establishing the economic threshold at $10,000 per ton of NOX removed. The 

commentator believes that when comparing DEP’s analysis based on estimates from SCR vendors to 

actual operator experience, there are significant discrepancies — primarily associated with direct 

installation costs such as engineering, foundations and supports, electrical, piping, insulation and heat 

tracing for ductwork and reagent feed lines, etc. Based on actual experience as depicted in the 930, 936, 

1052 comments, SCR can involve significantly higher costs than the TSD analysis. Based on actual 

costs, DEP’s $10,000 BAT for lean burn engines is not realistic; the amount likely exceeds $20,000 per 

ton. The commentator mentions that its experience with SCR suggests that implementing widespread 

SCR as DEP proposes could result in practical issues. First, the commentator has experienced technical 

issues that were addressed during the shake down period that resulted in removal of the optimization 

controls. Second, the commentator has experienced problems with both vendor support and availability 

of replacement catalysts. It is important to note that these practical issues occurred where the SCR 

reduction percentage (as required by permit) was LESS than the 90% proposed by DEP in the proposed 

revisions to GP-5. (936)  
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Response: The Department used all information available, including the scope of supply information 

from two vendors, and standard EPA estimation methods in calculating the cost-effectiveness of SCR. 

The Department’s revised analysis shows SCR is cost-effective. Based on comments submitted, the 

Department has determined that SCR for engines is required at a higher horsepower threshold in the 

final general permits, than previously proposed. The Department has determined the SCR to be a 

technically and economically feasible option. The detailed technical and economic analysis is stated in 

the TSD.  

 

Comment 296: The commentator recommends that the Department provide additional justification for 

selection of $10,000 per ton as a cost effectiveness threshold for NOX controls. (944)  

 

Response: Nearby states such as New Jersey routinely require controls with cost-effectiveness values 

around $10,000/ton. More importantly, in 2001, EPA determined that $10,000/ton was cost effective for 

BACT for the control of NOX emissions from petroleum refineries. See Memorandum of John S. Seitz 

to Air Division Directors, re: BACT and LAER for emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 

compounds at Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Refinery Projects (Jan. 19, 2001). The Department does not have a 

bright line benchmark number for a case-by-case RACT II determination. The RACT threshold applied 

to existing sources is generally lower than the BAT threshold applied to new sources. The Department 

does not see any need to limit the cost-effectiveness range as suggested by the commentators for the 

determination of BAT for new sources addressed in the general permits.  

 

The Department used all information available, including the scope of supply information from 

Vendors A and B, and standard EPA estimation methods in calculating the cost-effectiveness of SCR.  

 

Comment 297: The commentator recommends the NOX emissions limit for lean burn engines greater 

than 500 hp of no less than 0.5 g/bhp-h as this limit has been demonstrated to be achievable in practice 

in a cost-effective manner. (944)  

 

Response: New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, 

consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available. The resources utilized in the determination of BAT include BAT included in the 

plan approvals which are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits issued 

by other states, for similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission limits, 

available stack test data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources. The emission 

limitations included in the GP-5 must be technically and economically achievable. In addition, these 

emission limitations must be sustainable during the life of the unit. The Department has determined that 

the emission limitations in the final GP-5 and GP-5A constitute BAT. Details of the technical and 

economic feasibility can be found in the TSD.  

 

The Department has established a NOX emission limit of 0.5 g/bhp-h for lean-burn engines rated greater 

than 500 and less than 2,370 bhp. The Department has determined that SCR technology is technically 

and economically feasible for engines rated at or above 2,370 bhp unless the uncontrolled NOX emission 

rate is 0.3 g/bhp-h.  
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Comment 298: The commentator recommends that some makes of turbines used at natural gas 

compressor stations employ low NOX technology (e.g., SoLoNOX on Solar Turbines), which would not 

be able to achieve NOX emissions reductions during periods of low ambient temperature, such as below 

zero degrees Fahrenheit. The commentator recommends that other non-normal modes as discussed 

above should also be exempt from the emission limits requirements and good combustion practices be 

required for these operational modes. (944)  

 

Response: While it is not outside the bounds of winter in Pennsylvania, temperatures at or below 0 °F 

are the exception, not the rule. However, the Department added the following language to the final 

GP-5: “Operate the turbine and air pollution control equipment consistent with good air pollution control 

practices during periods of low ambient air temperature (at or below 0 °F), during which time the 

emissions standards in (a) through (c) do not apply.”  

 

As for the emission limits in Condition 1(a) through (c), they apply at all times, except as allowed in 

Condition 1(d)(iv) for startup and shutdown and the proposed condition for low temperature operation. 

Condition 1(d)(iv) is clear that the emission standards do not apply, as long as the startup or shutdown 

event does not exceed 30 minutes.  

 

Comment 299: Several commentators state that the Department fails to provide the basis for the 

5 ppmdv ammonia slip requirement in the TSD. Additionally, to consistently achieve operation below 

the 5 ppmdv ammonia slip limit, an “ammonia slip” catalyst would need to be installed in series with an 

oxidation catalyst and SCR catalyst, which adds significant costs not accounted for in the BAT 

determination. In addition, the ultra-low NOX limit of 0.05 g/bhp-h should be removed from the 

gathering and midstream general permits. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1045-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Based on conversation with equipment vendors, SCR technology can achieve a minimum of 

90% control with 5 ppmdv ammonia slip corrected to 15% O2. Engine vendors guarantee NOX 

emissions at 0.5 g/bhp-h; therefore, 0.05 g NOX/bhp-h is achievable in practice. Based on the comments 

received, the Department has revised the ammonia slip limit to 10 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2 in the 

final general permits.  

 

Rich Burn Engines 

 

Comment 300: Several commentators state that in Appendix C of the TSD, the Department incorrectly 

calculates the cost effectiveness of both oxidation catalysts and non-selective catalytic reduction 

(NSCR) by adding together the total tons of pollutants when a given technology controls more than 

one pollutant. While the commentator agrees that there are benefits associated with certain control 

technologies that control for more than one pollutant, it is inconsistent with proper application of BAT 

and BACT type analyses to sum the pollutants together. Such an approach implies that emissions of 

each of the pollutants are considered equivalent, when that is clearly not the case. The commentators do 

not necessarily agree with the Department’s cited numerical values; the Department separately states in 

the TSD that controls for CO and NMNEHC are cost-effective at $5,000/ton versus controls for NOX are 

cost-effective at $10,000/ton. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Nearby states such as New Jersey routinely require controls with cost-effectiveness values 

around $10,000/ton. More importantly, U.S. EPA determined that $10,000/ton was cost effective for 

BACT for the control of NOX emissions from petroleum refineries. See Memorandum of John S. Seitz 
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to Air Division Directors, re: BACT and LAER for Emissions of Nitrogen Oxides and Volatile Organic 

compounds at Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Refinery Projects (January 19, 2001). The Department does not 

have a bright line, benchmark number for a case-by-case RACT II determination. The RACT threshold 

applied to existing sources is generally lower than the BAT threshold applied to new sources. The 

Department does not see any need to limit the cost-effectiveness range as suggested by the 

commentators for the determination of BAT for new sources addressed in the general permits.  

 

Comment 301: Several commentators state that non-selective catalytic reduction (NSCR) is the 

appropriate control technology for rich burn reciprocating engines. The proposed GP-5 would retain the 

same emission standards for units larger than 100 hp, reduce the NOX and CO standards for smaller rich 

burn engines from 2.0 to 0.6 g/bhp-h, and add a non-methane, non-ethane hydrocarbon (NMNEHC) 

standard. The emissions standards for larger rich burn engines would be lower than for engines 100 hp 

and smaller.  

 

NSCR performance requires very tight control of the air to fuel ratio (AFR) so that the catalyst has the 

appropriate mixture of NO, CO, hydrocarbons, and oxidation species (i.e., trace oxygen and OH 

radicals) to ensure the reduction of all pollutants. The commentators understand that these emission 

limits are being accepted in permits, but information is available that shows that continuous, long term 

performance at these very low levels may be challenging. More sophisticated AFR controllers and 

improved exhaust feedback sensors may be needed to ensure performance.  

 

Various sources of information demonstrate NSCR performance limitations, including documentation 

from the EPA’s engine NSPS docket, which contained information on South Coast Air Quality 

Management District in Los Angeles, CA that shows similar NOX limits to the GP-5 but allows 

marginally higher VOC and CO limits, and a Department of Energy sponsored study that included semi-

continuous measurement of NSCR-equipped engines, which showed significant pollutant reduction in 

all cases, but perturbations in continuous and long-term performance.  

 

The commentators recommend retaining the current GP-5 limits for engines at or below 100 hp rather 

than adopting the proposed standards. Also, to account for the perturbations documented in the above 

studies, the commentators recommend increasing the emissions limitations for rich burn engines greater 

than 100 hp. Performance targets and NSCR design could still be based on ultra-low limits, but the 

potential for emissions perturbations should be accounted for in the compliance requirements. (930, 936, 

1052)  

 

Response: Based on the comments, the Department re-evaluated the BAT emission limits for rich burn 

engines. The available data suggests that the proposed emission limits for rich burn engines less than 

100 hp are difficult to meet in some instances. The other factors considered include that the emissions 

are not large from these engines and these types of engines are generally exempted from permitting 

requirements in other states. In addition, the compliance testing by performance is too large for the 

emissions involved. However, these engines are still subject to EPA’s NSPS standards. The final permit 

does not include any specific emission standards for these engines.  

 

Reciprocating Compressors 

 

Comment 302: Several commentators state that compressors must be periodically taken off-line for 

maintenance, operational stand-by, or emergency shutdown testing releasing methane in the process. 
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When compressor units are shut down, the high-pressure gas remaining within the compressors and 

associated piping between isolation valves is typically vented to the atmosphere or to a flare.  

 

There are no blowdown standards established in the general permits for compressors. While there are 

some notice, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements for such events, there are no direct standards 

that require operators to reduce or control emissions of methane or VOCs. The commentators point out 

that blowdown vents reached 35,041 tons of methane in 2015, which is over one-quarter of the total 

reported methane emissions from all sources in Pennsylvania’s natural gas sector that year.  

 

The commentators point out that there are multiple cost-effective, technologically feasible means by 

which operators can responsibly control emissions from blowdowns. EPA’s Natural Gas STAR program 

and participating program partners have found that simple changes in operating practices and in the 

design of blowdown systems can save money and significantly reduce methane emissions. The 

commentators also point out that the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency recent finalized a series of 

general permits for natural gas compressor stations that requires reciprocating compressors to be 

designed with a capture and control system to control emissions from compressor isolation valves and 

compressor blowdown vents. The control requirements must either capture 100% of gasses and route 

them to a flare designed for a 95% destruction efficiency or route the high-pressure gasses to a low-

pressure line prior to venting so that at least 90% of the gasses are recovered. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 

1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040-1042)  

 

Response: Blowdowns are required to be reported in the Annual Emissions Inventory. In addition, 

blowdowns must be reported as specified in the GP-5 Malfunction Reporting Instructions.  

 

As per the final GPs, if emissions from blow down operations exceeds 200 tpy of Methane, 2.7 tpy of 

total VOC, 0.5 tpy of single HAP, 1.0 tpy of a total HAP, the owner or operator is required to reduce 

emissions by 95% or more.  

 

Comment 303: The commentator supports the Department’s decision to establish requirements for 

reciprocating compressors located at well sites. With data suggesting emissions from such sources are 

significant, it is critical for these sources to be subject to control and monitoring requirements. By 

adopting these requirements, Pennsylvania will be on par with other leading states that require operators 

to meet the same standards. (1041)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 304: Several commentators state that Section G does not clearly indicate the emission source 

addressed for reciprocating compressors. For clarity and consistency, this section should address 

reciprocating compressor rod packings. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: This requirement has been incorporated by reference in the final GP-5 and the language was 

updated in the final GP-5A.  

 

Comment 305: Section H. (General Comments) – The requirements of the general permit should match 

and not exceed the requirements of OOOO or OOOOa (40 CFR 60 § 60.5385 and 40 CFR 60 

§ 60.5385a) as applicable per date of construction. Additional requirements, such as requiring a 

professional engineering certification of a closed vent system, where it is the chosen method of 

compliance, or reporting of permitted venting should be eliminated. No justification for additional 
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requirements is offered in the TSD. The commentator also suggest that this section should clarify that it 

does not apply to reciprocating compressors without packing. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 and GP-5A incorporate the applicable federal requirements by reference.  

 

Comment 306: The commentator suggest that the definition of construction requires clarification, as it 

should be consistent with definitions in 40 CFR § 60.5360 and § 60.5360a. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The definition of construction in 25 Pa Code 121.1 is applicable to comply with state 

regulatory requirements, and the definition of construction in federal regulation is applicable to 

demonstrate compliance with applicable federal requirements.  

 

Comment 307: Testing or metering requirements for VRUs should be consistent for affected sources 

under NSPS Subparts OOOO or OOOOa. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Performance testing for Vapor Recovery Units is subject to engine testing requirements 

contained in Section C, which is consistent with NSPS Subparts OOOO or OOOOa. 

 

Storage Vessels 

 

Comment 308: The commentator states that requiring VOC emission controls on tanks prospectively is 

a good start; however, ALL tanks associated with unconventional wells including all existing 

placements should be required to install VOC controls. Exempting tanks in 2013 was a mistake. VOCs 

are harmful to public health and, too many well sites, compressor stations and other facilities have been 

placed within 1,000 feet of homes due to the lack of public health-based regulations. (1020)  

 

Response: The Department required 95% control on a storage vessel that emits more than 2.7 tpy to be 

eligible for the conditional exemption 38 in 2013. Existing storage vessels will also be subject to the 

new RACT rules that the Department is currently developing to be consistent with EPA’s Control 

Technique Guidelines (CTG) for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry issued on October 27, 2016.  

 

Comment 309: Several commentators suggest that the Department consider storage vessels that are 

manifolded together as a single source when determining applicability of control to prevent operators 

from installing multiple smaller tanks to avoid having a single tank that exceeds the emissions control 

threshold. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040-1042)  

 

Response: Each new or modified source is subject to the BAT requirements that are source specific. The 

common control for multiple sources is feasible when a common stack is shared by all sources.  

 

Comment 310: The commentator recommends that the Department retain the 6 tpy VOC threshold 

currently used in Exemption 38 and in EPA’s Subpart OOOO and OOOOa for imposing vapor controls 

to tanks and truck loading, rather than imposing emission controls on all emissions above 2.7 tpy VOC.  
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Operators can provide an estimation of potential VOC emissions to validate exclusion from tank and 

truck loading controls at the request of the Department. Most water tanks, particularly in dry gas areas, 

are expected to produce negligible VOC emissions. (928)  

 

Response: In addition to compliance requirements for applicable federal requirements, 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 127 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the maximum extent, consistent with 

the BAT as determined by the Department at the time of issuance of the Plan Approval. The Department 

has provided the rationale in the TSD for BAT requiring VOC control for specific sources that emit 

more than 2.7 tpy of VOC.  

 

Conditional exemption 38, issued in 2013 requires 95% control for storage tanks and other equipment 

unless the uncontrolled emissions, in combination with all other uncontrolled sources, are under 2.7 tpy 

VOC on a facility-wide basis.  

 

Comment 311: One commentator states that methane emissions from storage vessels can and should be 

reduced by 98%. Another commentator suggests. (1026)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP 

was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits. While manufacturer-tested models 

typically achieve significantly greater than 95% control in practice, the control requirement was revised 

to allow operators to continue to benefit from the manufacturer-tested models in accordance with the 

federal regulations. This revision avoids additional source testing to demonstrate 98% efficiency, instead 

relying on the manufacturer’s certification list maintained by U.S. EPA to demonstrate and maintain 

compliance under the federal regulations. 

 

Comment 312: The commentator suggests that storage tanks should be treated as sources and controlled 

using devices with 95% control efficiency and without venting hydrocarbons during operation. (568)  

 

Response: Storage vessels are treated as a source and control is required if the emissions control 

threshold for methane, VOC, or HAP is exceeded. Based on the comments received, the 98% control 

requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general 

permits. While manufacturer-tested models typically achieve significantly greater than 95% control in 

practice, the control requirement was revised to allow operators to continue to benefit from the 

manufacturer-tested models in accordance with the federal regulations. This revision avoids additional 

source testing to demonstrate 98% efficiency, instead relying on the manufacturer’s certification list 

maintained by U.S. EPA to demonstrate and maintain compliance under the federal regulations. 

 

Comment 313: Several commentators are concerned that the control requirements in the GP-5A (and 

the related proposed revisions to GP-5) are based, at least partially, upon this flawed calculation of CO2e 

reduction. With the correct assumptions and calculations in hand, the commentator recommends that the 

control requirements on the tanks match the NSPS Subpart OOOOa. The commentators also believe that 

the TSD does not include a source-specific BAT analysis and no other form of control for storage 

vessels is examined for cost effectiveness. The commentators believe the Department should show an 

analysis for all types of emission controls for storage vessels. The commentators suggest that the 

proposed GP-5 requirements do not justify reducing the requirement for controlling emissions from 

5 tpy to the de minimis level of 2.7 tpy of VOC. The TSD justification is based on an extremely low 

assumed capital cost of controls without sufficient supporting documentation. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  



 

June 2018  115 
 

 

Response: Conditional Exemption 38, finalized in 2013 required 95% control of any emission unit 

exceeding emission thresholds of 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy single HAP, and 1.0 tpy total HAP. Despite these 

emission thresholds and control requirement, no individual plan approval has been submitted for an 

unconventional natural gas well site since 2013. This means either the installation of controls is cost 

effective, or that the sources in question emit less than 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy single HAP, and 1.0 tpy 

total HAP. Additional explanation is included in the Department’s TSD. 

 

Comment 314: The commentator believes that DEP does not have legal authority to establish through a 

permit a fixed uncontrolled limit of 200 tpy for methane. The commentator also believes DEP does not 

have legal authority to establish through a permit a control limit of 98% which exceeds the federal 

regulatory control limit of 95%. (991)  

 

Response: The Department has legal authority to regulate methane emissions, see response to the 

previous comment. 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the 

maximum extent, consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department at the time of issuance of a 

plan approval. Based on the comments received, the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and 

HAP was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits. See response to 

Comment 308 for further explanation. 

 

Comment 315: Several commentators believe that Professional Engineer certification of closed vent 

systems for existing Storage Vessels is not of NSPS OOOO but of OOOOa. This is unnecessary 

retroactive application of new requirements, or possibly errors in copying regulatory language instead of 

properly incorporating by reference. The conditions of this section are based on NSPS Subpart OOOO 

which does not require a PE certification. The commentators recommend that this requirement should be 

deleted and Professional Engineer certification of closed vent systems default to the Subpart OOOOa 

requirements by reference. (916, 919, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 and GP-5A have been revised to incorporate applicable federal requirements 

by reference.  

 

Comment 316: The commentator believes that PA DEP provides no justification for requiring stringent 

controls at PTE levels between 2.7 tpy and 6.0 tpy of VOC. Per the PA DEP’s current Exemption 

categories, a source with a PTE less than 2.7 tpy VOC is considered exempt from permitting without 

requiring controls; furthermore, the federal requirements listed under NSPS Subpart OOOO do not 

require controls unless the PTE is over 6.0 tpy of VOC. The commentator recommends keeping the 

applicable language of the current GP-5, thereby requiring the NSPS Subpart OOOO requirement of 

95% control. The commentator believes that the TSD does not provide significant justification for 

requiring a more stringent control of 98%, as compared to the 95% control that is required by NSPS 

Subpart OOOO and does not provide a specific BAT analysis for storage vessels. The commentator 

recommends keeping the applicable language of the current GP-5, therefore requiring the NSPS 

Subpart OOOO requirement of 95% control. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Based on the comments received, the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP 

was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits. See response to Comment 308 for 
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further explanation. See the explanation in Comment 309 that justifies the permit conditions for the 

emission control threshold of 2.7 tpy of VOC. 

 

Comment 317: The commentator asks whether the Department has a cost analysis for requiring a cover 

over a centralized impoundment or an above-ground tank that is not built to hold a cover? This 

requirement places an impractical and unobtainable requirement on an operator. (1055)  

 

Response: GP-5A is not applicable to a centralized impoundment unless it meets the definition of a 

storage vessel. See the explanation in Comment 309 that justifies the permit conditions for the emission 

control threshold of 2.7 tpy of VOC. 

 

Comment 318: Section I(b)(ii) states: [a] total uncontrolled VOC emission rate of less than 2.7 tpy, an 

uncontrolled single HAP emission rate of less than 0.5 tpy, and a total uncontrolled HAP emission rate 

of less than 1.0 tpy, the owner or operator shall demonstrate compliance by submitting the required 

notifications and reports and maintaining the required records. The commentator believes that the cost of 

testing flowback and produced water for these parameters can cost anywhere from $1,000 to $2,000 per 

test. An operator should be allowed to use an approved sampling method to establish general knowledge 

in an operating area to make a determination for all wells in that area rather than having to do excessive 

testing. (1055)  

 

Response: According to the final revised Exemption Category No. 38, an owner or operator of well site 

will not be required to seek an authorization to use GP-5A for temporary activities such as site 

preparation, well drilling, hydraulic fracturing, completion, and work-over activities for conventional 

and unconventional well sites. However, the owner or operator must include the actual emissions from 

these sources in annual emission reporting.  

 

Comment 319: The commentator believes that inconsistencies with Subpart OOOOa create additional 

problems. The VOC threshold that triggers the control requirements of proposed GP-5A (i.e., the 

2.7 tpy) is less than 50% of the Subpart OOOOa threshold and would bring in many more tanks under 

these requirements. There is no definition of “storage vessel” in the proposed GP-5A similar to the 

Subpart OOOOa definition that limits it to tanks containing “crude oil, condensate, intermediate 

hydrocarbon liquids, or produced water.” This could be read as subjecting any tank, regardless of 

content, to the GP-5A recordkeeping and reporting requirements. As previously indicated, the 

definitions used in Subpart OOOOa should be incorporated by reference unless the DEP intends for 

different sources to be regulated. (1055)  

 

Response: Words and terms that are not otherwise defined in GP-5A shall have the meanings set forth 

in Section 3 of the APCA (35 P.S. § 4003) and Title 25, Article III including 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 unless 

the context indicates otherwise. The meanings set forth in applicable definitions codified in the Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR) including 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts JJJJ, OOOO, and OOOOa or 40 CFR 

Part 63, Subparts HH and ZZZZ shall also apply to this General Permit.  

 

The Storage Vessel is defined in 40 CFR Subpart OOOO and OOOOa. Therefore, no separate definition 

of storage vessel is needed in GP-5A.  

 

Comment 320: The Department has not justified the incremental benefit of requiring 98% control when 

the OOOOa rules require 95% control, and long-established Department permits and exemptions allow 

95%. The commentator suggests that the maximum control required should be 95%. (919)  
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Response: The Department has revised in the final general permits, the control efficiency from 98% to 

95%. See the response to Comment 307 for further explanation. 

 

Comment 321: Several commentators recommend modifying the limit for requiring controls to match 

the NSPS Subpart OOOO standard of 6.0 tpy and the required control to 95%. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The rationale for requiring control for a source with greater than 2.7 tpy VOC is stated in the 

TSD. See the response to Comment 309 for further explanation for the use of this lower control 

threshold. 

 

Comment 322: The commentator believes that the concept of triggering permitting or permit limitations 

solely based on methane (GHG) emissions is inconsistent with the application of the PSD permitting 

program at the federal level. The commentator recommends removal of 200 tpy of methane emissions as 

a trigger for applying add-on controls. While the threshold is not expected to affect many, if any, storage 

vessels, the control of tanks based solely on methane emissions levels has not be justified by DEP and 

should be removed. In most, if not all cases, controls will be triggered due to VOC emissions and the 

same controls that limit VOC will limit methane as a co-benefit. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 

1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department has legal authority to regulate methane emissions, see response to 

Comment 9. 25 Pa. Code Chapter 127 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the 

maximum extent, consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department at the time of issuance of a 

plan approval. U.S. EPA used Social Cost for Methane of $1,000 (in 2012 $ per metric ton) at discount 

rate of 3% in the rulemaking of NSPS Subpart OOOOa for oil and gas industries. EPA’s social cost for 

methane ranging from $1,000 to $2,800 for various discount rates. The estimate of $2,800 is the 

95th percentile of the social cost for methane. The Department used $1,000/ton methane reduced as cost 

effectiveness threshold for feasibility of methane reduction measures. Emissions greater than or equal to 

200 tpy of methane require to control. The Department’s BAT is applicable to each source, not to an 

entire facility, which is why the 200 tpy threshold is a source specific and not facility-wide control 

threshold. The Department has provided in the TSD a rationale for requiring control on a source emitting 

more than 200 tpy as BAT.  

 

Comment 323: The commentator believes that the incremental benefit of requiring 98% control when 

the OOOOa rules require 95% control, and long-established DEP permits and exemptions allow 95%, 

has not been justified. While many control devices will achieve far greater than 95% destruction, the 

Technical Support Document states that 1,600 F in a combustion control device is required to ensure 

98% methane destruction, yet no technical or cost analysis is provided regarding what is required to 

achieve and sustain a 1,600 F combustion zone temperature. The maximum control required should be 

95%. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department has revised in the final general permits, the control efficiency from 98% to 

95%. See the response to Comment 307 for further explanation. 
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Tanker Truck Loadout Operations 

 

Comment 324: Several commentators state that the Department should consider the chemistry and 

characteristics of the natural gas, which varies over the state. The gas in the northcentral and northeast 

parts of the state is dry; therefore, the produced fluids do not contain condensate. Most trucking 

companies haul residual waste water, produced water, or flowback water, otherwise called brine. Brine 

water is not hazardous, nor does it contain high levels of methane or VOC. Many people think that brine 

water is bad and needs to be heavily regulated; in fact, it already is and the regulations have forced a 

shift to recycling brine for reuse in fracturing new wells. This is good as it reduces the need for fresh 

water.  

 

To haul brine, the truck must have a residual waste sticker and ID number, and the driver must attend 

safety classes and briefings. In these classes, the driver is taught to take environmental precautions such 

as double-checking hose connections, using secondary containment under hose connections, ensuring 

that hoses are secured before leaving the site, and that all hatches and valves are closed once loadout is 

complete. Drivers must also fill out a manifest to report type and volume of liquids loaded, where the 

liquids were picked up, and where they were taken; this is reported monthly to the Department. 

 

In the southwest region, the gas is often wet and therefore the produced fluids, especially at compressor 

stations, may contain condensate. It is the condensate that requires special management. The 

commentators recommend that the Department only require vapor recovery units and leak testing for 

trucks if the storage vessels from which the liquids are being unloaded do not require controls. (901, 

902, 907, 909, 913, 914, 917, 918, 922, 923, 925, 932, 933, 938, 941, 948, 951, 953-956, 959, 965, 966, 

969, 975, 979, 980, 982-984, 986, 989, 993, 996, 997, 998, 1001)  

 

Response: The Department has changed the requirements in the final general permits to reflect that 

tanker truck load-out operations only have requirements if taking liquids from storage vessels that emit 

methane, VOC, or HAP in excess of the control thresholds.  

 

Comment 325: Several commentators state that the requirements for tanker truck loading is needlessly 

complex. The tanker truck pressure testing requirements resemble those cited in major source 

regulations for VOC control. These requirements apply to the carrier companies, not the oil and gas 

operators.  

 

The process should be simplified to allow estimating total truck loading emissions for the reporting 

period, not for each loadout operation. There could easily be hundreds of loadout events per well pad per 

year, even before accounting for water delivery to and from fracturing operations.  

 

The commentators state that the truck loadout requirements are unreasonable in a dry gas area such as 

most of Pennsylvania. The general permits should be clear that the requirements only apply to trucks 

hauling hydrocarbons and does not apply to water truck loading. The commentator recommends that 

truck loadout operations should have a de minimis level below which the requirement to use a vapor 

recovery loadout system is not required.  

 

The commentators state that the Department’s requirement that a “vapor recovery loadout system” 

which meets the closed vent system requirements should be removed. There is no “loadout system” 

defined in Subpart OOOOa, and should certainly not be equated to a closed vent system which requires 

a professional engineer’s certification. The Department’s requirement for closed vent systems is also 
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problematic because they are not always feasible and may not be safe under certain conditions. This 

section should be deleted.  

 

The proposed permit should also not include existing sources which would have been subject to BAT at 

the time of installation (lack of “grandfathering” clause).  

 

The TSD provides no justification for closed vent systems, routing emissions to controls, or why such 

controls would be considered as BAT. (901-903, 907-909, 913, 914, 916-919, 922, 923, 925, 928, 930, 

932, 933, 936, 938, 939, 941, 948-956, 959, 961, 964-966, 969, 972, 975, 978-984, 986, 987, 989, 991, 

993, 996-999, 1001-1003, 1044, 1046-1048, 1050, 1052-1056)  

 

Response: Though tanker truck testing requirements apply to truck carrier companies, it is the 

responsibility of the permittee to ensure that all trucks that perform loadout operations at their facility 

have passed one of the appropriate leak tests prior to allowing them to unload liquids from a storage 

vessel. While the leak test requirements are part of PennDOT and US DOT regulations, the Department 

maintains that verifying that a tanker is properly leak tested is necessary to reduce emissions from 

storage tanks that emit above the control thresholds. 

 

The emissions records for each loadout operation will assist the inspector in verifying the compliance 

with emissions control thresholds for VOC, HAP, and methane.  

 

The final GP-5A and GP-5 require control of VOC emissions from tanker truck loadout operations 

which service storage vessels which emit more than 2.7 tpy VOC (uncontrolled), 0.5 tpy of a single 

HAP, 1 tpy total HAP, or 200 tpy methane.  

 

The final general permits allow the owner or operator to use a vapor balancing system for tanker truck 

loadout operations instead of a vapor recovery unit. The Department has replaced “vapor recovery 

loadout system” with “use a vapor balancing system when removing liquids from the storage vessel.”  

There is no requirement for control, as the storage vessel will be controlled and the vapor balancing 

system will route the emissions back to the storage vessel.  

 

The requirements in the general permits are prospective and do not apply to existing sources unless a 

source is modified.  

 

The TSD provides justification for requiring a vapor balancing system as BAT.  

 

Comment 326: The commentator suggests that requirements for a “vapor recovery loadout system” 

used for truck loadout operations should be removed. Under Subpart OOOOa, the “loadout system” 

itself is not the equipment covered by the PE certification, when applicable for storage vessel affected 

facility, but rather it is the closed vent system (the control device, piping and components on the tank 

farm). The “vapor recovery loadout system” would simply be the vapor-return hose which runs from the 

truck to the tanks, and which allows the flow of displaced vapors back into the tanks. (1050)  

 

Response: The final general permits require a vapor balancing system instead of a “vapor recovery 

loadout system” when removing liquids from the storage vessel that emits methane, VOC, or HAP in 

excess of the control thresholds.  
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Comment 327: The commentator wants to know how to estimate methane or ethane emissions when 

loading trucks. (964)  

 

Response: The owner or operator may estimate methane and ethane emissions from truck loading 

operations based on the gas analysis and emission factors.  

 

Comment 328: Section J includes recordkeeping and reporting requirements that obligate the operator 

to keep records of the entire fleet of trucks that may be used to collect liquids from a facility, including 

the data and rating of each leak test. The shale gas operator does not own the fleet of trucks and is not 

qualified to determine if each leak test was performed adequately and meets DOT standards. An 

operating company may use several trucking companies, each of which may have hundreds or thousands 

of trucks. With new trucks entering the system and the retesting of existing trucks, the operating 

company would be required to dedicate a full-time employee for tracking this requirement without any 

environmental benefit. Additionally, Section J requires operators to perform emission calculations for 

each tanker truck load-out. These emissions are reported in the annual emissions inventory, but 

calculating emissions on a per-truck basis would be overly burdensome and time consuming and would 

not accomplish the goal of demonstrating compliance with the annual emission threshold. Section J also 

requires that records of each truck load-out be included with the annual report. The commentator 

believes that reporting these records would involve an overwhelming amount of paperwork (as high as 

26,000 pages per year) and would place additional burden on PADEP to review while providing no 

environmental benefit. (939)  

 

Response: The Department has removed the recordkeeping and reporting requirements that obligate the 

operator to keep records of the entire fleet of trucks that may be used to collect liquids from a facility, 

including the data and rating of each leak test.  

 

Comment 329: The commentator believes that the explanations for this source are vague. It is addressed 

by Section J of both draft general permits and in the TSD. It is not clear what type of control if any is 

being mandated. It appears it may be some form of vapor balancing where the vapors displaced from the 

tank-truck are routed back into the supplying storage tank. Is that the intent? The permit condition 

merely requires compliance with Section N.1(f) which addresses the closed vent system routed back to 

control or process. If this is vapor balancing, then the tank would be considered the process. In many 

cases an atmospheric tank is allowed, thereby the recovered vapors would freely vent from the tank, 

rending this requirement useless despite being mechanically, economically, and administratively 

burdensome. (919)  

 

Response: The final general permits allow the owner or operator to use a vapor balancing system for 

tanker truck loadout operations instead of a vapor recovery unit.  

 

Comment 330: Section N.1(f) includes a requirement to have a PE certify the adequacy of the closed 

vent system. This is yet another unnecessary application of an OOOOa compliance requirement being 

applied to a separate source category within the general permit. This would add significant cost and 

burden for limited environmental benefit. In addition, the DEP is attempting to require that a “vapor 

recovery loadout system” which meets the requirements of Section N, Condition (1)(f) be used for truck 

loadout operations. This requirement must be removed.  

 

DEP does not present a technical or economic assessment of the control of tanker truck loadout 

emissions in the Technical Support Document, but rather simply states that “…tanker truck loadout 
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operations are required to use a vapor recovery loadout system that meets the closed vent system 

requirements in the section on enclosed flares and other control devices.” The commentator recommends 

that Section J Tanker Truck Loadout Operations should be removed from the proposed GP-5/GP-5A 

until satisfactory justification is provided.  

 

The commentator recommends that the language of the current GP-5 be maintained, but continue to 

allow appropriate VOC emission controls to remain a synthetic minor for VOC. PA DEP fails to provide 

a BAT analysis for Tanker Truck Loadout Operations in either the proposed GP-5 TSD or the TSD for 

the 2013 GP-5. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 and GP-5A have been revised and incorporate all the applicable federal 

requirements by reference. The final GPs allow the owner/operator to use a vapor balancing system for 

tanker truck loadout operations instead of a vapor recovery unit. The final GPs do not include the 

requirement to have a PE certify the adequacy of the closed vent system. 

 

According to the final general permits, for all tanker truck loadout operations that service storage vessels 

that exceed an uncontrolled emission rate of 200 tpy methane, 2.7 tpy of total VOC, 0.5 tpy of an 

uncontrolled single HAP, and 1.0 tpy of a total uncontrolled HAP, the owner or operator is required to 

reduce methane, VOC, and HAP emissions by 95% or more.  

 

Conditional Exemption 38, finalized in 2013 required 95% control of any emission unit, including 

tanker-truck loadout operations exceeding emission thresholds of 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy single HAP, and 

1.0 tpy total HAP. Despite the requirement to install 95% VOC control on storage vessels and other 

equipment, no individual plan approval was submitted for an unconventional natural gas well site. This 

means either the installation of control is cost effective, or that the sources in question emit less than 

2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy single HAP, and 1.0 tpy total HAP.  

 

Quantification of Fugitive Emissions 

 

Comment 331: The commentators recommend removing the requirement to quantify leaks with a 

highflow sampler as it does nothing to reduce emissions and delays the repair of the leak. Operator 

experience with high-flow samplers has shown low repeatability and the availability of equipment and 

qualified personnel is limited. (916, 919, 928, 930, 936, 949, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 

999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1052-1056)  

 

Response: Due to non-availability of reliable high flow samplers, the final GP-5A does not contain any 

instrument-based quantification requirements.  

 

Fugitive Emission Repair, Delay of Repair, and Resurvey 

 

Comment 332: The commentators state that repairs should be conducted as soon as possible, with an 

immediate cessation of operations until repairs are conducted and re-tested to validate the effectiveness 

of the repair. The operators must report and document these activities in a timely manner with 

substantial penalties for failing to comply. (675)  

 

Response: The final general permits require that any leak detected from a fugitive emission component 

shall be repaired by the owner or operator of the facility as expeditiously as practicable. A first attempt 

at repair must be attempted within 5 calendar days of detection, and repair must be completed no later 
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than 15 calendar days after the leak is detected unless: (i) the owner or operator must purchase parts, in 

which case the repair must be completed no later than 10 calendar days after the receipt of the purchased 

parts; or (ii) the repair or replacement is technically infeasible, would require a vent blowdown, a well 

shutdown or well shut-in, or would be unsafe to repair during operation of the unit, in which case the 

repair or replacement must be completed during the next scheduled well shutdown, well shut-in, after a 

planned vent blowdown or within 2 years, whichever is earlier. This is consistent with 40 CFR 

§ 60.5397(h)(2). 

 

Comment 333: The commentators state that repairs should be conducted as soon as possible. While 

some repairs may not be feasible without causing a blowdown or shutdown that generates emission, in 

no case should a leak be delayed for up to two years. This is a long time for leaks to remain unaddressed 

and continue their impact on air quality and public health. (1021, 1037, 1038)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, Section G Condition 1(f)(ii) states that if “The repair or 

replacement is technically infeasible, would require a vent blowdown, a [facility] shutdown, or would be 

unsafe to repair during operation of the unit, the repair or replacement must be completed during the 

next scheduled [facility] shutdown, after a planned vent blowdown or within 2 years, whichever is 

earlier [emphasis added]. This is consistent with 40 CFR § 60.5397(h)(2).  

 

Comment 334: The commentator recommends referencing 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and 

OOOOa rather than including the text in the general permits. This would simplify the general permits 

and ensure that they remain consistent with any changes in federal requirements. It would also ease 

compliance demonstration because there would be certainty that federal and state compliance are 

achieved, especially as it concerns delay of repair. (916, 928, 930, 936, 944, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final GPs, monitoring requirements have been incorporated by reference. However, the 

terms and conditions in Section G of the final general permits are determined by the Department to be 

BAT. Therefore, the terms and conditions were written into the final general permits.  

 

Regarding the concerns for delay of repairs, the final general permits require that any leak detected from 

a fugitive emission component shall be repaired by the owner or operator of the facility as expeditiously 

as practicable. A first attempt at repair must be attempted within 5 calendar days of detection, and repair 

must be completed no later than 15 calendar days after the leak is detected unless: (i) The owner or 

operator must purchase parts, in which case the repair must be completed no later than 10 calendar days 

after the receipt of the purchased parts; or (ii) the repair or replacement is technically infeasible, would 

require a vent blowdown, a well shutdown or well shut-in, or would be unsafe to repair during operation 

of the unit, in which case the repair or replacement must be completed during the next scheduled well 

shutdown, well shut-in, after a planned vent blowdown or within 2 years, whichever is earlier. This is 

consistent with 40 CFR § 60.5397(h)(2).  

 

Comment 335: The commentator states that prudent operating practice requires that leaks that pose a 

safety hazard must be immediately isolated and repaired regardless of the LDAR requirements. Smaller 

leaks should be considered for repair when equipment is removed from service for maintenance since 

the volume of gas vented to accommodate the repair may be greater than the volume leaked over the 

time until the next scheduled shutdown. Section K Condition 1(g)(2) of the proposed general permits 

impede an operator’s ability to complete a repair immediately or under the schedule prescribed by the 

general permits. By not incorporating the federal requirements, the LDAR provisions in the proposed 
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general permits put operators in the untenable position of either meeting contractual requirements to 

deliver gas or complying with the general permit and keeping the unit offline until the leak can be 

repaired. (916, 936)  

 

Response: The language in Section G Condition 1(f)(2) of the final general permits was revised based 

on the comments received. The final general permits require that any leak detected from a fugitive 

emission component shall be repaired by the owner or operator of the facility as expeditiously as 

practicable. A first attempt at repair must be attempted within 5 calendar days of detection, and repair 

must be completed no later than 15 calendar days after the leak is detected unless: (i) The owner or 

operator must purchase parts, in which case the repair must be completed no later than 10 calendar days 

after the receipt of the purchased parts; or (ii) the repair or replacement is technically infeasible, would 

require a vent blowdown, a well shutdown or well shut-in, or would be unsafe to repair during operation 

of the unit, in which case the repair or replacement must be completed during the next scheduled well 

shutdown, well shut-in, after a planned vent blowdown or within 2 years, whichever is earlier. This is 

consistent with 40 CFR § 60.5397(h)(2).  

 

Comment 336: The commentator recommends that the required resurvey of repairs can be performed 

during the same LDAR survey if a minor leak is capable of immediate repair. If the Department does not 

accept resurvey during the same LDAR survey, the Department must explain why a resurvey at a 

separate date is required and beneficial. (991)  

 

Response: Section G Condition 1(g) requires that “Once a fugitive emission component has been 

repaired or replaced, the owner or operator must resurvey the component as soon as practicable. This 

includes during a first attempt at repair that occurs during the LDAR survey.  

 

The final permit does not require re-survey after repair to be conducted on a separate day. The owner or 

operator can do the resurvey on the same day as the LDAR survey.  

 

Comment 337: The commentators recommend that Section K Condition 1(h)(i) not be listed as a sub 

requirement of Condition 1(h) as it requires documenting a component that is not able to be repaired 

during the scheduled LDAR survey. The commentator recommends making it a standalone requirement. 

(916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Section G Condition 1(g)(i) of the final permit is consistent with 40 CFR 

§ 60.5397a(h)(3)(ii).  

 

Fugitive Emission Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements 

 

Comment 338: The commentator states that the proposed recordkeeping requirements are largely 

copied from 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa without proper independent justification by the 

Department. It is unnecessary and unreasonable to list the fugitive emission equipment, manufacturer, 

model number, and serial number for all equipment as required by Section K Condition 3(a)(ii). The 

commentator recommends reverting to the recordkeeping requirement found in the previous GP-5. (919)  

 

Response: Section G of the final permit incorporates 40 CFR § 60.5397a(c)(3) by reference. The 

condition in the proposed general permit inadvertently dropped the word detection in “A list of fugitive 

emissions [detection] equipment…” as in the federal regulation.  
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Comment 339: The commentators state that the proposed recordkeeping and reporting requirements are 

fundamental to compliance monitoring and provide vital information on the efficacy of the LDAR 

program. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. Each monitoring survey must be recorded and maintained in 

accordance with Section A, Condition 12 and those that occurred during the reporting period must be 

submitted with the annual report in accordance with Section G, Condition 3 and Section A, 

Condition 13(c).  

 

Alternative LDAR Requirements 

 

Comment 340: The commentator recommends referencing 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and 

OOOOa rather than including the text in the general permits. This would simplify the general permits 

and ensure that they remain consistent with any changes in federal requirements. It would also ease 

compliance demonstration because there would be certainty that federal and state compliance is 

achieved. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, monitoring requirements have been incorporated by reference. 

The terms and conditions requiring compliance demonstration are included in the final permit. The 

requirement in Section G Condition 1(b) was revised to state “No later than 60 days after initial startup 

of a source…”  This is consistent with language in the previous GP-5 Section H Condition 2 (Within 

180 calendar days after the initial startup of a source…) and with 40 CFR § 60.5397a(f)(2) (You must 

conduct an initial monitoring survey within 60 days of the startup of a new compressor station…).  

 

Comment 341: The commentators recommend increasing the LDAR inspection frequency to monthly 

as leaks would be found quickly and repaired as soon as possible. The recommendation is made based 

on studies that suggest that methane leak rates are higher than previously estimated, with one based on 

aerial infra-red detection of GHG estimating emission rates 100 times greater than U.S. EPA’s 

estimates. Another study suggests that leaks are not the result of aging components as emissions were 

more likely to be detected at newer well sites. (1-8, 11-14, 16-18, 20-22, 24, 25, 28-36, 38-40, 42-57, 

59-61, 63-67, 69-72, 74-79, 82-86, 89-104, 106-109, 111-114, 116-145, 147-153, 155-170, 172-176, 

178-200, 202-205, 207219, 221-225, 228-230, 234-245, 247-251, 253-258, 261-281, 283, 285-289, 

291-301, 303-305, 307-312, 314-322, 324-339, 342-344, 346-349, 351, 352, 354-358, 360-363, 

365-367, 369-378, 380, 384-387, 389391, 393-406, 408-415, 417-421, 423-425, 427-436, 439-442, 

444-470, 474, 475, 477-482, 484-502, 504534, 536-550, 552-569, 571-595, 598-604, 606-624, 627-631, 

633-649, 651-665, 667-677, 679-683, 685-689, 691-706, 708-714, 717-728, 730-732, 735-745, 747-750, 

752-757, 759-763, 765-771, 773-776, 779783, 786-799, 802, 806-809, 811, 813, 815-817, 819-825, 

827-839, 842, 844-852, 872, 874, 1011, 1014, 1015, 1020, 1022, 1026, 1028, 1038, 1057-4628, 

8754-9357)  

 

Response: The monthly frequency proposed by the commentators for larger facilities is based on 

Colorado’s requirement for major facilities to perform LDAR monthly. The DEP’s final general permits 

are not applicable to sources located at major facilities. The requirements including frequency of LDAR 

are determined for major facilities through case-by-case plan approval reviews.  

 

The final GPs require quarterly LDAR which is determined to be cost effective as BAT. In addition, GPs 

require monthly AVO inspections.  
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Comment 342: The commentators recommend removing the stepdown provision that allows operators 

to reduce the frequency of LDAR inspections if less than 2% of components are found leaking. 

Equipment and component failure are unpredictable and U.S. EPA recommends that more frequent 

monitoring should be performed to ensure leaks are being identified in a timely manner. There is also 

evidence that compares site-level emissions to the percentage of leaking components which shows that 

sites with less than 2% leaking components constituted 90% of total emissions and 80% of all sites. In 

addition, the stepdown provision may have the unintended consequence of encouraging companies to 

not find and repair leaks to reduce costs based on less frequent inspections. (1-8, 11-14, 16-18, 20-22, 

24-26, 28-36, 38-40, 42-55, 57, 59-61, 63-67, 69-72, 74-79, 82-86, 89-114, 116-145, 147-153, 155-170, 

172-176, 178-200, 202-205, 207219, 221-225, 228-231, 234-245, 247-251, 253-258, 261-283, 285-289, 

291-300, 303-305, 307-312, 314322, 324-327, 329-334, 336-339, 342-344, 347-349, 351-358, 360-363, 

365-378, 380, 384-387, 389-391, 393-406, 408-415, 417-421, 423, 425, 427-436, 439-442, 444-470, 

474, 475, 477-481, 484-502, 504-534, 536-544, 546-550, 552-559, 561-567, 569, 571-591, 593-595, 

599-604, 606-624, 627-631, 633-649, 651-665, 667-677, 679-683, 685-689, 691-706, 708-714, 717-728, 

730-733, 735-745, 747-750, 752-757, 759763, 765-768, 770, 771, 773-776, 779-783, 786-799, 802, 

806-809, 811, 813, 815-817, 819-825, 827-839, 842, 844-852, 854, 855, 857-861, 863, 865, 868-870, 

872, 874-876, 878-899, 1004, 1007-1009, 1014, 1017, 1018, 1020, 1021, 1023, 1026, 1027, 1030, 1031, 

1033, 1034, 1037-1042, 1057-3332, 4602, 4629-5105, 8754-9357)  

 

Response: The stepdown provision provides some relief to smaller operators by allowing them to track 

the percentage of leaking components and, by maintaining less than 2% leaking components, reduce 

frequency. This allows smaller operators to reduce the number of times per year they must hire a 

contractor to perform this service and therefore save money. If at any time the percentage of leaking 

components exceeds 2%, the facility must resume quarterly LDAR inspections. Larger operators 

typically have in-house personnel to perform LDAR inspections and would rather maintain a consistent 

frequency than be burdened by the additional recordkeeping to receive a stepdown frequency.  

 

Comment 343: The commentator will concede a stepdown provision for facilities that perform LDAR 

inspections monthly provided that the facility consistently passes with a comfortable margin, the 

operator continues to self-report monthly even when on a quarterly inspection schedule, and 

immediately resumes monthly LDAR inspections if any portion of a quarterly inspection is failed. 

(1011, 1015, 1022, 1028)  

 

Response: Facilities will be inspected monthly, using AVO, and quarterly for instrument-based LDAR. 

Monthly instrument-based LDAR inspections are only required in Colorado for facilities that are major 

sources. All facilities authorized under a general permit are minor facilities, and do not warrant the same 

level inspection as a major facility.  

 

Comment 344: The commentators recommend that the largest facilities should be subject to a monthly 

LDAR inspection frequency. This is already implemented in Colorado, which requires well sites with 

storage tanks and compressor stations that emit more than 50 tpy VOC and well sites without storage 

tanks that emit more than 20 tpy VOC to perform monthly LDAR. (854, 855, 857-861, 863, 865, 

868-870, 1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: The monthly frequency proposed by the commentators for larger facilities is based on 

Colorado’s requirement for major facilities to perform LDAR monthly. The final general permits cannot 

be used at major facilities; major facilities would be required to determine LDAR frequency on a case-

by-case basis.  
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Comment 345: The commentators recommend adopting similar LDAR requirements for existing 

facilities. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: The Department is required to develop regulations to implement CTG for existing sources. 

The rulemaking for existing sources will be proposed for public comment prior to its promulgation.  

 

Comment 346: The commentator states that there are occasions when Department staff are inspecting 

wellheads and discover a methane leak. It is unknown whether these are routine inspections or if they 

are related to a water supply complaint; regardless, negligent operators allow methane to escape either 

through failure to inspect or by refusing to act. Operators have staff on the well site daily; however, 

these employees are task-oriented, and if their duties don’t involve monitoring for leaks, they don’t. 

(1020)  

 

Response: Based on discussions with industry, the Department was informed that most well sites are 

unmanned. Therefore, the Department has determined that monthly AVO is appropriate BAT and our 

inspectors can inspect these facilities without prior notice.  

 

Comment 347: The commentators recommend referencing 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and 

OOOOa for GP-5 covered facilities that may be applicable. Other facilities not yet subject to 

Subparts OOOO or OOOOa should be subject to the previous GP-5 LDAR program upon 

reauthorization under the final GP-5. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: Because the LDAR requirements are laid out in Section G of the final GP-5, an existing 

facility authorized under the previous GP-5 that seeks reauthorization under the final GP-5 would be 

required to comply with the terms and conditions therein. However, the operator of a facility authorized 

under a previous GP-5 can maintain the current LDAR program by rolling the facility into a state-only 

operating permit.  

 

Comment 348: The commentators state that quarterly LDAR is excessive for well pads and the 

frequency should be changed to annual as supported by operator data or to the federally required semi-

annual. Section K Condition 1(b)(iii) does not provide adequate relief because it unnecessarily requires 

two consecutive quarterly inspections with percentage of leaking components below 2% before 

insufficiently reducing the frequency to semi-annual. (916, 919, 928, 930, 949, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1049, 1053-1056)  

 

Response: All new or modified facilities would be required to comply with the federal semi-annual 

inspection requirement at a minimum; this is the case for facilities that meet the conditions of 

Exemption 38. As part of BAT, the Department found that quarterly LDAR requirements are technically 

and economically feasible at well sites. Section G Condition 1(b)(iv) of the final general permit does 

provide relief, and based on information provided by operators in their comments, would result in only 

one additional survey over the federal semi-annual requirement.  

 

Comment 349: The commentators support the Department’s proposed standards for LDAR from 

sources not covered in other states, such as pigging operations and liquids unloading. However, the 

commentators recommend that all sources of unintentional venting, including continuous and 

intermittent bleed pneumatic controllers, should be surveyed. The same methods that detect leaks from 
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other components can also be used to detect operational issues with pneumatic controllers. The 

commentators also recommend that the Department require operators perform an annual direct 

measurement of all continuous bleed pneumatic devices and repair or replace any with a measured 

emission rate above 6 scf/h within 14 days of the date of the measurement, as is required in California. 

Performing direct measurement of emissions from continuous bleed controllers during LDAR 

inspections has an incremental cost per controller of approximately $36. (854, 855, 857-861, 863, 865, 

868-870, 1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042) 

 

Response: The definition of “fugitive emissions component” includes the language “Any component 

that has the potential to emit fugitive emissions of methane, VOC, or HAP…”  This means that any 

component with a potential to emit fugitive emissions, such as pneumatic controllers, are part of the 

LDAR program. However, controllers that emit from their operational vent is not considered a leak. Any 

unintentional venting over the established limit is required to be reported in accordance with the GP-5 

Malfunction Reporting Instructions.  

 

Due to non-availability of reliable high flow samplers, the final GP-5A does not contain any instrument-

based quantification requirements.  

 

Comment 350: The commentator states that the Department has reduced the effectiveness of LDAR 

compared to the current GP-5 by limiting the scope to “fugitive emissions components” as opposed to 

the facility. This is compounded by excluding all vents and exhausts unless the leak occurs from a place 

other than the designed emission point. Excluding vents and exhausts neglects the possibility that a vent 

designed to emit steam or water vapor could emit hydrocarbons or other substances; this exclusion 

removes glycol dehydration units from the LDAR program. (27, 805, 1029, 1032)  

 

Response: The previous version of GP-5 was not as clearly defined as the final GP-5. The LDAR 

program described in the final general permit is consistent with the Department’s intent as indicated 

through responses to FAQs.  

 

Comment 351: The commentators state that the proposed LDAR program in the general permits applies 

to significantly more components than the federal requirements. Because of this, operators would be 

required to keep a record of all components that meet the definition under the proposed LDAR program; 

this mismatch will cause significant compliance confusion and potentially report two values from the 

same source. The commentators recommend aligning the LDAR requirements with the federal 

requirements so operators can estimate the component counts under 40 CFR Part 98 Subpart W. (916, 

928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1044, 1046-1049, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The Department’s definition is based on the definition in 40 CFR 

§ 60.5430a and has been determined to satisfy other federal definitions in scope and intent. The 

definition includes open-ended lines. Devices that vent as part of their normal operation, such as 

pneumatic controllers and pneumatic pumps, are not fugitive emissions components unless there is a 

discharge from a place other than the vent.  

 

The Department included covers, closed vent systems, and thief hatches as fugitive emissions 

components because the potential for fugitive emissions also exists from these sources. Closed vent 

systems are required to perform a no-detectable-emissions inspection according to 40 CFR § 60.5416a 

which is a Method 21 test covered by the LDAR requirements in the final general permits. Thief hatches 
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are required to be inspected under the federal definition unless the storage tank emits less than the 

control threshold (i.e., not subject to 40 CFR § 60.5395a).  

 

The Department was clear in the definition of “leak” what constitutes a leak from a fugitive emissions 

component. All components or equipment authorized by the final general permits must conduct LDAR 

in accordance with Section G, which also satisfies the federal requirements.  

 

Comment 352: The commentators request that the Department clarify that leaks discovered and 

repaired during an AVO survey are considered repaired if they no longer exhibit the audible, visual, or 

olfactory indicators that made them discoverable. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1053-1055)  

 

Response: Section G Condition 1(g)(ii) specifies what methods are eligible to verify repair; 

Condition 1(g)(ii)(D) is likely the most appropriate verification method for leaks found and repaired 

during an AVO inspection, although any of the others could be used at the operator’s discretion.  

 

Comment 353: The commentator states that sealing device manufacturers have had a significant role in 

helping their customers quantify and reduce emissions. Documentation of leakage levels is essential to 

maintenance programs to determine their effectiveness. LDAR programs have been in use for some time 

and have been proven to be effective at reducing emissions.  

 

While a leak has been defined as a concentration of 2.5% methane or a concentration of 500 ppm VOC, 

many low emission packing and valve technologies can achieve emission levels less than 100 ppmv in 

practice. Flanges can achieve even lower emission levels, with less than 50 ppmv generally recognized 

and not to exceed 100 ppm absent special circumstances.  

 

The commentator recommends that LDAR programs use these sealing solutions to reduce fugitive 

emissions to their lowest levels and reduce the occurrence of massive leaks. Large emitters of fugitive 

emissions are not necessarily due to the equipment design, technology, or end of life but rather in the 

improper installation or misapplication of sealing products. (FSA)  

 

Response: The Department’s definition of a leak is 500 ppm (see Section A Condition 3); this definition 

is consistent with EPA in that it describes the level at which emissions are considered a leak and must be 

repaired.  

 

The Department cannot establish a specific standard without knowing the associated costs because as per 

the BAT requirement, a technology must be technically and economically feasible.  

 

Comment 354: The commentators ask what cost-benefit methodology was used to justify the frequency 

and stringency of the LDAR requirements in the proposed general permits. (853, 867, 871, 921)  

 

Response: The Department’s cost analysis in Appendix E of the TSD also includes well sites, 

compressor stations, and processing plants. The quantification requirement has been removed from the 

final general permits.  

 

Comment 355: The commentators recommend that the Department justify the monthly AVO inspection 

requirement in the TSD. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  
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Response: Monthly AVO inspections included in the final general permits are consistent with 

requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. In addition, since 2013, GP-5 requires monthly AVO 

inspections for sources at natural gas compression and processing facilities.  

 

Comment 356: The commentators state that the proposed LDAR requirements in the general permits 

require quarterly LDAR surveys and monthly AVO inspections. This causes duplicative inspections four 

times per year, and is an example of the inefficient use of resources required by the proposed general 

permits with no additional environmental benefit. The commentators recommend not requiring an AVO 

inspection in the month that an LDAR survey is conducted. The commentators also recommend that 

both LDAR and AVO only apply to new or modified equipment. (928, 930, 944, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 

1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Monthly AVO inspections included in the final general permits are consistent with 

requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. Since 2013, the previous version of GP-5 required 

quarterly LDAR requirements using OGI and monthly AVO for midstream natural gas operations. The 

LDAR program using OGI includes AVO and therefore does not constitute duplicative inspections. 

 

Comment 357: The commentators state that quarterly LDAR requirement and monthly AVO 

requirement are cost-effective methods to reduce fugitive emissions. The commentators submitted a cost 

analysis for LDAR assuming quarterly inspections reduce fugitive emissions by 80% and monthly 

inspections reduce fugitive emissions by 90%. For quarterly LDAR, the dollar per metric ton of methane 

reduced ranged from $420 to $960 at well pads and from $214 to $891 at compressor stations. For 

monthly LDAR, the dollar per metric ton of methane reduced ranged from $844 to $1,903 at well pads 

and from $396 to $1,583 at compressor stations. The cost-effectiveness improves if the value of the 

saved gas is accounted for. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1019, 1021, 1023, 1026, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 

1034, 1037, 1039, 1040, 1042)  

 

Response: Based on the Department’s criteria, monthly LDAR inspections are not cost-effective, even 

when considering the value of saved gas. The Department assumed 80% reduction based on monthly 

inspections and 60% reduction based on quarterly inspections consistent with EPA and Colorado’s 

reduction estimates.  

 

Comment 358: The commentator recommends the first LDAR inspection at a well pad be conducted 

using OGI within 15 days of a well commencing operation and monthly thereafter with weekly AVO 

inspections. Leaks should be required to be repaired within 5 calendar days of detection or, if parts must 

be ordered to conduct the repair, within 15 days of receiving the parts. (568)  

 

Response: The Department has determined that monthly AVO conducted within 30 days of an emission 

source commencing operation and a quarterly LDAR program conducted within 60 days after initial 

startup of a source are BAT for fugitive emissions. The repair requirement starts within 5 days of 

detection for the first attempt of repair, with the repair being completed no later than 15 days after the 

leak is detected unless (i) the repair requires the purchase of parts in which case the repair must be 

completed within 10 days of the receipt of parts or (ii) the repair or replacement is technically infeasible, 

would require a vent blowdown, a shutdown, or would be unsafe to repair during operation of the unit, 

in this case the repair must be completed at the earliest of the next scheduled shutdown, after a planned 

blowdown, or within 2 years.  

 



 

June 2018  130 
 

Comment 359: The commentator states that LDAR, OGI, and AVO apply to sources that emit less than 

50 tpy VOC. The commentator asks if sources that emit 50 tpy VOC or more will be treated as major 

sources under the CAA. (568)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that, absent a malfunction, a facility that emits 50 tpy VOC or more 

will be a major facility requiring plan approval and a Title V operating permit.  

 

Comment 360: The commentator states that leaks should be defined as a concentration of 2.5% methane 

or a concentration of VOC of 500 ppm or greater. (568)  

 

Response: The leak concentration is 500 ppm or greater detected by an instrument reading. The leak 

definition is consistent between Section A, Condition 3 and Section G, Condition 1(d) of the final 

general permits and the federal definition.  

 

Comment 361: The commentator states that definition of leak should be consistent between Section A, 

Condition 3, Section K, Condition 1(d), and the federal definition. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 

1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The leak definition is consistent between Section A, Condition 3 and Section G, 

Condition 1(d) of the final general permits and the federal definition.  

 

Comment 362: The commentators state that data from operator experience shows the percentage of 

leaking components is well below 2%; the data does not support the Department’s assertion that the 

LDAR frequency needs to be increased from the federally required semi-annually to quarterly. The 

commentator recommends maintaining the federal LDAR requirement. (919, 949, 991, 1044)  

 

Response: BAT requires quarterly inspections as shown in the TSD. If the operator’s experience is that 

the percentage of leaking components is well below 2%, they may use the stepdown provision in 

Section G Condition 1(b)(iv) after two consecutive quarterly LDAR inspections.  

 

Comment 363: The commentator states that data from operator experience shows the percentage of 

leaking components is well below 2% (0.175% using optical gas imaging (OGI) cameras and 1.07% 

using Method 21) and the volume of leaks is small and generally decreases over time. This skewed 

distribution of fugitive emissions emphasizes that a regulatory LDAR requirement with fixed frequency 

and limited detection methods is not an efficient allocation of capital and resources causing undue 

burden on the operators. The commentator recommends the Department allow Directed Inspection and 

Maintenance (DI&M) programs with an initial LDAR survey and annual follow-on inspections coupled 

with monthly AVO inspections. If necessary, the LDAR survey frequency can be increased to semi-

annual if the percentage of leaking components are over 2% of the estimated component counts using 

40 CFR Part 98 Subpart W for major equipment types. (919, 1049)  

 

Response: The LDAR requirement in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa requires a semi-annual 

inspection with no provision for reduction. Barring that, the Department determined BAT to be quarterly 

inspections, with the potential to step down to the federal semi-annual schedule based on the percentage 

of leaking components at unconventional natural gas well sites, coupled with monthly AVO inspections.  

 

Comment 364: The commentator states that LDAR technology is evolving quickly because of the 

national focus on reducing emissions. These new or improved technologies may make less costly, more 
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efficient LDAR programs that achieve equivalent or greater fugitive emissions reductions. The 

Department should retain flexibility in any regulations promulgated to accommodate these new or 

emerging technologies. In fact, the changes have been rapid enough that the Interstate Technology & 

Regulatory Council (ITRC), of which the Commonwealth is a participant, recognizes the need for better 

understanding and flexibility on methane detection.  

 

One example of an existing technology that can be incorporated into the LDAR program involves the 

Heath Remote Methane Leak Detector (RMLD) which has been used by operators to identify smaller 

leaks than are detected using OGI. The number of leaking components detected increases with lower 

detection thresholds; one operator that used the RMLD found just under 50 components at 10,000 ppm 

methane, just over 50 components at 5,000 ppm methane, under 100 components at 2,000 ppm methane, 

and just over 200 components at 500 ppm methane.  

 

Another example of an existing technology is an aerial infra-red detection program. A recent study 

found that over a 10-year period, aerial infra-red detection programs have the most positive Net Present 

Value (NPV) over the four programs examined. The study advocates that “low-cost leak detection 

programs can rely on high-cost technology, as long as it is applied in a way that allows for rapid 

detection of large leaks.”  The commentator is aware of several commercial and scientific vendors of 

these technologies, and recommends that the Department work with operators to use these potential 

advanced programs to provide the blueprint for LDAR and DI&M that can be the model for other states 

and countries. (1049)  

 

Response: The final GPs do not discourage the use of any potentially advance LDAR and DI&M 

program. Section G Condition 1(b) of the final general permits states that “…the owner or operator shall 

conduct an LDAR program using… leak detection methods approved by the Division of Source Testing 

and Monitoring.”  At minimum, the alternative LDAR method would have to be at equivalent or better 

than OGI and Method 21.  

 

Comment 365: The commentators state that the cost-effectiveness portion of the Department’s BAT 

analysis for LDAR only considers well pads. While the commentators recognize that the previous GP-5 

and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa require quarterly monitoring, the Department should not reference 

a BAT analysis for well pads when establishing or continuing to justify BAT for compressor stations, 

processing plants, or transmission stations. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The BAT analysis in Appendix E of the TSD considers dry gas well pads separately from 

wet gas well pads, compressor stations, processing plants, or transmission stations because dry gas well 

pads have significantly less components than the other facilities. The cost-effectiveness is clearly 

demonstrated for all applicable facilities.  

 

Comment 366: The commentator commends the Department for considering ICF-1049’s economic 

analysis in the development of the proposed air permitting requirements  

 

The commentator states that emission reductions are a function of several variables including viewing 

distance, wind speed, temperature, and frequency. The commentator believes that while not linear, semi-

annual monitoring is expected to be significantly more expensive than annual monitoring. (1049)  
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Response: The Department determined that quarterly LDAR requirements are technically and 

economically feasible. Since 2013, the previous version of GP-5 required quarterly LDAR requirements 

for midstream natural gas operations.  

 

Comment 367: The commentators state that the Department’s methodology for determining the 

emissions reduction from fugitive emissions components is flawed. The commentators point out that 

basing the leak rate on the maximum amount of gas that a high-flow sampler can measure has no logical 

basis. The commentators also dispute the logic of using certain studies to justify the frequency of 

“super-emitters.”  In addition, the Department uses component counts provided by LDAR contractors 

rather than operator data or actual program implementation. The Department’s decision to calculate 

emissions based on these assumptions results in emissions estimates twenty times higher than those used 

by U.S. EPA in their rulemaking. In addition, the Department’s approach in using both methane and 

VOC in the analysis is inconsistent with U.S. EPA, especially since the Department has not yet issued a 

regulation for methane emissions. The commentators contend that the extremely high emissions estimate 

and neglecting to account for repair costs is what drives the cost-effectiveness presented in the TSD. 

(916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1049, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The LDAR requirements in the final general permits were not 

determined based on any data from “super-emitters.”  The BAT analysis for LDAR requirements is 

found in Appendix E of the TSD. The Department found that quarterly LDAR requirements are 

technically and economically feasible.  

 

Comment 368: The commentators recommend the Department allow DI&M or other performance-

based standards to be implemented in place of the proposed LDAR program. The performance-based 

standard should set limits on fugitive methane emissions, such as limiting emissions to a percentage of 

gross production, and allow operators to develop an alternative compliance program with equivalent or 

greater emission reductions as the technology-based program. This gives operators the flexibility to, 

based on operator experience, focus on sites and sources that pose a higher risk of fugitive emissions, 

determine the frequency of LDAR and AVO inspections, adopt new technically effective and cost-

efficient methane monitoring technologies, and implement a reasonable notification, reporting, and 

recordkeeping requirement. The commentators state that this more flexible, performance-based approach 

will accomplish targeted, effective emissions reductions at a lower cost. Because methane is the primary 

product of the regulated community, allowing them to set a goal of limiting fugitive emissions and 

develop the most efficient and cost-effective method of achieving that goal will have greater impact than 

the Department’s regulatory LDAR approach. (930, 936, 987, 1049, 1052)  

 

Response: The Department cannot adopt performance-based standards set by one operator. GPs have 

standard terms and conditions that must be met by an applicant. If an applicant wishes to propose 

performance-based standards it must do so through an individual plan approval. The type of program 

described by the commentator is not appropriate for a general permit. However, the LDAR program 

established under the GP-5 and 5A is based on science, technology, and the collective knowledge of 

industry and the Department.  

 

Controllers 

 

Comment 369: Several commentators state that the Department provides neither a technical assessment 

nor an economic evaluation of the requirement to implement “electric controllers” at sites where 

electricity is available; including the environmental impact of right-of-way clearing for utility power 
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corridors and access roads and the associated increase in emissions due to increased electricity demand. 

Under 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa, the EPA established limits on natural gas driven controllers at 

well sites and compressor stations by limiting the use of high bleed controllers. EPA also determined 

that controllers at natural gas processing plants should have no natural gas emissions; it should be noted 

that this requirement does not require that the controllers must be electric – i.e., they could be driven by 

instrument air.  

 

While transmission compression stations and most storage facilities are likely to have access to grid 

power, the controllers are often associated with equipment or components that are critical to facility 

operation and safety such as closing a valve during an emergency shutdown. This critical infrastructure 

must always be available, and using electric controllers could affect reliability or compromise safety. 

Events where power is lost are also events where facility safety procedures are likely to be triggered.  

 

Also, various references indicate that natural gas pneumatic emissions are not significant for 

transmission and storage operations. One example is a white paper submitted as part of a comment on 

Subpart OOOOa that clearly demonstrated that emissions from pneumatic devices are extremely low. 

Another is the GHG Reporting Program.  

 

Therefore, the Department should remove requirements of electric controllers and require that pneumatic 

controllers meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. (916, 928, 930, 936, 

949, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 

1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040, 1042, 1046-1048, 1052-1056)  

 

Response: The Department removed the requirement to install electric controllers at facilities if grid 

power is available based on safety and reliability issues. The Department requires pneumatic controllers 

to meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa.  

 

Comment 370: Several commentators state that emissions from continuous-bleed pneumatic controllers, 

even those designed to be low-bleed, can be substantial. Although superior to high-bleed controllers, a 

significant number of low-bleed controllers have been shown to emit above the 6 scf/h threshold 

required by the NSPS.  

 

The commentators recommend the use of zero-bleed controllers as BAT. The commentators reference an 

August 2016 study by Carbon Limits that shows that zero-bleed controllers are cost-effective and 

technically feasible even when grid power is not available at the site. Specifically, in most of the 

scenarios analyzed by Carbon Limits the costs associated with zero-bleed controllers were less than the 

social cost of methane. The cost-effectiveness is greatly affected by the number of controllers and other 

zero-bleed equipment that would share certain common equipment, which is a large portion of the total 

system cost. Zero-bleed controllers have been proven to work at upstream oil and gas operations.  

 

The commentators state electronic controllers, both grid powered and solar powered, are in wide use 

today. Facilities should have a requirement to install zero-bleed controllers if electricity is available, 

whether it is generated or from the grid, as many facilities generate electricity for lighting, systems 

control, and other purposes and may not have a grid connection.  

 

The commentators also performed their own analysis based on data reported by Pennsylvania’s 

operators to EPA’s GHGRP. They estimate that the typical new unconventional well pad consists of 

six wells with one continuous-bleed pneumatic controller and five intermittent-bleed controllers. Using 
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these controller counts a new dry-gas site with no power available would have a cost of $2,076 per ton 

VOC and $557 per metric ton methane abatement. Cost-effectiveness calculations would be even less if 

a multipollutant approach is used. The commentators state that for wet-gas sites net costs are lower 

because wet-gas can cause maintenance problems when used to operate pneumatic controllers and 

therefore the increased maintenance costs are eliminated by switching to electric controllers or air-driven 

controllers.  

 

The commentators state that even if the zero-bleed requirements are not implemented as BAT, the 

Department should require both continuous-bleed and intermittent-bleed controllers to have an emission 

standard of 6 scf/h. Wyoming has had this requirement since 2010, and also requires operators to route 

emissions from the controllers to a process if it cannot meet the 6 scf/h standard. (568, 1004, 1008, 

1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040, 1042)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment; however, the requirement to install electric 

controllers at facilities if grid power is available has been removed based on safety and reliability issues. 

The Department requires pneumatic controllers to meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart OOOOa.  

 

Comment 371: The commentators request clarification on the applicability of controller requirements to 

low-bleed and intermittent controllers. In the draft GP-5, the tagging and other requirements appear to 

apply to all pneumatic controllers, including low-bleed and intermittent controllers. However, consistent 

with 40 CFR 60 Subpart OOOO and OOOOa definitions and applicability, continuous low-bleed and 

intermittent controllers should be exempt from Section L. requirements. The Department has not 

justified the incremental benefit of requiring 98% control when the OOOOa rules require 95% control, 

and long-established Department permits and exemptions allow 95%. The maximum control required 

should be 95%. The Notification requirements for pneumatic controllers are unnecessary and provide no 

environmental benefit. Unless the Department can clearly justify their need for and their intended 

response to such notifications, L.2 should be deleted. (919, 930)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, the Department requires pneumatic controllers to meet the 

applicable requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa.  

 

Comment 372: For the annual report, Section L(4)(a) should be revised to read, “The identification, 

location, and date of construction for each controller constructed during the reporting period;” 

Otherwise, this may be interpreted to require information for all controllers at the station regardless of 

when installation occurred. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The final general permits have been revised to require the emissions from each pneumatic 

controller in operation during the reporting period to be included in the Annual Emissions Inventory 

report.  

 

Pumps 

 

Comment 373: Several commentators state that the Department provides neither a technical assessment 

nor an economic evaluation of the requirement to implement “electric pumps” at sites where electricity 

is available. Under 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa, the EPA established limits on natural gas-driven 

diaphragm pumps at well sites. EPA also determined that diaphragm pumps at natural gas processing 
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plants should have no natural gas emissions; it should be noted that this requirement does not require 

that the pumps must be electric – i.e., they could be driven by instrument air.  

 

In addition, the commentators contend that the Department did not provide a cost evaluation in 

conjunction with the apparent requirement in the draft general permits to install a control device solely 

for controlling a diaphragm pump. It should be noted that EPA established that operators did not need to 

install a control device solely for controlling an effected pump.  

 

The commentators recommend that this section not attempt to repeat or replicate OOOOa language; 

instead, incorporate the requirements by reference. Examples of this concern are found in Section M, 

Conditions 1(a), 3, and 4. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: The Department requires pneumatic pumps to meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. The Department removed the requirement to install electric pumps at facilities 

if grid power is available based on safety and reliability issues. However, the Department requires that 

pumps must control emissions by 95% if they exceed the emission control thresholds, even if it is the 

only source at the facility that requires control.  

 

Comment 374: Several commentators state that BAT for pumps should be zero-bleed pumps. These 

zero-bleed pumps include instrument air systems, electric pumps, and capturing gas and routing it to a 

sales line, fuel gas system, or control. The commentators also state that for natural gas processing plants, 

controlled through GP-5, pneumatic pumps are required by U.S. EPA’s NSPS to be zero emissions. DEP 

proposes only 98% reduction. DEP must require that emissions be reduced to zero. (568, 928, 930, 952, 

987, 1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040, 1042, 1047, 

1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department removed the requirement to install electric pumps at facilities if grid power 

is available based on safety and reliability issues. 25 Pa. Code requires that all new sources control the 

emissions to the maximum extent, consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department at the time 

of issuance of a plan approval. The Department’s investigation shows that the manufacturer-tested 

models typically achieve greater than 95% control in practice. However, after considering comments 

received, the Department revised the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP to a 95% 

control requirement in the final general permits if the source exceeds the emission control thresholds.  

 

In the final general permits, the Department requires pneumatic pumps to meet the applicable 

requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa.  

 

Comment 375: The commentators ask if Section M in the general permits requires utilizing controls for 

methane even if methane emissions are at or under 200 tpy.  

 

The commentators also question DEP’s authority to establish via permit a control limit of 98% which 

exceeds the federal regulatory control limit of 95%. The current 95% represents a significant reduction, 

and the improvement to 98% comes at a potentially significant cost with limited environmental benefit. 

Also, in some instances “condensers” are listed as an option, but it is frequently difficult to obtain 

condensers rated at a 98%, especially for methane. (919, 991)  
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Response: The final GPs require controls only when methane emission rate from a pump exceeds 

200 tpy of methane, 2.7 tpy VOC, 0.5 tpy of a single HAP, or 1.0 tpy total HAP by 95%.  

 

Comment 376: In Section M, PA DEP proposed amendments to GP-5 that would require control of 

pneumatic pumps. Subpart OOOOa requirements for pneumatic pumps do not apply to transmission and 

storage facilities, and PA DEP has not justified this requirement. Transmission and storage facilities may 

occasionally use portable pneumatic pumps to transfer liquids – e.g., from one tank to another. 

Pneumatic pump requirements should not apply to transmission and storage facilities. At a minimum, 

portable, occasional use pumps should be exempt from any requirements that PA DEP adopts in the 

final general permit. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: 25 Pa. Code requires that all new sources control the emissions to the maximum extent, 

consistent with the BAT as determined by the Department at the time of issuance of a plan approval. 

Therefore, new or modified pneumatic pumps at transmission and storage facilities are also subject to 

BAT requirements. The final general permits include a control requirement for any pump, regardless of 

type of facility, that exceeds the control thresholds.  

 

Comment 377: The commentators recommend that the Department should clarify that non-diaphragm 

pumps such as Kimray pumps and other chemical injection pumps are not applicable to these 

requirements. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056,)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. The final general permits address only natural gas-driven pneumatic 

diaphragm pumps unless the pump exceeds the control thresholds.  

 

Comment 378: The commentator recommends that pneumatic pump requirements be made consistent 

with federal regulations and incorporated by reference. This section should reference NSPS 

Subparts OOOO and OOOOa, rather than restating the language of such regulations. (916, 928, 930, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, the Department requires pneumatic pumps to meet the applicable 

requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa, unless the pump exceeds the control 

thresholds.  

 

Comment 379: PA DEP proposes, “…that the (OOOO and OOOOa) requirements for pumps at well 

sites are also BAT for pumps located at remote pigging stations, natural gas compressor stations and 

transmission stations.”  However, the Department notes that “Subpart OOOOa does not have a 

requirement for pumps located at natural gas compressor stations.”  Finally, “The Department requires 

that electric pumps be used at any facility that has access to electricity on site.”  PA DEP has not 

justified or demonstrated that these requirements represent BAT, and therefore, the commentator 

recommends that they be removed from the proposed permit. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 

999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department requires pneumatic pumps to meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. The final general permits do not include the requirement to install electric 

pumps at facilities if grid power is available based on safety and reliability issues. However, the 

Department requires that pumps must control emissions by 95% if they exceed the emission control 

thresholds.  
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Comment 380: The DEP has not justified application of controls in excess of Subpart OOOOa. The 

Department provides neither a technical assessment nor an economic evaluation of the requirement to 

implement “electric controllers” or electric pumps at sites where electricity is available. Under 

Subpart OOOOa, the EPA established that affected controllers and affected diaphragm pumps at gas 

processing plants should have no natural gas emissions. It is noted that this requirement is limited to gas 

processing plants and is different than requiring that controllers and pumps must be electric. Under 

Subpart OOOOa, controllers at gas processing plants could still be pneumatic, but air-driven versus 

natural gas driven. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, the Department requires pneumatic pumps to meet the applicable 

requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa. 

 

Comment 381: The commentators note the Department has not provided a cost evaluation in 

conjunction with the apparent requirement in the draft general permits to install a control device solely 

for controlling a diaphragm pump. Notably, under Subpart OOOOa, U.S. EPA established that operators 

did not need to install a control device solely for the purpose of complying with the regulation for an 

affected pump. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: In the final general permits, the Department requires pneumatic pumps to meet the applicable 

requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. The Department removed the requirement to install 

electric pumps at facilities if grid power is available based on safety and reliability issues. However, the 

Department requires that pumps must control emissions by 95% if they exceed the emission control 

thresholds.  

 

Enclosed Flares and Other Emission Control Devices 

 

Comment 382: Several commentators state that when combustion control devices are required the 

Department requires a control efficiency of 98% versus the federally required 95% control efficiency. 

The commentators state that even though the Department calculated a 1,600 °F combustion zone 

temperature to ensure 98% methane destruction, that the Department did not conduct a technical or cost 

analysis to determine what is required to achieve and sustain this combustion zone temperature. The 

commentators acknowledge that many control devices will achieve far greater than 95% destruction.  

 

Several commentators state that the Department’s BAT analysis assumes an extremely low capital cost 

for controls. Specifically, the Department estimates combustor costs of $34,000; typically, combustor 

installation is greater than $100,000 when including installation costs, engineering cost, etc. Even 

though the Department attempted to scale capital costs to show variation, if the original cost estimate 

was flawed, the scaling of annual costs and capital costs will also be flawed. For example, the additional 

cost for natural gas usage to ensure the higher combustion zone temperature was not included. (916, 

928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department does not prohibit the use of a control device if it meets the control 

requirements. Condensers or carbon adsorption units would see limited use for sources constructed after 

the effective date of the final general permits based on their ineffectiveness to control methane; 

however, these techniques could be used, and therefore were incorporated into the final general permits 

for sources that predate the effective date.  
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In the final general permits, the Department requires combustion control devices to meet the applicable 

federal requirements established in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa, including 95% destruction 

efficiency.  

 

Comment 383: One commentator states that the requirement to achieve 98% control efficiency for 

methane, VOC, and HAP emissions from pigging operations, glycol dehydration units, and storage 

vessels is on par with requirements in Wyoming and Colorado. (1041)  

 

Response: The Department’s investigation shows that the manufacturer-tested models typically achieve 

greater than 95% control in practice. However, after considering comments received, the Department 

revised the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP to a 95% control requirement in the 

final general permits if the source exceeds the emission control thresholds.  

 

Comment 384: Several commentators commend the Department for the emissions control thresholds for 

control for dehydrators, tanks, and pigging operations. The commentators especially support the 

methane control thresholds as some oil and gas facilities, such as those in the dry gas regions of the 

state, emit predominantly methane and may not be required to control if only VOC or HAP emissions 

are considered. The commentators are also supportive of the low control thresholds of 2.7 tpy VOC, 

0.5 tpy for single HAP, and 1.0 tpy for total HAP. The commentators, however, believe that the 200 tpy 

of methane control threshold is too high. Based on the commentator’s analysis of 2015 Air Emissions 

Inventory data, less than 0.1% of facilities could be affected by the 200 tpy methane control threshold; 

since the number of tanks present at each facility are not known, it is possible that no storage vessel will 

trip the 200 tpy methane control threshold.  

 

The commentators suggest adopting a control threshold of 10 metric tons per year implemented in 

California. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) determined that control at this level is cost 

effective; their calculation was $562 per metric ton of methane, which is less than the social cost of 

methane of $1,100 of damage per metric ton of methane. This is based on the annualized cost of VRUs 

from U.S. EPA’s Natural Gas STAR Industry partners capable of handling 25 Mcf/d.  

 

The commentators state that the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) used 

an annualized cost of a VRU that is higher than CARB’s. Even with the higher annualized cost, the 

abatement cost of 22 tpy of methane is $960 per ton. Therefore, the abatement cost at 10% of the 

Department’s proposed threshold is still below the social cost of methane. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 

1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: CARB’s control threshold of 10 metric tons per year is limited to separator and tank systems; 

the CDPHE methane control cost effectiveness deals only with VRUs. Pennsylvania’s methane control 

threshold is a generally applicable threshold, meaning it is not technologically limited to VRUs or 

limited to only a few sources such as separators and tanks. The Department determined that installing a 

control for a source emitting less than 200 tpy of methane is not cost-effective, and considering the 

scientific uncertainty of the calculation of a state average gas composition detailed in Appendix A of the 

TSD and the site-specific costs associated with the installation of control devices, the Department 

conservatively maintains the 200 tpy methane control threshold. The commentators’ suggestion to lower 

the methane control threshold is not cost-effective. 

 

Comment 385: Several commentators believe the proposed control thresholds should not apply for 

individual sources, but rather for the entire facility. This is because equipment to capture or control 
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emissions from sources at unconventional natural gas facilities can be used to control emissions from 

multiple sources. Enclosed flares and other emission control devices can be used to control emissions 

from essentially any vented source provided they are adequately sized. Vapor recovery units (VRUs) are 

the superior approach because they conserve the natural gas and result in lower overall emissions and 

can be used for nearly any source except dehydrators. Routing emissions to a process heater can also be 

used for many emissions sources, including dehydrators. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 

1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. The Department’s BAT requirements are source 

specific and do not apply to the entire facility. However, wherever applicable, the Department has 

combined emissions from multiple sources of the same category, such as controllers, tanker-truck 

loadout operations, and pigging operations to apply the control thresholds.  

 

Comment 386: Several commentators state that the standards in the general permits should require 

operators to capture natural gas whenever feasible. The use of a combustion device to control 

hydrocarbons from these sources should only be used after capture and reinjection to the production line 

or capture for beneficial use is demonstrated to be infeasible. Further, reciprocating compressors, 

centrifugal compressors, and storage vessels have compliance requirements that direct operators to 

“route all vapor through a closed vent system to a control device that [reduces air pollutants by a certain 

amount] by meeting the applicable control, cover, and closed vent system requirements of Section N…” 

and therefore operators may not be aware that VRUs can be used for these equipment types. (568, 1004, 

1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: VRUs are added to the final general permits as one of the available control measures.  

 

Comment 387: Several commentators state that the Department should not allow operators to use 

control technologies based on condensers or carbon adsorption, referred to as “Vapor Recovery 

Devices” in Section N Condition 1(b) for any type of equipment as these devices will not control 

methane emissions by a significant amount. The commentators refer to comments submitted by the 

Clean Air Task Force to U.S. EPA on December 4, 2015 on the proposed Subpart OOOOa that 

document the ineffectiveness of these technologies on methane control. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 

1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040, 1042)  

 

Response: The Department does not prohibit the use of a control device if it meets the control 

requirements. See the response to Comment 378 regarding the use of carbon adsorption. The owner or 

operator may choose the control techniques to comply with the 95% control requirement.  

 

Comment 388: Several commentators state that CRSD Standard 10 applies during instances where 

other CRSD Standards permit flaring. CRSD Standard 10 requires that flares achieve at least a 98% 

destruction efficiency and limits the duration of flaring over the well’s life to 14 days for development 

wells and 30 days for exploratory or extension wells.  

 

The Department’s TSD states that “a control requirement of 98% is achievable and reasonable based on 

the economic feasibility of combustion control devices … and [a demonstration] that at a combustion 

zone temperature of 1,600 °F a methane destruction of 98% is achievable.”  However, Section N of 

GP-5 does not require that flares meet a minimum level of destruction efficiency. Rather Section N 

states that a flare must “meet the most stringent percent reduction requirement” for the sources routed to 

it. By its own terms, Section N does not guarantee that such a “stringent percent reduction requirement” 
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will achieve at least 98% destruction efficiency. Both the Department’s TSD and CRSD Standard 10 

state that flares that achieve 98% destruction efficiency are available and therefore Section N should be 

revised accordingly.  

 

Further Section N does not limit the number of days that a flare may be operated at any particular well. 

CRSD Standard 10 suggests that limiting the time that a flare may be operated at a particular well is an 

available method that minimizes the emission of air pollutants. The Department should determine 

whether CRSD Standard 10 is an available method and, if it is, revise Section N accordingly. (15, 37, 

58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 690, 716, 734, 758, 

784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 1033-1037, 1040)  

 

Response: The Department did not list a control efficiency in Section N of the proposed general 

permits, as the control efficiency is determined by the source’s BAT. This means that an applicable 

source in another section dictates the control efficiency, but the requirements to ensure proper operation 

of the controls, such as performance testing, recordkeeping, and reporting, were detailed in Section N. 

For controls with multiple sources routed to it, the requirements were to be determined by the most 

stringent requirement. However, after consideration of comments, the 98% control requirement for 

methane, VOC, and HAP was revised to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits if the 

source exceeds the emission control thresholds.  

 

Comment 389: One commentator states that the GP-5A exceeds many of the recently promulgated 

federal regulations in Subpart OOOOa. A major example of this is the 95% control efficiency in the 

federal regulations, which were automatically adopted as Department regulations under 25 Pa. Code 

§ 122.3. However, the Department increased this control efficiency to 98% and mandates controls for 

methane emissions of 200 tpy or more. This expansion of the scope and breadth of federal regulations is 

not permitted without following the formal rulemaking requirements of the Regulatory Review Act 

(RRA), 71 P.S. 745.1 et seq. The Department may not circumvent the requirements of the RRA under 

the guise of a permit.  

 

The commentator argues that the Department may establish a permit process for the implementation of 

federal regulations that are by operation of law adopted as state regulations; however, the Department 

must follow the strict procedures established by the General Assembly in the RRA to implement new 

regulations that exceed federal rules. Although the Department offered advance publication of the 

proposed permit and request for comments, the Department’s activity to date does not comply with the 

procedures established under the RRA, particularly the lack of analysis of the economic impact of these 

regulations on operators. The Department has not provided documentation on the estimated costs of 

implementing these new rules compared to the estimated emission reductions to be realized.  

 

One commentator states that the requirement that controls 98% control efficiency should be changed to 

require no greater than 95% control efficiency. Existing units that are often relocated due to the 

transience of well operations, and controls installed to comply with the current GP-5, Exemption 38, 

40 CFR Part 60, and 40 CFR Part 63 would not meet the new 98% control requirement. The 95% 

control requirement represents a significant reduction, and the improvement to 98% comes with 

potentially significant cost and limited environmental benefit. Units rated at 98% efficiency are 

available, but given the industry standard of 95%, nothing more stringent should be required. Also, 

condensers that achieve 98% control would be difficult to obtain, especially for methane. Condensers 

typically achieve 95% control efficiency for heavier VOC.  
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Several commentators state that the Department’s BAT analysis is inadequate to determine that 98% 

control efficiency is technically and economically feasible. The capital costs for the combustor in the 

Department’s analysis are low, based on actual purchased equipment in use. Total capital costs for 

combustion control units, including installation and engineering, can exceed $100,000. Although the 

Department attempted to scale capital costs to show variation, the scaling fails based on the original 

estimate’s flaws.  

 

While the Department calculates the costs of reduction for both 95% and 98% reduction, it does not 

factor any additional costs associated with the difference in control levels. Outside of any additional 

capital cost, the Department notes on page 40 of the TSD that a higher temperature is required to obtain 

the necessary reduction; however, it does not factor any additional operating costs, such as increased 

natural gas usage, into the analysis. (916, 919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: The Department’s investigation shows that the manufacturer-tested models typically achieve 

greater than 95% control in practice. However, after consideration of comments, the Department revised 

the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP to a 95% control requirement in the final 

general permits if the source exceeds the emission control thresholds.  

 

Comment 390: One commentator states their investigations using OGI cameras in Pennsylvania and 

other states have documented long, dense plumes of emissions from flares in many locations. The 

commentator states that flares are known to release methane, CO2, NOX, and VOC. Therefore, the 

commentator strongly supports the requirement to use enclosed flares at unconventional natural gas well 

sites, remote pigging stations, natural gas compressor stations, natural gas processing plants, and natural 

gas transmission stations. (1021, 1037)  

 

Response: The Department requires permanent flaring activities to be enclosed flares unless the control 

is located at a remote pigging station. Remote pigging stations are authorized to use open flares because 

they typically employ mobile flares as a control technique.  

 

Comment 391: Several commentators strongly support requiring 98% control of emissions from new 

sources such as glycol dehydration units and storage vessels. (410, 576)  

 

Response: The Department’s investigation shows that the manufacturer-tested models typically achieve 

greater than 95% control in practice. However, after considering comments received, the Department 

revised the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP to a 95% control requirement in the 

final general permits if the source exceeds the emission control thresholds. In the final general permits, 

the Department requires combustion control devices to meet the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 

Part 60 Subpart OOOOa. 

 

Comment 392: One commentator urges the Department to eliminate the requirement for stack testing 

for VDU flares, carbon canisters, and other small, intermittently active vent systems if they are operated 

in accordance with the manufacturers’ recommended practices. It is inappropriate to apply the 

performance demonstration requirements normally applied to large compressor engines. (928)  

 

Response: The Department maintains that performance testing or monitoring is required in accordance 

with federal regulations, which were incorporated into the final general permits by reference. 

Performance testing is also required to demonstrate actual emissions are below allowable emissions.  
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Comment 393: Several commentators state the TSD analysis incorrectly calculates the dollar per ton of 

pollutant reduce by summing methane, VOC, and HAP which double counts HAP that are also VOC. 

This multipollutant cost calculation breaks precedent where BAT is conducted on a pollutant-by-

pollutant basis. Additionally, this is inconsistent with how best available control technology is 

determined in 40 CFR Part 52. Pennsylvania’s BAT program has traditionally mirrored that process and 

the Department should provide a justification for this new requirement. Furthermore, the commentators 

state that the Department completed the cost analysis using combined emissions but sets control 

thresholds using each pollutant individually, which is inconsistent.  

 

Should the Department determine that a multipollutant approach is warranted, then the evaluation should 

include all pollutants, not just those that are reduced.  

 

Several commentators state that the Department assumes methane has the same economic feasibility as 

VOC or HAP in the analysis. However, this assumption is not discussed in the TSD and it is asserted 

that 200 tpy of methane is equivalent to 2.7 tpy of VOC. Methane cannot be assumed to be equivalent 

on a ton-per-ton basis as in the cost analysis if 200 tpy of methane is equivalent to 2.7 tpy of VOC. Also, 

because methane cannot be tied to an ambient air quality standard and has not been regulated by the 

Department to date, additional justification must be provided or the economic feasibility should be 

reevaluated using VOC. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department believes that if a control technology controls more than one pollutant, then it 

is appropriate to conduct a multi-pollutant cost-effectiveness analysis. The Department has used actual 

quotes from the vendors to perform the cost-effectiveness analysis and determined that it is cost-

effective to control a source with combustion control technology when uncontrolled emissions exceed 

methane, VOC, and HAP control thresholds. The Department did consider multipollutant for a single 

control system in the past BAT determination. If a single control system is designed to reduce multiple 

pollutants, it is appropriate to consider the reduction of all pollutants for the investment of a single 

control system for the evaluation of BAT. 

 

Comment 394: Several commentators support the 98% control requirement to reduce methane 

emissions at well sites, compressor stations, processing plants, and transmission stations. The 

commentators believe such regulations should apply to all oil and gas operations, both existing as well 

as new, including exploration, production, transportation, and distribution. (1, 2, 8, 16, 25, 26, 32-34, 42, 

43, 47, 49-51, 54, 59, 64, 66, 75, 76, 78, 84, 91, 94, 97, 98, 100, 102, 107, 112, 114, 116, 120, 127, 132, 

149, 153, 155, 166, 170, 178, 190, 191, 202, 219, 225, 239, 240, 243, 248, 255, 256, 270, 272, 273, 281, 

286, 288, 301, 303, 307, 309, 325, 332, 336, 346, 348, 351, 353, 357, 361, 365, 368, 376-378, 391, 393, 

401, 415, 418, 420, 431, 440, 444, 446, 447, 454, 458-460, 479, 482, 487, 489, 496, 500, 516, 518, 522, 

526, 543, 564, 569, 578, 581, 584, 592, 600, 606, 614, 615, 619, 621, 638, 640, 644, 651, 670, 672-676, 

689, 706, 711, 720, 723, 730, 731, 733, 742, 745, 748, 757, 760, 763, 775, 780, 796, 806, 822, 823, 828, 

832, 844, 845, 851, 852, 1026, 2336-3332, 8754-9357)  

 

Response: The Department’s investigation shows that the manufacturer-tested models typically achieve 

greater than 95% control in practice. However, after considering comments received, the Department 

revised the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP to a 95% control requirement in the 

final general permits if the source exceeds the emission control thresholds.  
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Existing operations at well sites, exploration and distribution facilities will be covered under regulations 

that the Department is currently developing.  

 

Comment 395: Section N does not discriminate between existing and new equipment; therefore, it 

applies all conditions retroactively, including design criteria, PE certification of closed vent systems, and 

initial performance testing. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: GP-5A and GP-5 are applicable to new or modified sources. The permits do not apply to 

existing sources.  

 

Comment 396: The commentators state that there are numerous sources in the GP-5 permit not subject 

to federal control standards (e.g., tanks less than 6 tpy VOC, dehydrators less than 1 tpy benzene). For 

sources not subject to federal emission standards, the control device requirements should remain the 

same as those in the existing general permit.  

 

Similarly, existing equipment authorized under previous versions of GP-5 that will be transferred to this 

permit reference this section for monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting. This would require 

significant retrofits for equipment not subject to federal emission standards. The existing control device 

requirements for already-authorized equipment should remain the same as currently constituted in the 

current GP-5.  

 

One commentator asks whether it is the DEP’s intent that this section will apply immediately to existing 

installed devices.  

 

Another commentator also states that the visible emission test requirements are unduly burdensome and 

should be deleted.  

 

The commentators believe that these requirements are not limited to new activities and, as proposed, 

would unfairly apply retroactively to existing sources under Exemption 38. Other sections identify 

separate requirements for pre-2013 and post-2013 Exemption 38 operations, as well as new GP-5A. This 

section does not. (916, 919, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: New or modified sources are subject to applicable federal requirements as well as the 

Department’s BAT requirements.  

 

The recordkeeping, monitoring and reporting requirements in the final permit conditions are necessary to 

ensure the compliance of the source as per 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.12b(a) and 127.441(a) and (c). The use of 

a general permit is not mandatory. The owner or operator can apply for a state only operating permit to 

incorporate existing general permit requirements for a case by case determination of § 127.441(a) and 

(c).  

 

The conditions of GP-5 are effective 60 days after publication of GP-5 in the Pennsylvania Bulletin.  

 

The Department has removed the visible emissions test requirement for the enclosed flare from the final 

general permits.  
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Comment 397: The commentator states that DEP relies on one vendor quote for total purchased 

equipment cost. The costs do not include any representative modifications to the equipment which 

would include additional engineering and field installation work.  

 

The commentator also states that the Department has calculated cost per ton (of pollutants reduced) for 

the combined three pollutants and for the pollutants excluding methane (presume this means the sum of 

HAP and VOC). The commentator mentions that U.S. EPA has determined it is not appropriate to 

conduct “multipollutant cost-effectiveness.”  

 

The commentator also states that in API’s comments to U.S. EPA’s 09/18/2015 Federal Register, the 

U.S. EPA has a precedent for the cost-effective threshold of VOC for ozone non-attainment areas at 

$5,700 per ton VOC. The Department has not justified what or why a higher threshold is warranted. 

(919)  

 

Response: The Department believes that if a control technology controls more than one pollutant, then it 

is appropriate to conduct a multipollutant cost-effectiveness analysis. The Department has used actual 

quotes from the vendors to perform the cost-effectiveness analysis and determined that it is cost-

effective to control a source with combustion control technology when uncontrolled emissions exceed 

methane, VOC and HAP emission thresholds. The Department did consider multipollutant for a single 

control system in the past BAT determination. If a single control system is designed to reduce multiple 

pollutants, it is appropriate to consider the reduction of all pollutants for the investment of a single 

control system for the evaluation of BAT. 

 

Comment 398: The commentator recommends that in Section N the requirements for flares and other 

combustion control devices to meet a minimum temperature of 1,600 °F should be removed as there is 

no need to replicate these requirements for OOOOa sources. If the Department’s intent is to apply these 

to non-OOOOa sources, then the Department should independently justify these requirements in the 

TSD for all affected sources. (919)  

 

Response: The Department has removed the requirements to meet a 1,600 °F minimum temperature 

from the final general permits. The federal requirements have been incorporated by reference.  

 

Comment 399: The commentators state that Pennsylvania’s flare requirements should comport with 

Subpart OOOOa and the current GP-5 in order to comply with the Pennsylvania Air Pollution Control 

Act and the 1996 Executive Order. The TSD does not discuss the basis for or support added stringency, 

and an analysis of the impact of control efficiency on environmental benefits and costs should be 

provided if PA DEP wants to adopt flaring requirements that exceed federal standards. For example, 

unless proven otherwise by TSD analysis that assesses incremental control costs and environmental 

benefits, the 95% control efficiency in the current GP-5 and in Subpart OOOOa is appropriate rather 

than the 98% efficiency proposed for sources that control using a flare or combustion device. In 

addition, enclosed flares or combustion devices should not be a default requirement.  

 

The commentator also states that as proposed, these requirements are not limited to new activities and 

would unfairly apply retroactively to existing sources under Exemption 38. Other sections identify 

separate requirements for pre-2013 and post-2013 Exemption 38 operations, as well as the new GP-5A. 

Section N does not distinguish these timeframes for enclosed flares and other emission control devices. 

As currently written, this requirement appears to apply retroactively to sources constructed prior to the 

effective date of the proposed general permit.  
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The BAT analysis is not adequate to justify the increase to 98% control from the 40 CFR 

§ 60.5413a(c)(11)(iii) requirement of 95% control. Enclosed flares also require additional cost to be 

technically capable of controlling vents from high pressure systems such as compressors; this is also not 

discussed in the TSD. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: Existing sources authorized to operate under the previous version of GP-5 can continue to 

operate under applicable requirements in the respective section that has been incorporated in the final 

GP-5. New or modified sources are subject to applicable federal requirements as well as the 

Department’s BAT requirements.  

 

The federal requirements have been incorporated by reference. The Department’s investigation shows 

that the manufacturer-tested models typically achieve greater than 95% control in practice. However, 

after considering comments received, the Department revised the 98% control requirement for methane, 

VOC, and HAP to a 95% control requirement in the final general permits if the source exceeds the 

emission control thresholds.  

 

Comment 400: The proposed GP-5 requirements eliminate open flares as a control option. Not only is 

this problematic for existing flares already authorized upon renewal or modification, but limiting the 

control options to enclosed flares decreases flexibility of control. Open flares are used routinely in the 

industry for plant-level emission events and allow for more flexibility in design. Open flares should be 

retained as an option in this permit. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 

1054)  

 

Response: The revised general permits allow the operation of open flare; however, all permanent flaring 

operations must be enclosed.  

 

Comment 401: Furthermore, given the complicated nature of the compliance requirements specific to 

control devices within federal regulations, DEP should maintain these requirements within the general 

permit by incorporating them by reference, as applicable. The replication of specific language that DEP 

has copied into the Section N fails to distinguish these requirements accurately, which duplicates burden 

and contradicts existing compliance programs. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The federal requirements have been incorporated by reference in the final general permits.  

 

Comment 402: The TSD does not provide justification for allowing only enclosed flares or for requiring 

existing flares be replaced with enclosed flares. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Only new or modified permanent flaring operations are required to be enclosed. The 

Department has required enclosed flares for permanent flaring operations at well sites since August 10, 

2013.  

 

Comment 403: Several commentators state that visible emissions surveys and the associated 

recordkeeping and reporting should not be required for natural gas operations and natural gas-fired 

combustion units. The commentators recommend that the PA DEP clarify the acceptable methods for 

satisfying this requirement in Section N, Condition 1(a)(i)(C)(3) and suggests “A Method 22 visible 
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emissions test must be performed following any maintenance or repair activity required by (C)(2) of this 

section before returning the device to service.” (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the condition in the general permits. The revised conditions, 

require enclosed flares and other emission control devices to meet federal requirements by reference. 

 

Comment 404: The commentators recommend that the monthly AVO inspection incorporated in 

Section N, Condition 1(a) and Section K, Condition 1 should be removed as it is duplicative of the 

requirements for control devices and site-wide quarterly LDAR. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 

1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department agrees with the comment and has revised the final general permits to delete 

duplicative requirements for monthly AVO inspections for an enclosed flare and combustion control 

devices.  

 

Comment 405: The commentators state that as per Section N, Condition 1(a)(ii), performance testing 

within 180 days of initial startup or reauthorization is required. The commentator recommends that this 

condition should be revised to state within 180 days of startup or renewal. Transfer of ownership or a 

modification to other sources at the facility should not trigger performance testing. (916, 928, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1003, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department agrees and has revised the GP-5 and GP-5A. Section A Condition 14(b) 

allows the Department to alter the frequency of the performance test requirement for reauthorization 

unless required by federal regulations.  

 

Comment 406: The commentator states that Section N Condition 1(a)(ii) should be limited to those 

sources subject to federal performance testing and those units already required to test under the current 

GP-5. Expanding testing beyond those sources already covered would require performance testing for 

emission units with uncontrolled emissions just above de minimis levels. Vendor guarantees, similar 

source test results, etc. should be sufficient to document compliance with percent reduction requirements 

in these instances. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the 98% control efficiency requirement with a 95% control 

efficiency requirement in the final general permits to allow operators to use manufacturer-tested controls 

as per 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and OOOOa.  

 

Comment 407: The commentator states that a vapor recovery unit is not a device upon which a 

performance test can be performed. The unit does not destroy gas; it re-compresses gas into a pipeline. 

There is no stack to test and efficiency is 100% so long as the unit is operational. This requirement 

should be removed. Section N, Conditions l(b)(i)(A) and 1(b)(ii) appear to require a performance test for 

vapor recovery units which seems to contradict what is stated in Section N, Condition 1(b)(i)(B) that 

allows an operator to forego a performance test in lieu of a control device design analysis. (1003)  

 

Response: Section N Condition 1(b) refers to vapor recovery devices, which includes regenerative and 

non-regenerative carbon adsorption units and condensers. The performance testing requirements for 

these devices are consistent with federal requirements.  
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Comment 408: The commentator states that the PE certification of CVS requirement in Section N, 

Condition 1(f) appears to duplicate a federal requirement from OOOOa and is being applied to 

additional sources without proper justification. The commentator recommends that the PE certification 

requirement should be removed. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: Final GP-5 and GP-5A have been revised to incorporate the federal PE certification 

requirements by reference.  

 

Pigging Operations 

 

Comment 409: Several commentators state there is no analysis provided in the TSD for cost-

effectiveness of control for pigging operations. Such operations are episodic and therefore different in 

nature than emissions from a process operation. The commentators state that pigging operations are 

critical to maintaining proper pipeline pressure, preventing corrosion, and inspecting and otherwise 

maintaining the integrity of the pipelines. The commentators ask what analysis the Department has done 

to determine whether the 98% control requirement for pigging operations is practical or attainable. (853, 

867, 871, 928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department is aware that pigging operations are episodic events. The Department is also 

aware that the emissions from these episodic events can be substantial based on frequency and other 

operational factors (i.e., pressure, composition). There are techniques that can be employed that can 

reduce emissions and the Department requires that operators employ BMPs to reduce these emissions. 

Because the Department does not specify which techniques to employ, the operators may select the most 

cost-effective methods for each site.  

 

The Department has revised the proposed 98% control requirement to a 95% control requirement in the 

final general permits, consistent with federal regulations. In addition, control is only required for pigging 

operations if the operator selects it as a BMP or the emissions from the pigging operations exceed the 

control thresholds after consideration of the BMP.  

 

Comment 410: The commentator states that emissions from pigging operations should be monitored. 

(1026)  

 

Response: The emissions from pigging operations would be difficult to monitor; the Department accepts 

engineering calculations based on gas pressure and composition, pigging chamber volume, and 

frequency of operations to estimate emissions.  

 

Comment 411: The commentator believes clarification is required for situations where the pig 

launcher/receiver is owned and/or operated by a gathering company and not the owner/operator of the 

well site. For such situations, it is presumed that DEP would expect both entities to obtain general 

permits for their relevant operations, but that is not fully clear. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The owner and entity responsible for operating the station and complying with air regulations 

is responsible to obtain the general permit if applicable.  

 

Comment 412: PA DEP should clarify that these requirements do not apply to existing pigging 

operations/equipment. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  
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Response: Requirements for pigging operations in GP-5A and Exemption 38(c) are applicable to new or 

modified sources and do not apply to existing pigging operations.  

 

Comment 413: PA DEP should clarify that this section only applies to pigging facilities with a PTE 

above the 2.7 tpy VOC de minimis threshold. This includes allowing for physical or process changes 

such as high pressure to low pressure “jumpers” which result in lower emissions. (916, 928, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Pigging operations at well sites or remote locations are exempted from permitting if they 

meet Exemption 38(c) of the Exemptions List. Pigging operations at natural gas compressor stations, 

processing plants, or transmission stations are covered under GP-5.  

 

Comment 414: The commentators recommend that the operators should be allowed to choose their own 

method for reducing liquids escaping from the barrel other than drain lines. The Department should 

make this condition simply to minimize liquids from the pig receiver without being prescriptive. 

Furthermore, pig receivers associated with a dry gas line drain or other similar device would not be 

necessary, as any fluid present would not be volatile natural gas liquids. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 

981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the condition to provide flexibility to the owner or operator in 

choosing BMPs to minimize the liquids present in the pig receiver chamber and to minimize emissions 

from the pig receiving chamber.  

 

Comment 415: The commentator asks what does the DEP mean by “high pressure” pig launcher and 

receiver chamber in Section O, Condition 1(a)(ii)?  Does this indicate that the DEP is excluding “low 

pressure” pig launchers and receiver chambers?  How is “low pressure line or vessel” defined? (1055)  

 

Response: The Department believes the words are self-explanatory and didn’t intend to define these 

words in terms of pressure (psi) in the launcher or receiver chambers, nor to exclude low pressure pig 

launchers and receivers.  

 

Comment 416: The commentator states that Section O, Condition 1(b) as written, implies that all the 

listed practices should be utilized. Additionally, if there is a de minimis threshold, companies will 

voluntarily employ best management practices (BMP) to keep the PTE below the threshold without 

having a requirement. The Department has provided no explanation or justification as to how it 

determined what pigging practices constitute BMP. Design recommendations for pigging operations 

should not be included in a general permit. If emissions limits are met, the Department should not 

dictate what practices individual operators use. As an alternative, the introduction of a de minimis 

threshold would allow for operators to design facilities to meet the de minimis threshold without being 

held to a specific design type or requirement. The commentator suggests introducing a de minimis 

threshold below which design requirements would not be required for pigging operations, particularly 

for dry gas operations where pigging events are infrequent. This will give incentive to reduce emissions 

through ingenuity, perhaps with greater results than requiring the use of existing design options. This 

condition should be deleted from the general permit. (916, 928, 930, 936, 949, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 

991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  
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Response: In the final GP-5A and GP-5, the Department revised the condition to provide flexibility to 

the owner or operator in choosing BMPs to minimize the liquids present in the pig receiver chamber and 

to minimize emissions from pigging operations. The Department has provided the emissions thresholds, 

below which the owner or operator is not required to install a control for methane, VOC and HAP. The 

Department believes that the owner or operator must use a BMP to minimize the liquids present in the 

pig receiver chamber and to minimize emissions from pigging operations and therefore disagrees with 

the commentator’s suggestion to remove the condition.  

 

Comment 417: The commentator recommends that notifications should not be required for regularly 

occurring de minimis activities. Operators should maintain records showing that the equipment is de 

minimis, which will be available upon inspection. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 

999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 and GP-5A do not contain notification requirements for construction and 

operations of pig launchers and receivers.  

 

Comment 418: The commentator supports the Department’s decision to establish requirements for 

pigging operations. With data suggesting emissions from such sources are significant, it is critical for 

these sources to be subject to control and monitoring requirements. By adopting these requirements 

Pennsylvania will be on par with other leading states that require operators to meet the same standards. 

(1041)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 419: The commentator recommends that recordkeeping and reporting are the only obligations 

that should apply to pigging and remote pigging operations.  

 

The proposed revisions to GP-5 would add requirements for pigging operations, including equipment, 

operational practices, and 98% control, if above defined thresholds. Similar requirements proposed in 

GP-5A would apply to remote pigging along transmission pipelines. DEP has also proposed requiring 

notification prior to each event. The company’s review of their data indicates that vented volumes for 

transmission operations are not likely to exceed the tonnage thresholds that require controls. The 

proposed requirements add unwarranted burden and cost with minimal to no environmental benefit. The 

commentator believes that the proposed requirements for control or use of equipment or management 

practices are not supported in the record and should not be adopted. Furthermore, advanced notification 

is not warranted.  

 

The Department should make clear that emissions from blowdowns related to remote pigging operations 

are NOT included within the emissions contributing to the emissions thresholds included in the 

definition of “Remote Pigging Station.”  The Department should make clear that its focus is pigging 

operations.  

 

The commentator also recommends that methane should not be addressed in a new or revised general 

permit. (916, 930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 and GP-5A do not contain notification requirements for construction and 

operations of pig launchers and receivers, but do contain recordkeeping and reporting requirements.  
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The Department’s investigation shows that the manufacturer-tested models typically achieve greater 

than 95% control in practice. However, after considering comments received, the Department has 

revised the 98% control requirement for methane, VOC, and HAP to a 95% control requirement in the 

final general permits if the source exceeds the emission control thresholds.  

 

New or modified sources are subject to applicable federal requirements as well as the Department’s 

BAT requirements. The Department has provided details in the TSD for requiring 95% control for 

pigging operations exceeding methane, VOC and HAP thresholds.  

 

All emissions including emissions from blowdowns related to remote pigging operations are required to 

be included in the emissions thresholds for methane, VOC and HAP that trigger the 95% control 

requirement.  

 

The Department disagrees with the commentator that methane should not be addressed in a new or 

revised general permit. Methane is a regulated pollutant under CAA as well as APCA. The detailed 

rationale is included in the TSD.  

 

Comment 420: Pigging operations are largely a midstream gathering and pipeline activity. Including 

pigging operations in a general permit for upstream well site development and productions is 

problematic. While the commentators support the development of a general permit for stand-alone 

pigging operations, the permitting of pigging operations should be included as part of the midstream 

focused GP-5 revisions or in a separate GP-5B. The commentator believes that the DEP has failed to 

explain why it has included pigging operation requirements in a permit directed at upstream well 

development. Midstream operations are separate and distinct from well operations and should be 

managed as such by DEP. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The pigging operation can be located at the wellsite, midstream and at remote locations. 

GP-5A addresses the pigging operation at wellsite and remote locations. GP-5 addresses the pigging 

operation at midstream gas compression and gas processing facilities. The requirements for pigging 

operations are identical in both GPs. Therefore, no separate GP is warranted for a pigging operation. 

 

Comment 421: The commentator recommends that the provisions of any general permit for remote 

pigging operations incorporate by reference the relevant federal standards for operation. (916, 928, 952, 

961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: As recommended by the commentators, the federal requirements for pigging operation can 

not be incorporated by reference since there are no federal requirements.  

 

Comment 422: The commentator believes that the proposed GP-5 should not require that existing 

sources comply with the new BAT requirements set forth in the final GP-5 (lack of “grandfathering” 

clause). The commentators also believe the use of condensers, thermal oxidizers and vapor recovery 

units to control pigging emissions above the stated de minimis level is technically infeasible and DEP 

provides no justification in the TSD for determining that the referenced BMPs constitute BAT for 

pigging operations. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: Any new source installed or modified after 1972 is considered as a new source and subject to 

BAT requirements. Add-on controls such as combustion devices are demonstrated to be effective in 
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controlling VOC and methane emissions. Emissions from pigging operations in Pennsylvania are 

currently being controlled by flares and BMPs.  

 

Comment 423: If emissions are below these thresholds, the proposed definition indicates such pigging 

activities are exempt. The commentators agree that a permit should not be required for insignificant 

sources. However, Section O(1)(d) of proposed GP-5A mirrors the same section in the proposed GP-5 

revisions, and indicates that for pigging operations with an uncontrolled methane emission rate of less 

than 200 tpy, a total uncontrolled VOC emission rate of less than 2.7 tpy, an uncontrolled single HAP 

emission rate of less than 0.5 tpy, and a total uncontrolled HAP emission rate of less than 1.0 tpy, the 

owner or operator shall demonstrate compliance by submitting the required notifications and reports and 

maintaining the required records. The commentator recommends that for pigging along pipelines, a 

permit should not be required if emissions from pigging operations are less than the thresholds in the 

definition of “remote pigging operations.” (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The final GP-5A and GP-5 do not contain notification requirements. If the facility meets 

Category No. 38 Exemption criteria, the facility is exempted from the permitting requirements. 

However, if the facility is required to have a permit for any other source category, the owner or operator 

may use GP-5A. If pigging operations are a source at the facility, the permittee must meet the criteria 

contained in the permit for pigging operations.  

 

Comment 424: The commentators recommend that DEP clarify the definition of “pigging operations” 

in the final versions of GP-5 and GP-5A. The proposed definition could be interpreted to exclude 

pigging for integrity evaluation because the definition refers to “The process of removing and collecting 

condensed liquids… from a pipeline….”  DEP should clarify the definition to indicate the type of 

pigging operations that are intended to be addressed. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The Department has revised the definition of “pigging operation” in the final GP-5A and 

GP-5 to include pigging operations for integrity evaluation.  

 

Comment 425: The commentators recommend that DEP revise the definition of “Remote Pigging 

Station” in GP-5A to clearly indicate that there are emissions thresholds associated with applicable 

pigging operations. The commentators suggest the following revised definition, “Remote Pigging 

Station – A facility where pigging operations are conducted that is not located at an unconventional 

natural gas well site, natural gas compressor station, natural gas processing plant, or natural gas 

transmission station and where emissions from pigging operations meet or exceed 200 tpy of methane, 

2.7 tpy of VOC, 0.5 tpy of a single HAP, or 1.0 tpy of total HAP.” (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: All emissions including blowdowns that are associated with pigging operations must be 

included to calculate emissions thresholds of 200 tpy of methane, 2.7 tpy of total VOC, 0.5 tpy of a 

single HAP, or 1.0 tpy of total HAP. No additional clarification is needed.  

 

Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Units 

 

Comment 426: The commentators recommend removing natural gas-fired combustion units rated less 

than 10 MMBtu/h and the associated notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements from the 

proposed general permits as they are exempt under the Air Quality Permit Exemptions list. (916, 919, 

928, 930, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  
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Response: The final general permits reflect that natural gas-fired combustion units rated less than 

10 MMBtu/h are exempt from permitting requirements.  

 

Comment 427: The commentators state that natural gas-fired combustion units rated greater than or 

equal to 10 MMBtu/h are typically boilers at transmission stations or process heaters at processing 

plants. Requirements for these units should be detailed separately and simply incorporate the applicable 

federal regulations by reference. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The requirements for natural gas-fired combustion units greater than or equal to 10 MMBtu/h 

are detailed in Section L of the final GP-5 and, where possible, incorporate applicable federal 

regulations by reference.  

 

Comment 428: The commentators state that the previous GP-5 did not require the installation of fuel 

meters. The proposed GP-5 should not require fuel meters either, instead calculating fuel use using 

process information. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054 

1056)  

 

Response: The current GP-1, which authorizes natural gas- and No. 2 oil-fired combustion units, 

requires fuel flow meters in Condition 16(a). However, the Department has removed the requirement to 

install a fuel meter in the final GP-5.  

 

Comment 429: The commentators state that the tune-up requirements of Section C Condition 1(a)(i)(E) 

of the proposed GP-5, and its associated recordkeeping and reporting requirements, should be removed. 

At a minimum the requirement should be incorporated by reference or not be required for combustion 

units rated less than 10 MMBtu/h.  

 

The commentators also note that visible emissions surveys and the associated recordkeeping and 

reporting should not be required for natural gas operations and natural gas-fired combustion units. If a 

gas-fired combustion unit exceeds the opacity requirements, it is typically a result of incomplete 

combustion which requires immediate adjustment or shutdown. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 

987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: Based on the comments, the final general permits do not require an annual tune-up for 

combustion units. However, the final general permits require a tune-up to be performed within 180 days 

of re-authorization of the GPs.  

 

The visible emission survey requirement has been removed from the final general permits. The 

Department approves the use of Method 22 for the monthly visible emissions inspections required under 

Section L Condition 1(b)(iv).  

 

Comment 430: The commentators state that the references to fuel monitoring and testing requirements 

are taken from 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart JJJJJJ, which specifically exempts gas-fired boilers in 

§ 60.11195(e). Therefore, the commentators recommend removing these requirements associated with 

units greater than 10 MMBtu/h and less than 50 MMBtu/h and aligning them with those in the current 

GP-1. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The fuel monitoring requirements have been removed from the final GP-5.  
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Comment 431: The commentators recommend clarification that the emissions from integrated 

equipment mentioned in Section E Condition 1(b) are not required to be included in the uncontrolled 

emissions calculations for the associated natural gas-fired combustion unit. In order to avoid double 

counting emissions, the commentators recommend the language “Integrated equipment, such as 

controllers (Section L), pumps (Section M), and any fugitive emissions components (Section K) are 

subject to the requirements of their respective sections, and their emissions are not required to be 

included in the uncontrolled emissions calculations for the combustion units in this section.” (916, 928, 

952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The Department agrees and has revised the requirements in the final general permits.  

 

Stationary Natural Gas-Fired Combustion Turbines 

 

Comment 432: The commentators state that the Department fails to discuss the technical feasibility of 

the application of SCR technology in the TSD. The commentators are not aware of any permits issued in 

Pennsylvania where SCR was required due to a BAT evaluation, nor are they aware of units 

demonstrating compliance with the proposed emission limit of 1.50 ppm NOX. (916, 928, 930, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: There are at least 10 projects with permitted multiple turbines where SCR was determined to 

be BAT. The turbines in question have a NOX emission limit of 2 ppm and an ammonia slip limit of 

5 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2.  

 

Comment 433: The commentators cited many points of disagreement with the Department’s BAT 

evaluation in the TSD. The most common point of disagreement is the costs, from underestimating 

capital and operational costs to differences in the cost per ton of NOX reduced. Another point of 

disagreement is the fact that SCR is an incremental emission reduction over low NOX combustion, 

which is the preferred approach. Yet another point of disagreement is the negative environmental and 

energy impacts from ammonia emissions and from the lifecycle impacts of the reagent and catalyst. The 

commentators recommend reversing the Department’s BAT determination. (930, 936, 1000, 1052)  

 

Response: Using a general permit is not mandatory. If the commentator wishes to use lower loads or 

operation hours in the BAT determination, they may do so under a case-by-case plan approval. The 

restricted loads and hours of operation would then be memorialized into the operating permit as an 

enforceable limit.  

 

The general permits do not have limiting conditions on load or hours of operation, and therefore require 

the BAT determination to be performed at the Department-assumed 100% load at 8,760 hours/year. The 

rationale in the TSD is valid; the quotes included the operational costs and assumed full operation. Some 

of the costs are variable based on load and hours of operation; however, the quotes did not take those 

variables into consideration. Also, because a general permit cannot be modified to incorporate load and 

hours limits, the cost effectiveness must be determined at maximum load and operating hours.  

 

The Department is aware that ammonia is a PM2.5 precursor and can participate in atmospheric 

reactions with NOX or SOX to form ammonium nitrate or ammonium sulfate. Therefore, the Department 

established ammonia slip limits.  
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Comment 434: The commentators request that the Department confirm and document that 5 ppmvd 

corrected to 15% O2 has been achieved for turbines at similar types of regulated facilities. If this level of 

control is confirmed to be technically feasible, the Department should account for the costs of the types 

of controls and monitoring required to meet this low emission rate. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 

1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: There are at least 10 projects with permitted multiple turbines where SCR was determined to 

be BAT. The turbines in question have a NOX emission limit of 2 ppm and an ammonia slip limit of 

5 ppmdv corrected to 15% O2.  

 

Comment 435: The commentators state that CO, NMNEHC, and PM2.5 limits for natural gas-fired 

combustion turbines and a review of the BAT analysis do not support the additional control of an 

oxidation catalyst. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, 

consistent with BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available. The applicable emission limits of Federal NSPS and NESHAPS will serve as a 

baseline for determining the BAT.  

 

The resources utilized in the determination of BAT include the BAT included in the plan approvals 

which are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits issued by other states, 

for similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission limits, available stack 

test data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources.  

 

The emission limitations included in GP-5 must be technically and economically achievable. In addition, 

these emission limitations must be sustainable during the life of the unit. The Department has 

determined that the emission limitations in the final GP-5 constitute BAT.  

 

Comment 436: The commentator recommends changing the CO reduction efficiency to 90% to match 

the common vendor warranty level. (1000)  

 

Response: The existing GP-5 requires the CO reduction efficiency of 93% which is consistent with 

NESHAP Subpart ZZZZ requirement.  

 

Comment 437: The commentators state the tables for turbines should state in the column headers for 

NMNEHC that they exclude formaldehyde as they do in the tables for RICE. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: The Department agrees. In the final GP-5, the Department has revised the NMNEHC limit, 

which excludes formaldehyde.  

 

Comment 438: The commentator recommends denoting that the particulate matter emission standards 

are based on lb/MMBtu HHV (Higher Heating Value). (1000)  

 

Response: Final GP-5 has been revised to include particulate matter emission standards based on 

lb/MMBtu HHV.  
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Comment 439: The commentator recommends that the emission standards of Condition 1(c)(i) be made 

identical to the emission standards of Condition 1(b)(i). (1000)  

 

Response: Emission standards of Condition 1(b)(i) for turbines are for existing sources and the emission 

standards of Condition 1(c)(i) are for new sources.  

 

New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, consistent 

with BAT as determined by the Department at the issuance of the permit. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code 

§ 121.1 as equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will 

prevent, reduce or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are 

available or may be made available. The applicable emission limits of Federal NSPS and NESHAPS 

will serve as a baseline for determining the BAT.  

 

The resources utilized in the determination of BAT include BAT included in the plan approvals which 

are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits issued by other states, for 

similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission limits, available stack test 

data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources.  

 

The Department has determined that the emission limitations in the final GP-5 constitute BAT.  

 

Comment 440: The commentators state that small turbines should not be precluded due to technically 

infeasible NOX standards. The standard for 1,000 to 5,000 hp turbines should be reconsidered based on 

the turbine NSPS and analyses conducted for state RACT rules, both of which concluded that low NOX 

combustion technology is not available for smaller turbines. Even without a low- NOX combustor, the 

emissions from these units are relatively low (100 ppmv or less). The commentators recommend that the 

Department adopts a standard consistent with 40 CFR Subpart KKKK, which for natural gas-fired 

mechanical drive turbines with a firing rate of 50 MMBtu/h or less is 100 ppmv (at 15% O2). (930, 936, 

1052)  

 

Response: The BAT for turbines 1,000 ≤ HP < 5,000 in the final general permits is 25 ppmv, which is 

the same as the previous version of GP-5. BAT for the previous version was determined based on the 

vendors’ guarantee.  

 

Comment 441: The commentators are concerned over the Department’s dual BAT requirement for 

turbines greater than or equal to 15,900 hp. It appears the Department is setting an emission rate that is 

only achievable by one manufacturer and which is more aligned with lowest achievable emission rates 

(LAER) than BAT. The Department should confirm that there are an adequate number of manufacturers 

of equipment capable of achieving the proposed standard. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 1053, 1054, 

1056)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. There is precedent in establishing BAT limitations specific to a 

source based on fuel, technology, or other factors. BAT is defined broadly in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available. The 9 ppm NOX limit from an uncontrolled turbine is an option for the operator 

to avoid the installation of an SCR system and does not negatively impact the competitiveness of 

manufacturers. The 9 ppm NOX limit as baseline emissions makes installation of an SCR system cost-

ineffective.  
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Comment 442: The commentator recommends the NOX emissions limit for turbines greater than 

5,000 hp of no less than 15 ppm as this limit has been demonstrated to be achievable in practice in a 

cost-effective manner. (944)  

 

Response: New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, 

consistent with BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available. The resources utilized in the determination of BAT include the BAT included in 

the plan approvals which are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits 

issued by other states, for similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission 

limits, available stack test data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources. The 

emission limitations included in GP-5 must be technically and economically achievable. In addition, 

these emission limitations must be sustainable during the life of the unit. The Department has 

determined that the emission limitations in the final GP-5 and GP-5A constitute BAT, and details of 

technical and economic feasibility can be found in the TSD.  

 

The Department has established a NOX limit of 15 ppm for turbines rated between 5,000 and 

15,900 bhp. The Department has determined that SCR technology is technically and economically 

feasible for turbines rated above 15,900 bhp unless the uncontrolled NOX emissions are 9 ppm.  

 

Comment 443: The commentators recommend that the Department clarify that the emission standards 

do not apply during startup, shutdown, and at temperatures below 0 °F. (928, 930, 936, 952, 987, 1000, 

1047, 1048, 1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: While it is not outside the bounds of winter in Pennsylvania, temperatures at or below 0 °F 

are the exception, not the rule. However, the Department added the following language to the final 

GP-5: “Operate the turbine and air pollution control equipment consistent with good air pollution control 

practices during periods of low ambient air temperature (at or below 0 °F), during which time the 

emissions standards in (a) through (c) do not apply.”  

 

The language for startup and shutdown was proposed in Condition 1(d)(iv) and states “during which 

time the emissions standards in (a) through (c) do not apply.”  

 

Comment 444: The commentators request that the Department clarify Condition 1(d)(iv). As written, it 

could be interpreted that during startup or shutdown events, the emission standards apply after 

30 minutes. Although it is not typical for most operations, startups or shutdowns may last more than 

30 minutes. (930, 936, 1052)  

 

Response: As the commentator mentioned, typically startup or shutdown does not exceed 30 minutes 

for most turbines; the conditions for emission limits are established for normal operations, not for the 

exceptional case.  

 

Comment 445: The commentators state that the Department should more closely align the emission 

standards with the size categories and emission levels found in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK. Any 

requirements beyond those federal requirements must be demonstrated by the Department to be BAT to 
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be preserved in the general permit. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1000, 1046-1048, 

1053, 1054)  

 

Response: New sources are required to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, 

consistent with BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is defined in 25 Pa. Code § 121.1 as 

equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available. The applicable emission limits of Federal NSPS and NESHAPS will serve as a 

baseline for determining the BAT.  

 

The resources utilized in the determination of BAT include the BAT included in the plan approvals 

which are determined on a case-by-case basis, general permits, and other permits issued by other states, 

for similar sources. The Department also evaluated vendors’ guaranteed emission limits, available stack 

test data, and stakeholders’ submitted data for the applicable sources.  

 

The emission limitations included in GP-5 must be technically and economically achievable. In addition, 

these emission limitations must be sustainable during the life of the unit. The Department has 

determined that the emission limitations in the final GP-5 constitute BAT.  

 

Comment 446: The commentators state that the proposed GP-5 uses the terms “authorized” and 

“constructed” to define applicable requirements for a turbine. It is possible to have an emission source 

authorized through receipt of a plan approval or general permit, but its actual construction could differ 

and result in overlapping authorization and construction dates. State source requirements should be 

based upon the permitted authorization date with the notable exception of where an NSPS or NESHAP 

takes precedence. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The Department used the construction date as the applicability requirement for turbines in 

Section M Condition 1 of the final GP-5.  

 

Comment 447: The commentators state that the Department’s Basis Document for Section F 

Conditions 1(a), 1(b), and 1(d)(iii) inappropriately cross references Section C for Natural Gas-Fired 

Combustion Units. The commentators believe this is an error, but asks the Department to clarify the 

following statement “For each natural gas-fired combustion turbine constructed prior to February 2, 

2013, the owner or operator shall abide by the terms and conditions of the applicable plan approval or 

operating permit under which they were authorized. [Section C Condition 1 Prologue – the rated 

capacity greater than or equal to 1,000 hp is based on the Air Quality Permit Exemptions list mentioned 

above. This was intended to cover the operation of turbines installed at a facility before they were an 

applicable source in GP-5.]” (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: This is not an error but rather a reference to Section C of the previous version of GP-5. The 

prologue states “The owner or operator of a new or reconstructed turbine with a rated capacity of equal 

to or greater than 1,000 bhp or 10.7 gigajoules per hour (10 MMBtu/h) based on the higher heating 

value of the fuel that commenced construction, modification, or reconstruction after February 18, 2005, 

shall comply with applicable requirements specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK.”  

 

Comment 448: The commentators state that turbines installed under a plan approval, but that will 

operate under a GP-5, must meet the BAT and emission requirements at the time of the original 

permitting. The commentators state that the Department is under no obligation to retain all the original 
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terms and conditions of the permit if others can provide equivalent guarantees of compliance. The 

commentators believe that the terms and conditions of the existing GP-5 can be considered equivalent 

and effectively replace those conditions while avoiding the confusion of additional requirements carried 

over from a previous permit. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: 25 Pa. Code Section 127.1 requires that BAT is determined by the Department at the 

issuance of a plan approval. BAT may not be relaxed under the general permit. If a short-term emission 

limit from a plan approval is more stringent than the limit in the general permit, the operator must abide 

by the limit from the plan approval as per Section A, Condition 10(e) of GPs.  

 

Comment 449: The commentator states that the periodic monitoring requirement every 2,500 hours 

with a portable analyzer is excessive. As proposed, the GP-5 requires initial testing, testing at renewal 

(every 5 years), and portable analyzer testing every 2,500 hours. In addition, depending on the 

compliance demonstration method selected by the operator, Subpart KKKK could require testing 

annually or every other year. This is a lot of testing in conjunction with the onerous parameter 

monitoring plans proposed. (1000)  

 

Response: The parameter monitoring plans included in the proposed GP-5 were from the federal 

subpart. They have been incorporated by reference in the final GP-5. The initial performance testing and 

portable gas analyzer testing are consistent with the previous version of GP-5.  

 

Comment 450: The commentators state that the requirement to measure visible emissions using an 

opacity meter, Method 9, or some other Department-approved method is unnecessary for natural gas-

fired turbines. The operability of the turbine eliminates the need to determine opacity because turbines 

do not operate with visible emissions without a high potential for catastrophic failure. (916, 928, 930, 

936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1052-1054)  

 

Response: The final GP-5 does not include a specific frequency of visible emissions monitoring 

requirement for NG-fired turbines. If visible emissions monitoring is performed, it must be determined 

by the method described in 25 Pa. Code § 123.43.  

 

Comment 451: The commentators state that the previous GP-5 did not require the installation of fuel 

meters; as written the requirement is retroactive and would result in high costs to the operators for no 

environmental benefit. The proposed GP-5 should not require fuel meters either, instead calculating fuel 

use using process information. (916, 928, 930, 936, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 

1052-1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The requirement to install fuel flow meters has been removed.  

 

Comment 452: The commentators recommend that the proposed GP-5 include an option to maintain the 

existing performance testing schedule upon reauthorization of the general permit if a performance test 

has been performed within 180 days of reauthorization. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 

1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The final GPs allow the frequency of performance testing for reauthorization to be altered 

based on available performance data from the source, unless required by federal regulation.  
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Comment 453: The commentators recommend removing the language “In addition, there is an annual 

performance test requirement for turbines that control NOX using methods other than water or steam 

injection, although it may be waived if the owner or operator installs a continuous monitoring system as 

detailed in Condition 6(d) below.”  The GP-5 reference to meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart KKKK will ensure compliance, while also eliminating confusing language. (916, 928, 952, 961, 

972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: This language remains in the final GP-5; however, the requirements for the continuous 

monitoring system that waive the annual performance test requirement are incorporated by reference.  

 

Centrifugal Compressors 

 

Comment 454: The commentators express concern that centrifugal compressors are not addressed in the 

proposed GP-5A. The concern is that operators that install centrifugal compressors at oil or natural gas 

well sites may not consider the facilities to be natural gas compressor stations and therefore assume that 

the provisions of the proposed GP-5 do not apply to them. Commentator (CATF) has shown that there 

are centrifugal compressors with wet seals located at production facilities in their comments to U.S. 

EPA on “Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for New and Modified Sources (Proposed 

NSPS Subpart OOOOa).” The commentators further state that the emissions from wet seal centrifugal 

compressors should be captured rather than combusted if technically feasible. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 

1021, 1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039, 1040, 1042)  

 

Response: There are no centrifugal compressors installed at an unconventional natural gas well site in 

Pennsylvania and therefore centrifugal compressors are not an applicable source for GP-5A. However, if 

an operator of a well site wanted to install a centrifugal compressor at a well site, the operator may 

submit a plan approval application on a case-by-case basis.  

 

The requirement in the final GP-5 is to comply with 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa, which requires 

the owner or operator to control methane and VOC emissions by capturing and routing the emissions, 

using a cover and closed vent system to a control device that achieves an emission reduction of 95% or 

routing the emissions to a process. The owner or operator may select any control technique to comply 

with the 95% control requirements for methane, VOC and HAPs.  

 

Comment 455: The commentators state that CRSD Standard 14.3 prohibits the use of wet oil seals on 

new centrifugal compressors and requires that wet oil seals on centrifugal compressors be replaced with 

dry seals as they wear out.  

 

In the TSD the Department “maintains that the use of a dry seal system is BAT.”  However, Section H of 

GP-5 allows the use of wet seals in new centrifugal compressors and does not require that such seals on 

existing centrifugal compressors be replaced with dry seals as they wear out. The TSD states, and CRSD 

Standard 14.3 suggests, that prohibiting the use of wet seals on new centrifugal compressors and phasing 

out their use on existing centrifugal compressors are an available means of minimizing the emissions of 

air pollutants from centrifugal compressors, and the Department should revise Section H of GP-5 

accordingly. (15, 37, 58, 73, 80, 81, 87, 88, 105, 154, 313, 341, 364, 381, 382, 416, 437, 438, 597, 632, 

690, 716, 734, 758, 784, 785, 826, 840, 843, 1004-1006, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1021, 1024, 1025, 1027, 

1033-1037, 1040)  
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Response: The commentators misunderstood the statement in the TSD that the Department “maintains 

that the use of a dry seal system is BAT.”  The statement does not preclude the use of wet seals, nor does 

it imply that existing sources must update to dry seals. The statement simply states that dry seals on 

centrifugal compressors are BAT and therefore no further requirements apply. The use of wet seals is 

not prohibited; an operator may use this option if they meet the BAT requirements set forth in the TSD 

and the general permit.  

 

Comment 456: The commentator states that Section H of the proposed GP-5 allows two approaches to 

reduce emissions: the first requires a wet seal compressor to equip the seal degassing system with a 

cover and route emissions through a closed vent system to a control device to reduce VOC by 95%; the 

second is to use a dry seal compressor. Both wet seal and dry seal compressors were required to also 

demonstrate compliance through the notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements.  

 

The commentator recommends offering a third approach – incentivizing the retrofitting of wet seals with 

dry seals. While the switch is not technically feasible in every circumstance, in many it is technically, 

environmentally, and economically feasible. In addition, dry gas compressor seals are installed with a 

control system that monitors the performance, health, and emissions of the shaft seal and integrated with 

the facilities’ digital monitoring system.  

 

The commentator has a Life Cycle Cost Calculator tool for centrifugal compressors to analyze the merits 

of the options available. It accounts for the annual operating costs including maintenance costs, value of 

the leaked gas, consumables, the energy consumption costs, and the cost of lost production resulting 

from seal failure. The tool calculates the payback period, the present value of the annual operating costs 

over the remaining lifespan, and the total life cycle cost, accounting for one-time costs such as retrofit 

costs. The Calculator can also be tailored to local conditions and for individual cases and thus help 

confirm the economic and environmental value propositions between re-routing the gas, flaring, or 

retrofitting with dry seal technology. (1043)  

 

Response: The Department encourages the use of new tools such as the Life Cycle Cost Calculator to 

promote air pollution control technologies. The commentator may contact operators of centrifugal 

compressors and discuss the benefits of the Calculator and the merits of dry seals over wet seals.  

 

Comment 457: The commentators state that a BAT analysis should be conducted for each type of 

emission source; an analysis for centrifugal compressors is absent. While the TSD does provide a 

general BAT analysis for an enclosed flare and implies that any centrifugal compressor can be controlled 

in such a manner, it provides no discussion for the removal of the option to route to a vapor recovery 

unit or back to the processor. (916, 928, 952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054)  

 

Response: The requirement in the final GP-5 is to comply with 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOOOa, which 

requires the owner or operator to control methane and VOC emissions by capturing and routing the 

emissions, using a cover and closed vent system to a control device that achieves an emission reduction 

of 95% or routing the emissions to a process. Since the Department has considered federal requirements 

for requiring 95% reduction as BAT for centrifugal compressors, no additional BAT evaluation was 

performed.  

 

Comment 458: The commentators state that Section H of the proposed GP-5 does indicate that the 

emission source for centrifugal compressors is the wet seal degassing vent emissions. (930, 936, 1052)  
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Response: The requirements of Section N of the final GP-5 (Section H of the proposed GP-5) were 

incorporated by reference.  

 

Comment 459: The commentators state that the control requirements for centrifugal compressors in 

Section H of the proposed GP-5 mirror the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts OOOO and 

OOOOa. The commentator pointed out there is no option in the proposed GP-5 to route the closed vent 

system from affected sources wet seal system to a process as allowed by 40 CFR § 60.5380(a)(2) and 

§ 60.5380a(a)(2) and the control requirement is for 98% instead of 95% as in 40 CFR § 60.5380(a)(1) 

and § 60.5380a(a)(1). (916, 928, 930,952, 961, 972, 981, 987, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The requirements of Section N of the final GP-5 (Section H of the proposed GP-5) were 

incorporated by reference.  

 

Comment 460: The commentators state that Section H Condition 1(a) of the proposed GP-5 refers to 

Section N Condition 1(f) which requires a professional engineer certify the adequacy of the closed vent 

system for compressors that were not previously subject to these requirements under 40 CFR Part 60 

Subpart OOOO. The Department has not justified this retroactive requirement which would have 

significant cost and burden for limited or no environmental benefit. Therefore, the commentators 

recommend the federal requirements be incorporated by reference. (928, 930, 952, 987, 1047, 1048, 

1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The requirements of Section N of the final GP-5 were incorporated by reference.  

 

Wellbore Liquids Unloading Operations 

 

Comment 461: The commentators support the Department’s decision to establish requirements for 

wellbore liquids unloading operations. With data suggesting emissions from such sources are significant, 

it is critical for these sources to be subject to control and monitoring requirements. By adopting these 

requirements Pennsylvania will be on par with other leading states that require operators to meet the 

same standards. In addition, requiring personnel to remain onsite during any manual venting episode 

significantly reduces emissions from unloading operations according to regulators in Colorado and 

Wyoming, who have imposed similar requirements in recent years. (1004, 1008, 1009, 1018, 1021, 

1023, 1027, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1037, 1039-1042)  

 

Response: The Department has removed the requirement in the final general permits that an operator 

remain onsite during a manual unloading operation based on comments received.  

 

Comment 462: The commentator recommends that emissions from wellbore liquids unloading should 

be monitored. (1026)  

 

Response: The emissions from wellbore liquids unloading would be difficult to monitor. The 

Department accepts engineering calculations based on gas pressure and composition, wellbore volume, 

and frequency of operations to estimate emissions.  

 

Comment 463: The commentator recommends that the requirement to maintain a daily log in Section P 

Condition 3 of the proposed GP-5A be removed. (991)  
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Response: The requirement to maintain a daily log has been removed from Section L Condition 2 of the 

final GP-5A.  

 

Claims of Impacts on Natural Gas Industry from Permits 

 

Comment 464: The commentators state that it is difficult to keep up with state and federal regulatory 

requirements, and adding the proposed GP-5A and the corresponding regulatory, financial, and 

administrative burden will severely impact the industry. Even though Pennsylvania has the Marcellus 

and Utica shale formations which have proven to be very productive, it is difficult for the industry to 

survive with low commodity prices. The GP-5A will likely significantly impair the competitiveness of 

the Commonwealth discouraging capital investment and putting jobs at risk. (227, 302, 853, 867, 871, 

877, 900, 905, 906, 908, 912, 915, 916, 924, 927-930, 937, 939, 943, 947, 950, 952, 957, 958, 961, 962, 

964, 972, 974, 977, 978, 981, 985, 987, 988, 990, 991, 999, 1046-1048, 1051, 1053, 1054, 1056)  

 

Response: The final general permits are based on existing regulatory requirements and state BAT 

determinations. BAT determinations consider cost effectiveness evaluations, which are documented in 

the TSD. General permits are a mechanism to assist industry in meeting these regulatory requirements 

by creating a permit with standardized conditions and BAT determinations. Individual permits are still 

an option, but require a case-by-case evaluation of technologies and emissions. The Department has 

completed this step in the general permits to help industry comply with federal and state regulations. 

 

Comment 465: The commentators state that due to many factors, Pennsylvania’s Marcellus play is less 

expensive to develop and more productive than any other shale gas regions in the US. It is not, as the 

operators claim, the expense of regulation that has impeded shale resource development in the 

Commonwealth, but rather low gas prices due to a lack of infrastructure to move the gas to market. As 

the pipeline infrastructure is built out and LNG export facilities come on line, the Marcellus hub gas 

prices are expected to converge with the Henry Hub price. However, it is Pennsylvania’s lack of 

adequate regulations and permit requirements that have led to other states, including New York and 

Maryland, to prevent development of their own shale gas resources. (1019)  

 

Response: The Department has invested substantial energy and resources in responding to production of 

natural gas from the Marcellus Shale to protect human health and the environment to allow the 

responsible development of the resource. Many other states and the federal government use regulations 

and guidance developed by the Department to guide them in creating their own rules and regulations. 

 

Comment 466: The commentators state that due to the nature of natural gas production operations, 

delays associated with the issuance of a single permit can impact an operator’s entire operation within 

the Commonwealth. This can discourage the short-term development in the Marcellus region, cost jobs, 

and potentially cause some operators to go out of business. (483, 910, 917, 920, 922, 940, 941, 946, 953, 

956, 967, 989, 997, 998, 1002, 1003)  

 

Response: Temporary activities at well sites were removed from the final GP-5A and are now covered 

under Exemption 38. This provides the flexibility to meet the variable nature of the installation of 

production equipment (well sites) while maintaining conditions that protect human health and the 

environment. 

 

Comment 467: The commentators ask whether the Department conducted an economic impact analysis 

for the proposed general permits and whether the Department considered the additional cost of 
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compliance for operators, contractors, and subcontractors to comply with the terms and conditions of the 

proposed general permits. (803, 853, 867, 871, 934, 935)  

 

Response: The Department did conduct the cost analysis required in Pennsylvania law and regulations 

for the issuance of a general plan approval and operating permit. This includes the cost-effectiveness 

analyses conducted by the Department for state BAT determinations needed to develop the standardized 

permit conditions. These analyses are included in the TSD. Where the general permits directly reference 

federal regulatory requirements (e.g. NSPS), the Department relied on federal cost evaluations. 

 

Comment 468: The proposed GP-5A is more stringent, more onerous, or inconsistent with the federal 

regulations found at 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart OOOOa (“Subpart OOOOa”). The DEP has failed to 

justify the increased stringency or inconsistencies and has not provided an adequate BAT analysis. The 

excessive reporting and recordkeeping requirements in the proposed GP-5A are “death by a 

thousand lashes” – especially if ever required of conventional operations. In many cases, other 

offices/bureaus within the DEP currently receive the notifications or records that would be required by 

the proposed GP-5A. DEP is circumventing the Regulatory Review Act and other administrative law 

principles and regulating the industry through the proposed GP-5A. (1055)  

 

Response: In addition to compliance requirements for applicable federal requirements, 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 127 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the maximum extent, consistent with 

BAT as determined by the Department at the time of issuance of Plan Approval. BAT is an evolving 

standard and is defined as equipment, devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department 

which will prevent, reduce or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and 

which are available or may be made available. The GP-5A and revised GP-5 also establish BAT 

technology requirements for all new or modified sources at the natural gas well sites. The TSD contains 

the analyses and documentation of the Department’s BAT determinations, which meets the regulations 

for establishing general permit terms and conditions. 

 

Conventional wells are exempted from permitting requirements under GP-5 and GP-5A.  

 

Certain recordkeeping and reporting requirements for sources at unconventional natural gas production 

sites and remote pigging stations have been revised in the final general permits in response to comments 

received.  

 

The Department has addressed the comments concerning the regulatory process in other responses in 

this document.  

 

Claims that Permits Are Necessary to Stakeholder Interests 

 

Comment 469: The commentators state that the proposed general permits are a great step forward to 

significant control of Pennsylvania’s GHG emissions and other pollutants and to protecting the public 

health and the environment. (2686, 2602, 2942, 3098, 3213, 584, 3695, 3893, 3364, 384, 431, 4108, 

4482, 4602, 7881, 10, 9, 56, 93, 232, 233, 282, 328, 345, 350, 361, 443, 482, 490, 555, 1029, 570, 678, 

684, 686, 729, 764, 814, 841, 246, 626, 311, 355, 375, 26, 353, 733, 368, 170, 420, 3-5, 8, 13, 14, 17, 

18, 21, 22, 25, 29, 30, 32-34, 36, 39, 42, 43, 46, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 57, 59, 61, 63, 69, 75, 77, 78, 89, 91, 

94-98, 102, 106, 107, 112, 116, 118, 123-125, 127, 130-133, 135, 136, 138, 139, 141, 143-145, 147, 

148, 153, 160, 161, 163, 164, 166, 167, 169, 178, 182, 186, 187, 190, 191, 194, 198, 202, 203, 211, 212, 

216, 219, 222, 223, 225, 231, 236, 238-241, 243, 244, 250, 254, 255, 257, 262, 264, 265, 270-273, 275, 
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283, 285, 287, 288, 293-295, 297-300, 303, 304, 309, 312, 314, 318, 320, 324-326, 331, 332, 336, 338, 

348, 349, 351, 354, 356, 357, 360, 362, 363, 365, 366, 370, 371, 374, 376, 389, 391, 393, 396, 401, 402, 

404, 408, 411-413, 415, 417-419, 429, 431, 433, 440, 442, 444, 446, 449, 452-454, 459, 463, 465, 468, 

469, 479, 480, 484, 486, 487, 494, 496, 498-502, 505, 507, 511, 514, 517, 520, 524-526, 529, 530, 533, 

534, 538, 539, 542, 543, 546, 552, 554, 561, 569, 571, 574, 575, 577, 578, 585, 586, 591, 594, 595, 599, 

600, 602, 609, 610, 616, 622, 628, 629, 631, 635-639, 641, 643-645, 651, 653, 654, 660, 662-665, 668, 

670-674, 679, 681-683, 685, 689, 691, 692, 694, 695, 697, 698, 704, 705, 708, 710-712, 719-722, 727, 

730-732, 739-742, 744, 745, 747, 752-754, 757, 759, 760, 763, 766, 767, 770, 771, 774776, 780, 781, 

783, 786, 789-793, 795-797, 802, 806, 809, 811, 816, 817, 820, 822-824, 825, 827, 828, 830, 832, 834, 

838, 842, 845, 847, 848, 850, 4629-5105, 8754-9357) 

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 470: The commentators state that managing methane emissions in a cost-effective, 

technically feasible manner benefit the citizens, industries, and environment of Pennsylvania. 

Reasonable requirements in permits or regulations serve to protect the environment, improve the public 

health, and create jobs. (876, 878-899, 875, 950, 675, 945, 1050, 410, 707, 516, 1834, 3068, 3171, 3591, 

317, 3415, 4015, 357, 23, 970, 302,4-6, 11, 12, 17, 18, 21, 24, 25, 28, 30, 32-36, 38, 42-47, 51, 55, 60, 

61, 65, 67, 69-71, 74, 77-79, 82, 83, 89, 90, 92, 95-99, 101-103, 106-108, 111-113, 117, 118, 121-125, 

128-131, 133, 134, 136, 138, 140142, 144, 145, 147, 153, 156-159, 161-164, 167-169, 172, 174-176, 

178-183, 185-194, 197-200, 204, 205, 207-209, 213, 215, 218, 219, 221-225, 228, 229, 235-237, 

239-244, 247, 251, 254, 256-258, 261, 263, 264, 266, 268-273, 275, 277-280, 285, 287, 288, 291, 292, 

295-297, 304, 308, 309, 315-321, 324, 326-331, 333-335, 337, 338, 342-344, 348, 349, 351, 352, 358, 

362, 363, 365-367, 370-372, 374, 375, 380, 384, 386, 389, 390, 393-395, 398, 399, 401-404, 406, 409, 

411, 413-415, 417-419, 421, 423, 427436, 439-442, 444-446, 449-456, 461-463, 465, 467, 469, 470, 

474, 475, 477, 480, 481, 484-487, 492, 494-496, 498, 500-502, 504-508, 510, 512-515, 517, 519-521, 

523-533, 536, 537, 540-542, 544, 546, 547, 550, 552, 554, 557-559, 561-563, 565, 567, 569, 571-574, 

576, 579, 580, 582, 583, 585, 588-591, 593, 594, 601-603, 606, 607, 609-613, 617, 618, 620, 623, 624, 

627-631, 633, 636, 637, 639, 642-648, 652-656, 658, 660, 661, 665, 667, 669-671, 673, 674, 680, 681, 

683, 685, 687-689, 693-699, 701, 703, 704, 706, 708, 710-713, 717-722, 724-728, 730-732, 735-737, 

740, 741, 743, 744, 749, 752, 754-756, 761, 762, 765, 766, 768-770, 773, 776, 779-783, 786, 788-790, 

792-795, 797, 798, 802, 806-809, 815, 822, 824, 825, 827, 829, 831-839, 842, 846-848, 850, 3333-4628)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 471: The commentators state that natural gas is a valuable resource, even at low commodity 

prices. Any excess emissions are wasteful and represent lost revenue; therefore, reducing emissions is a 

worthy goal. (876, 878-899, 943, 875, 1021, 1037, 1450, 910, 946, 967, 3333, 3382, 3524, 147, 3568, 

3577, 3622, 3626, 3681, 3684, 3709, 3789, 3817, 3835, 3852, 330, 3906, 102, 3476, 3969, 3991, 4133, 

517, 4224, 583, 633, 4352, 4385, 4388, 4602, 146, 306, 491, 684, 764, 1028,1019, 905, 963, 929, 957, 

4-6, 11, 12, 17, 18, 21, 24, 25, 28, 30, 32-36, 38, 42-47, 51, 55, 60, 61, 65, 67, 69-71, 74, 77-79, 82, 83, 

89, 90, 92, 95-99, 101-103, 106-108, 111-113, 117, 118, 121-125, 128-131, 133, 134, 136, 138, 140142, 

144, 145, 147, 153, 156-159, 161-164, 167-169, 172, 174-176, 178-183, 185-194, 197-200, 204, 205, 

207-209, 213, 215, 218, 219, 221-225, 228, 229, 235-237, 239-244, 247, 251, 254, 256-258, 261, 263, 

264, 266, 268-273, 275, 277-280, 285, 287, 288, 291, 292, 295-297, 304, 308, 309, 315-321, 324, 

326-331, 333-335, 337, 338, 342-344, 348, 349, 351, 352, 358, 362, 363, 365-367, 370-372, 374, 375, 

380, 384, 386, 389, 390, 393-395, 398, 399, 401-404, 406, 409, 411, 413-415, 417-419, 421, 423, 

427436, 439-442, 444-446, 449-456, 461-463, 465, 467, 469, 470, 474, 475, 477, 480, 481, 484-487, 
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492, 494-496, 498, 500-502, 504-508, 510, 512-515, 517, 519-521, 523-533, 536, 537, 540-542, 544, 

546, 547, 550, 552, 554, 557-559, 561-563, 565, 567, 569, 571-574, 576, 579, 580, 582, 583, 585, 

588-591, 593, 594, 601-603, 606, 607, 609-613, 617, 618, 620, 623, 624, 627-631, 633, 636, 637, 639, 

642-648, 652-656, 658, 660, 661, 665, 667, 669-671, 673, 674, 680, 681, 683, 685, 687-689, 693-699, 

701, 703, 704, 706, 708, 710-713, 717-722, 724-728, 730-732, 735-737, 740, 741, 743, 744, 749, 752, 

754-756, 761, 762, 765, 766, 768-770, 773, 776, 779-783, 786, 788-790, 792-795, 797, 798, 802, 

806-809, 815, 822, 824, 825, 827, 829, 831-839, 842, 846-848, 850, 3333-4628, 3-5, 13, 14, 17, 18, 21, 

22, 29, 30, 36, 39, 46, 52, 55, 57, 61, 63, 69, 77, 89, 95, 96 ,106, 118, 123-125, 130-133, 135, 136, 138, 

139, 141, 143-145, 147, 148, 160, 161, 163, 164, 167, 169, 182, 186, 187, 194, 198, 203, 211, 212, 216, 

222, 223, 231, 236, 238, 241, 244, 250, 254, 257, 262, 264, 265, 271, 273, 275, 283, 285, 287, 293-295, 

297-300, 303, 304, 309, 312, 314, 318, 320, 324, 326, 331, 338, 349, 354, 356, 360, 362, 363, 366, 370, 

371, 374, 389, 396, 401, 402, 404, 408, 411-413, 417, 419, 429, 433, 442, 449, 452, 453, 463, 465, 468, 

469, 480, 484, 486, 494, 498, 499, 501, 502, 505, 507, 511, 514, 517, 520, 524, 525, 529, 530, 533, 534, 

538, 539, 542, 546, 552, 554, 561, 571, 574, 575, 577, 585, 586, 591, 594, 595, 599, 602, 609, 610, 616, 

622, 628, 629, 631, 635-637, 639, 641, 643, 645, 653, 654, 660, 662-665, 668, 671, 674, 679, 681-683, 

685, 691, 692, 694, 695, 697, 698, 704, 705, 708, 710, 712, 719, 721, 722, 727, 732, 739-742, 744, 745, 

747, 752-754, 759, 766, 767, 770, 771, 774, 776, 781, 783, 786, 789-793, 795, 797, 802, 809, 811, 816, 

817, 820, 824, 825, 827, 830, 834, 838, 842, 847, 848, 850, 4629-5105)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. The Governor’s methane strategy goal of 

preventing waste of a valuable resource was a consideration during development of general permit terms 

and conditions, including LDAR requirements for new and modified facilities.  

 

Claims of Benefits From The Oil and Gas Industry  

 

Comment 472: The commentator is concerned about the effect the proposed Exemption 38 and 

proposed general permits would have on natural gas production and prices and the subsequent hardship 

on the overwhelming number of people that use natural gas for cooking, hot water, and heating their 

homes. (957)  

 

Response: The Department anticipates that the revisions made to the proposed Exemption 38 and 

proposed general permits will not have an impact in the manner addressed in the comment. The general 

permit is designed to create standardized terms and conditions for various natural gas production, 

processing and transmission operations. The use of the general permit streamlines the permitting 

process, which creates efficiencies for both the Department and industry, resulting in cost savings. The 

general permits include existing regulatory requirements that the industry has to comply with currently. 

 

Comment 473: The commentator states that Pennsylvania’s high-quality hardwoods and low energy 

costs due to the unconventional oil and gas industry has led to Pennsylvania being considered as a 

possible location to build a factory which would employ 400 people. The commentator is concerned that 

the proposed general permits could increase energy prices and threaten the viability of the factory being 

constructed in Pennsylvania. (945)  

 

Response: See response to Comment 468. General permits are a mechanism to streamline the permitting 

process which saves time and money. The permits include terms and conditions that are based on 

existing regulations. 
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Comment 474: The commentator states that the Penn Central Railroad was given a $500,000 grant as a 

partial payment to purchase the spur line from Wellsboro to Gang Mills, NY. This was to be the lifeline 

for the Corning Glass plant and the Borden’s Milk plant in Wellsboro. Unfortunately, both plants have 

been closed; however, the Wellsboro & Corning Railroad’s main customer is now HiCrush’s sand 

facility which supplies sand to the natural gas industry in the northcentral region of Pennsylvania. (921) 

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 475: The commentators state that unconventional oil and gas development has been positive 

to the Commonwealth. Municipalities have received impact fees, citizens have become more financially 

secure through leasing or employment opportunities, the service industries have seen brisk business, and 

gas companies have donated time and capital to their local communities. (920, 931, 954, 958) 

 

 Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comments Concerning a Moratorium on the Natural Gas Industry 

 

Comment 476: The commentators state that the proposed GP-5A will result in a “moratorium by 

permit” on much of the industry because they will not have GP-5A’s for their current operations. Those 

operators in the middle of pad construction, drilling, completion, and production activities when the 

permit becomes effective will likely suffer millions of dollars in standby fees, firm transportation costs, 

lost production, and possible lawsuits due to broken contracts. This economic cost will result in no 

appreciable benefit to the public health or the environment. (934, 920, 943, 939, 950, 994, 908, 978, 

942, 992, 958, 935, 1050, 995, 973, 941, 910, 946, 967, 917, 922, 941, 953, 956, 989, 997, 998, 302, 

383, 715, 904, 970, 929, 957, 931)  

 

Response: See the response to comments 468 and 469. The general permits are a way to streamline the 

permitting process, saving time and money. The permits include terms and conditions based on existing 

regulations that the industry needs to comply with currently. Permits provide a consistent mechanism in 

understanding how to document and comply with regulatory requirements.  

 

Comment 477: The commentators demand strong environmental standards or a moratorium on the oil 

and gas industry in order to protect the public health and the environment. (82, 705, 1099, 119, 228, 

1316, 245, 1336, 1378, 1390, 1408, 1427, 1450, 1490, 543, 1693, 677, 786, 1780, 1783, 1833, 2954, 

2990, 2992, 3201, 3252, 3434, 3509, 321, 367, 450, 4095, 4137, 552, 4218, 4255, 4308, 4416, 769, 93, 

109, 171, 173, 177, 201, 206, 226, 232, 233, 259, 260, 282, 284, 290, 340, 388, 392, 426, 359, 252, 503, 

116, 443, 471, 476, 482, 491, 493, 535, 545, 560, 570, 592, 605, 666, 746, 751, 772, 777, 800, 801, 391, 

137,1038, 8, 16, 25, 32-34, 42, 43, 47, 49-51, 54, 59, 64, 66, 75, 76, 78, 84, 91, 94, 97, 98, 100, 102, 

107, 112, 114, 116, 120, 127, 132, 149, 153, 155, 166, 178, 190, 191, 202, 219, 225, 239, 240, 243, 248, 

255, 256, 270, 272, 273, 281, 286, 288, 303, 307, 309, 325, 332, 336, 348, 351, 357, 365, 376, 391, 393, 

401, 415, 418, 431, 440, 444, 446, 447, 454, 458-460, 479, 487, 489, 496, 500, 516, 518, 522, 526, 543, 

564, 569, 578, 581, 584, 600, 606, 614, 615, 619, 621, 638, 644, 651, 670, 672-674, 676, 689, 706, 711, 

720, 723, 730, 731, 742, 745, 748, 757, 760, 763, 775, 780, 796, 806, 822, 823, 828, 832, 844, 845, 851, 

852, 2336-3332 , 8754-9357,7, 11, 12, 14, 20, 25, 29, 35, 40, 48, 51, 53, 59, 60, 70-72, 84, 86, 89, 92, 

93, 99, 101-104, 107, 108, 111, 117, 119, 121, 126, 127, 134, 135, 139, 140, 142, 152, 155, 156, 166, 

168, 175, 176, 179, 180, 184, 185, 187, 189, 193-196, 202, 203, 207, 208, 211, 212, 214, 216, 218, 224, 

228, 234, 237, 241, 244, 245, 251, 253, 257, 264, 265, 267, 274-276, 278, 283, 289, 292, 297, 300, 305, 

309, 312, 315-317, 319, 321, 322, 325, 329, 339, 343, 344, 347, 348, 351, 357, 358, 369, 372, 373, 376, 
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380, 385-387, 394, 398, 404, 405, 409, 414, 421, 425, 429, 445, 448, 450, 458, 459, 462, 464, 466, 468, 

478, 481, 495, 497, 504, 507, 509, 510, 515, 516, 521, 523, 527, 528, 532, 538, 539, 543, 544, 547, 549, 

553, 554, 556-559, 566, 567, 572, 573, 575, 577-580, 583, 586, 588, 590, 599, 604, 608, 616, 619, 627, 

634, 635, 638, 643, 646, 647, 653, 657, 659, 671, 677, 679, 689, 691-693, 700, 702, 703, 714, 719, 723, 

726, 738, 744, 745, 747, 750, 755, 756, 759, 760, 762, 763, 765, 768, 773, 775, 780, 786-788, 793, 794, 

799, 813, 815, 816, 821, 829833, 836, 837, 845, 846, 849, 850, 5106-8683)  

 

Response: The scope of the general permits and conditional permit exemptions is to ensure air 

emissions from the operations of the oil and gas industry comply with state and federal laws and 

regulations. Therefore, a moratorium is outside the scope of this permitting action. Both finalized 

general permits provide requirements for new sources to control the emission of air pollutants to the 

maximum extent, consistent with federal regulations and BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is 

equipment, devices, methods, or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce 

or control emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or 

may be made available.  

 

General Effects of Emissions from the Natural Gas Industry 

 

Comment 478: The commentator states that the restrictive nature of the proposed GP-5A would result 

in rising natural gas costs, which would make coal more economical, and reverse the current trend of air 

quality improvement due to the increased use of natural gas in energy generation. (945)  

 

Response: The Department does not believe that the current trend of air quality improvement, due to the 

use of natural gas in energy generation, will reverse due to the use of general permits. GP-5A includes 

terms and conditions based on federal and state regulations that currently exist for new or modified 

sources, and based on standardized BAT determinations. This will streamline the permitting process, 

saving time and money for industry and the Department. 

 

Comment 479: The commentator states that the implementation of the proposed general permits will 

have no global environmental, health or safety benefits, since the same production of oil and gas will be 

replaced by production in other states within the US that do not impose unnecessary limitations such as 

those proposed in the GP-5 and 5A permits. Worse yet, there is a high likelihood that production will be 

replaced with foreign sources which means the proposed general permits equate to exporting pollution. 

The exportation of pollution violates a basic tenant of the PA DEP because it does not result in a net 

global reduction in emissions. (910, 946, 967, 1051)  

 

Response: The Department disagrees. The requirements in the final general permits are based on 

existing state and federal regulatory requirements that are very similar and consistently applied 

throughout the nation.  

 

Comment 480: The commentators state that unconventional natural gas operators are capturing almost 

99.9% of methane from a well. In fact, the Department’s own data demonstrates that methane emissions 

have declined despite a nearly ten-fold increase in production since 2009. The proposed general permits 

will increase the industries’ costs with little to no environmental benefit. (994, 903, 945, 935, 910, 946, 

967, 900, 906, 912, 915, 927, 947, 962, 977, 985, 988, 302, 950, 227, 974, 483, 905, 963, 970, 976, 990)  

 

Response: Despite the claim that operators are capturing 99.9% of methane from unconventional natural 

gas wells, the 2015 Air Emissions Inventory Report shows that methane emissions from 2012 through 
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2015 increased from 107,735 tons to 122,589 tons. In accordance with Governor Wolf’s Methane 

Reduction Strategy, the Department developed GP-5A and revised the GP-5 to incorporate new federal 

regulations and implement the state BAT requirement.  

 

Comment 481: The commentators state that conventional and unconventional natural gas drilling have 

significant methane emissions associated with the production, processing, transmission, and distribution 

of natural gas. These methane emissions, and their associated VOC and HAP emissions, endanger the 

public health and the environment and contribute to climate disruption. These emissions, both accidental 

and deliberate, should be stopped as soon as possible. (568, 1020, 1011, 1015, 1022, 1028, 1786, 1388, 

3474, 263, 329, 3536, 3453, 406, 4187, 4422, 761, 500, 9209, 9265, 328, 346, 777, 810, 812, 1038, 

1019, Postcard Comments on GP-5/5A) 

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. The final Exemption 38 and general permits apply 

prospectively to incorporate new federal standards and updated state BAT determinations. Controls 

installed through prior versions of the conditional permit exemption and GP-5 still apply to those 

sources. The Department is required to develop regulations to implement CTG for existing sources. The 

rulemaking for existing sources will be proposed for public comment prior to its promulgation. 

 

Comment 482: The commentators ask, in light of the Department’s reference to climate change as the 

primary driver behind its methane reduction strategy, what tangible benefits the citizens of Pennsylvania 

will realize due to the imposition of the permit conditions and what analysis the benefits will be based 

on. (853, 867, 871)  

 

Response: The applicability of the GP-5A is for new or modified sources. Currently there are no 

requirements for methane for existing sources. However, methane is reduced through the installation of 

controls applied to existing sources for other air pollutants (e.g. VOC, NOx). Sources emitting more than 

200 tpy methane will be required to control methane emissions by a minimum of 95%.  

 

Comment 483: The commentators state that methane is a GHG approximately 25 times more powerful 

than carbon dioxide (CO2) over a 100-year timeframe and approximately 86 times more powerful than 

CO2 over a 20-year timeframe. The commentators caution that even though natural gas is far superior to 

coal as a fuel, with associated emissions benefits, comprehensive and common-sense rules are needed to 

address both new and existing methane sources. scientists estimate that methane is responsible for 

approximately one quarter of anthropogenic climate change and the commentators state if swift action is 

not taken Pennsylvania can expect increases in torrential precipitation, higher nighttime temperatures, 

growing refugee populations, and higher and more volatile food prices. (876, 878-899, 875, 1041, 1007, 

1011, 1015, 1022, 1028,1014, 19, 1026, 675, 128, 3584, 4593, 306, 328, 592, 769)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. The final permits comprehensively address 

methane and other air pollutant emissions from oil and gas industry.  

 

Comment 484: The commentators state that it would be unconscionable to not adopt strong standards to 

help Pennsylvania reduce methane, VOC, HAP, and NOX emissions; especially considering that 

methane emissions have increased 28% from 2014 to 2015 which is more than double the 12% increase 

in production. Much of the emissions come from wasteful leaks, flaring, and venting. The commentators 

support the cost-effective technologies that can cut emissions from these sources in the proposed general 

permits and recommend adopting them for existing sources as well. (1041, 1011, 1015, 1022, 1028, 

1021, 1037, 1017, 1750, 10, 9, 290,1019)  
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Response: The Department appreciates the comment. The final permits comprehensively address 

methane and other air pollutant emissions from oil and gas industry.  

 

Comment 485: The commentators urge the Department to adopt the strongest general permits possible 

to reduce leaks of methane and VOC at unconventional natural gas well sites. As the nation’s second 

largest producer of natural gas, Pennsylvania is accountable for approximately 1% of global GHG 

emissions and has a responsibility to act swiftly to reduce the emission of harmful air pollutants that leak 

throughout the natural gas supply chain. The general permits use the state’s authority to meet its 

individual methane reduction goals while conserving staff time and resources and allowing operators to 

obtain authorization in a timely yet properly vetted manner. (1011, 1015, 1022, 1028, 1017, 872, 874, 

865, 863, 860, 857, 859, 855, 870, 869, 854, 861, 858, 868, 576, 410, 1, 2, 2370, 2456, 239, 56, 482, 

490, 491, 555, 560, 596, 686, 137, 640, 1, 2, 26, 353, 733, 368, 3, 6-8, 11-14, 20, 22, 24, 25, 28, 29, 31, 

35, 38-40, 43-45, 48, 49, 51-53, 55, 57, 59, 60, 63, 64, 67, 70-72, 74-76, 78, 79, 82, 84-86, 89-94, 96, 

99, 101-104, 107-109, 111, 113, 116, 117, 119, 121, 122, 126129, 133-135, 137, 139, 140, 142, 143, 

148, 150-152, 155-159, 162, 165, 166, 168, 173-176, 178-180, 183-185, 187-190, 192-196, 199, 200, 

202-204, 207-219, 224, 228-230, 234, 235, 237, 239, 241, 242, 244, 245, 247, 250, 251, 253, 257, 258, 

261-270, 274-280, 283, 289, 291-294, 297-300, 305, 308-310, 312, 314-317, 319, 321, 322, 325-327, 

329, 332, 336, 337, 339, 343, 344, 347-349, 351, 352, 354, 357, 358, 360, 367, 369, 371-373, 376, 380, 

384-387, 390, 391, 393-398, 400, 401, 403, 404-406, 409, 412, 414, 418, 419, 421, 423, 425, 429-431, 

434, 436, 439-441, 445, 448, 450, 451, 454-459, 461, 462, 464, 466, 468, 470, 474, 475, 478, 479, 481, 

485, 487, 488, 490, 493, 495, 497, 499, 501, 504, 506-512, 515, 516, 519, 521-523, 527, 528, 531, 532, 

534, 537-539, 543, 544, 547-549, 552-554, 556-559, 561, 563, 565-567, 572, 573, 575, 577-580, 582, 

583, 586-588, 590, 595, 599, 600, 602-604, 607, 608, 611, 612, 616, 617, 619, 620, 622-624, 627, 630, 

633-635, 638, 641-643, 645-649, 651, 653, 656-659, 661-664, 667-669, 671-673, 677, 679-683, 

687-689, 691-694, 699-705, 709, 712-714, 717-721, 723-726, 728, 730-732, 735, 737-739, 744, 745, 

747, 749, 750, 753, 755, 756, 759-763, 765, 767, 768, 773-775, 780, 786-788, 791-794, 796, 798, 799, 

808, 813, 815-817, 819-824, 828-837, 845, 846, 849-852, 1057-2228, 4, 5, 30, 31, 38, 39, 51, 53, 65, 70, 

75, 83, 85, 96, 101, 103, 104, 129, 143, 148, 151, 160, 165, 172, 179, 181, 193, 197, 205, 210, 212, 214, 

221, 223, 238, 239, 242, 243, 245, 255, 270, 273, 276, 280, 287, 296, 297, 300, 308, 310, 316, 330, 333, 

334, 342, 347, 352, 356, 363, 367, 369, 393, 394, 397, 399, 400, 408, 418, 419, 425, 427-429, 432, 435, 

449, 457, 464, 467, 477, 485, 492, 506, 507, 513, 519, 529, 534, 536, 540, 541, 544, 548-550, 554, 562, 

563, 575, 580, 587, 589, 593, 595, 601, 602, 604, 613, 618, 620, 624, 628, 630, 646, 649, 652, 655, 657, 

661, 681, 683, 687, 689, 696, 703, 704, 709, 712, 714, 717, 719, 720, 736, 743, 744, 765, 766, 768, 770, 

771, 779, 782, 786, 787, 807, 811, 817, 819, 828, 834, 838, 839, 850, 2229-2335, 3-5, 8, 13, 14, 17, 18, 

21, 22, 25, 29, 30, 32-34, 36, 39, 42, 43, 46, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 57, 59, 61, 63, 69, 75, 77, 78, 89, 91, 

94-98, 102, 106, 107, 112, 116, 118, 123-125, 127, 130-133, 135, 136, 138, 139, 141, 143-145, 147, 

148, 153, 160, 161, 163, 164, 166, 167, 169, 178, 182, 186, 187, 190, 191, 194, 198, 202, 203, 211, 212, 

216, 219, 222, 223, 225, 231, 236, 238-241, 243, 244, 250, 254, 255, 257, 262, 264, 265, 270-273, 275, 

283, 285, 287, 288, 293-295, 297-300, 303, 304, 309, 312, 314, 318, 320, 324-326, 331, 332, 336, 338, 

348, 349, 351, 354, 356, 357, 360, 362, 363, 365, 366, 370, 371, 374, 376, 389, 391, 393, 396, 401, 402, 

404, 408, 411-413, 415, 417-419, 429, 431, 433, 440, 442, 444, 446, 449, 452-454, 459, 463, 465, 468, 

469, 479, 480, 484, 486, 487, 494, 496, 498-502, 505, 507, 511, 514, 517, 520, 524-526, 529, 530, 533, 

534, 538, 539, 542, 543, 546, 552, 554, 561, 569, 571, 574, 575, 577, 578, 585, 586, 591, 594, 595, 599, 

600, 602, 609, 610, 616, 622, 628, 629, 631, 635-639, 641, 643-645, 651, 653, 654, 660, 662-665, 668, 

670-674, 679, 681-683, 685, 689, 691, 692, 694, 695, 697, 698, 704, 705, 708, 710-712, 719-722, 727, 

730-732, 739-742, 744, 745, 747, 752-754, 757, 759, 760, 763, 766, 767, 770, 771, 774776, 780, 781, 
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783, 786, 789-793, 795-797, 802, 806, 809, 811, 816, 817, 820, 822-824, 825, 827, 828, 830, 832, 834, 

838, 842, 845, 847, 848, 850, 4629-5105, 8754-9357)  

 

Response: The Department has developed the conditional exemption criteria, GP-5A, and GP-5 for the 

oil and gas sector to manage energy development and protect natural resources, the environment, and 

public health. The Department is working toward the goals laid out in the Governor’s Methane 

Reduction Strategy, including developing a regulation for existing sources. The final permits 

comprehensively address methane and other air pollutant emissions from oil and gas industry.  

 

Comment 486: The commentator states that because there are few localized effects with GHG 

emissions such as methane, the analysis of the regulatory regime must result in a net reduction of 

emissions on a global basis. If the regulatory regime results in a transfer of production to a region with 

low regulatory requirements, the displaced production would result in a net increase in emissions. 

Therefore, the Department must ensure the proposed GP-5A will not cause this transfer of production. 

(1051)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment and believes the final general permits apply 

existing federal and state regulations in a predictable and balanced manner to achieve environmental 

protection goals and the responsible development of the resource.  

 

Comment 487: The commentators state that operators are not adopting voluntary emissions reduction 

standards consistently across the industry; therefore, effective permit conditions and their enforcement 

and regulations for existing operations are required to reduce oil and gas emissions. (1011, 1015, 1022, 

1028, 1021, 1037, 3803, 4080, 4574, 482, 686, 1019, 3-5, 13, 14, 17, 18, 21, 22, 29, 30, 36, 39, 46, 52, 

55, 57, 61, 63, 69, 77, 89, 95, 96 ,106, 118, 123-125, 130-133, 135, 136, 138, 139, 141, 143-145, 147, 

148, 160, 161, 163, 164, 167, 169, 182, 186, 187, 194, 198, 203, 211, 212, 216, 222, 223, 231, 236, 238, 

241, 244, 250, 254, 257, 262, 264, 265, 271, 273, 275, 283, 285, 287, 293-295, 297-300, 303, 304, 309, 

312, 314, 318, 320, 324, 326, 331, 338, 349, 354, 356, 360, 362, 363, 366, 370, 371, 374, 389, 396, 401, 

402, 404, 408, 411-413, 417, 419, 429, 433, 442, 449, 452, 453, 463, 465, 468, 469, 480, 484, 486, 494, 

498, 499, 501, 502, 505, 507, 511, 514, 517, 520, 524, 525, 529, 530, 533, 534, 538, 539, 542, 546, 552, 

554, 561, 571, 574, 575, 577, 585, 586, 591, 594, 595, 599, 602, 609, 610, 616, 622, 628, 629, 631, 

635-637, 639, 641, 643, 645, 653, 654, 660, 662-665, 668, 671, 674, 679, 681-683, 685, 691, 692, 694, 

695, 697, 698, 704, 705, 708, 710, 712, 719, 721, 722, 727, 732, 739-742, 744, 745, 747, 752-754, 759, 

766, 767, 770, 771, 774, 776, 781, 783, 786, 789-793, 795, 797, 802, 809, 811, 816, 817, 820, 824, 825, 

827, 830, 834, 838, 842, 847, 848, 850, 4629-5105)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment and has developed the final general permits to 

provide for the consistent implementation of federal and state regulatory requirements through a 

streamlined and efficient permitting process.  

 

Comment 488: The commentator states that Pennsylvania should establish regulations to reduce 

methane emissions during operation of natural gas wells and require operators to ensure that leaks will 

not occur after closedown. (19)  

 

Response: The Department implements regulations in 25 Pa. Code Chapter 78a to insure the appropriate 

decommissioning of wells after production has ceased.  
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Comment 489: The commentator is concerned about increasing emissions, including those related to 

ethane cracking at the proposed cracking plant in Monaca. (1456)  

 

Response: The ethane cracking plant in Monaca is a major facility that went through an individual 

permitting process. As part of the plan approval application process, Shell Chemical Appalachia was 

required to conduct a case-by-case BAT analysis reviewed by the Department and subject to public 

comment.  

 

Emissions Reductions Due to the Natural Gas Industry 

 

Comment 490: The commentators state that the increased use of natural gas instead of coal has led to 

substantial increases in air quality throughout Pennsylvania and the US. Between 2011 and 2014, NOX 

and SO2 emissions from electric generating units in Pennsylvania have decreased by 27,246 tpy and 

54,973 tpy, respectively. Carbon dioxide emissions in the U.S. are down 12% since 2005 primarily due 

to the shift in the electric power sector toward natural gas. (929, 950, 957, 991, 1051)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. Based on the actual emissions reported by 

Pennsylvania’s oil and gas industry, unconventional natural gas wells reported VOC emissions of over 

795 tpy and methane emissions of 59,000 tpy in 2015. Total oil and gas industry emissions, including 

the production, midstream, processing, and transmission segments reported VOC emissions of 6,410 tpy 

in 2015. 

 

Comment 491: The commentator states that natural gas is arguably the cleanest form of energy 

available; emissions from natural gas are lower than the production of many “green” energy sources. 

Typically, when green energy operations require the use of alternative power sources it is natural gas 

that offsets low demand loads. By putting this onerous and non-effective red tape in place to slow 

development, the Department pushes the Commonwealth to look to other methods of fulfilling the 

energy demand. This means a resurgence of coal because green energy cannot meet the demand. (976)  

 

Response: See response to Comment 468. General permits are a mechanism to streamline the permitting 

process which saves time and money. The permits include terms and conditions that are based on 

existing regulations. 

 

Comment 492: The commentators state that the increased use of natural gas instead of coal has led to 

substantial increases in air quality throughout Pennsylvania. The commentators recommend protective 

standards to help maintain the benefits of fuel-switching. (306, 323, 875, 876, 878-899, 1019, 1083, 

2312)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment and has developed the final general permits and 

conditional permit exemption to achieve environmental protection objectives and the responsible 

development of the resource. 

 

Comment 493: The commentator states that if a general permit increases costs and risks associated with 

natural gas extraction, whether through direct expenses or permitting delays, the likely result is to 

transfer production from Pennsylvania to other jurisdictions. If production shifts to foreign jurisdictions, 

three of the five top natural gas-producing nations are authoritarian or semi-authoritarian where reliable 

information and the rule of law are suspect. This would likely result in increased emissions. (1051)  
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Response: See the response to Comment 475. The general permitting process is designed to streamline 

the implementation of federal and state regulatory requirements, saving applicants time and money.  

 

Comment 494: Several commentators expressed their experiences with the oil and gas industry and the 

impacts on air and water quality. The commentators urge the Department to control methane, VOC, and 

HAP by requiring techniques from U.S. EPA’s Natural Gas Star Program. Doing so will improve their 

quality of life. (1142, 1832, 565, 3912, 3769, 208, 3531, 3399, 402, 4345, 8630, 41, 68, 93, 443, 650, 

686, 424, 2276)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. Both finalized general permits implement 

requirements for new sources to control the emission of air pollutants to the maximum extent, consistent 

with BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is equipment, devices, methods, or techniques as 

determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control emissions of air contaminants to the 

maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made available. In addition, all temporary 

activities, including drilling rigs and fracturing, must comply with conditional Exemption 38 and all 

applicable state and federal requirements.  

 

Recommendation to Monitor Emissions in the Oil and Gas Region 

 

Comment 495: The commentator states that Wyoming County has always led in school-age asthma 

rates due to the effects of pollution from a very large manufacturing plant located in the county. 

Historically, this plant has emitted more pollution than all sources combined within Lackawanna 

County. Despite this, the Department has not monitored this area so there is no historic air monitoring 

data specific to this plant or area of the plume within Wyoming County. (1020)  

 

Response: This comment is beyond the scope of the general permit actions being taken by the 

Department. The Department is concerned about the effect of emissions from the increase in natural gas 

production, processing and transmission activities and is investing additional resources into additional 

ambient air monitoring stations throughout the Marcellus Shale play area.  

 

Comment 496: The commentators state that the Department should perform comprehensive health 

assessments in residential areas within 1/2 mile of unconventional natural gas wells to determine the 

extent of the residents’ exposure to ozone and HAP. This health assessment should include both acute 

and chronic exposure. (568, 1038)  

 

Response: See the response to Comment 491. The Department will continue to participate in health 

assessments conducted by the Department of Health as resources allow and monitor other efforts to 

study health impacts from oil and gas production, processing and transmission activities. 

 

Recommendations to Prohibit Flaring Natural Gas 

 

Comment 497: The commentators recommend that flaring should be the exception to the rule rather 

than an exempt activity. The commentators have witnessed flaring activities for years and believe it is 

unacceptable to handle methane waste this way as it is not conducive to public health. (128, 568, 864, 

1020, 1378)  
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Response: Flaring is a common method for controlling emissions as it destroys methane, VOC, and 

HAP, preventing it from impacting air quality in the area. Exemption 38 requires an enclosed flare for 

all permanent flaring operations.  

 

Claims that Emissions in the Oil and Gas Region Contribute to Asthma and Other Health Issues 

 

Comment 498: The commentators state that clean air and water is our right under the Pennsylvania 

Constitution. With pressure to roll back regulations at both the federal and state level, it is imperative 

that the Department fulfills its mission with robust permit requirements. (769, 1019, 1358, 1378, 3638)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. The Department has developed the final general 

permits and conditional permit exemption for new sources to control the emission of air pollutants to the 

maximum extent, consistent with BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is equipment, devices, 

methods, or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control 

emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made 

available.  

 

Comment 499: The commentators state that methane, ozone, and benzene levels impact those suffering 

from asthma and other respiratory ailments; benzene and other HAP can increase the risk of cancer and 

cause other health effects. The commentators state that proposed general permits will provide 

costeffective technically feasible controls that will achieve critical emissions reductions and reduce risks 

of public health problems. (1020, 1011, 1015, 1022, 1028,1014, 872, 854, 865, 863, 860, 857, 859, 855, 

870, 869, 854, 861, 858, 868, 1786, 115, 1390, 352, 1468, 1774, 1836, 3800, 3826, 318, 3441, 60, 769, 

10, 9, 217, 220, 224, 290, 137, 1038, 1019, (3-5, 13, 14, 17, 18, 21, 22, 29, 30, 36, 39, 46, 52, 55, 57, 61, 

63, 69, 77, 89, 95, 96 ,106, 118, 123-125, 130-133, 135, 136, 138, 139, 141, 143-145, 147, 148, 160, 

161, 163, 164, 167, 169, 182, 186, 187, 194, 198, 203, 211, 212, 216, 222, 223, 231, 236, 238, 241, 244, 

250, 254, 257, 262, 264, 265, 271, 273, 275, 283, 285, 287, 293-295, 297-300, 303, 304, 309, 312, 314, 

318, 320, 324, 326, 331, 338, 349, 354, 356, 360, 362, 363, 366, 370, 371, 374, 389, 396, 401, 402, 404, 

408, 411-413, 417, 419, 429, 433, 442, 449, 452, 453, 463, 465, 468, 469, 480, 484, 486, 494, 498, 499, 

501, 502, 505, 507, 511, 514, 517, 520, 524, 525, 529, 530, 533, 534, 538, 539, 542, 546, 552, 554, 561, 

571, 574, 575, 577, 585, 586, 591, 594, 595, 599, 602, 609, 610, 616, 622, 628, 629, 631, 635-637, 639, 

641, 643, 645, 653, 654, 660, 662-665, 668, 671, 674, 679, 681-683, 685, 691, 692, 694, 695, 697, 698, 

704, 705, 708, 710, 712, 719, 721, 722, 727, 732, 739-742, 744, 745, 747, 752-754, 759, 766, 767, 770, 

771, 774, 776, 781, 783, 786, 789-793, 795, 797, 802, 809, 811, 816, 817, 820, 824, 825, 827, 830, 834, 

838, 842, 847, 848, 850, 4629-5105) 

 

 Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Comment 500: The commentators state that the increased use of natural gas has led to substantial 

improvements in air quality, which has led to a reduction in asthma rates. (227, 302, 905, 940, 963, 974)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment. It is also important to reduce methane, NOx, 

VOC, and HAPs emissions from the oil and gas industry using best available air pollution control 

technologies wherever they are applicable. Methane, the primary component of natural gas, has been 

identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as the second-most prevalent GHG emitted in 

the United States from human activities. With federal estimates that the natural gas and oil industries 

account for a quarter of U.S. methane emissions, reducing methane leaks from the oil and gas sector is 
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one of the essential steps needed to reduce global GHG emissions and reduce the impacts of climate 

change.  

 

Comment 501: The commentators state that pollution, such as ozone, VOC, and HAP, have 

disproportionate impact on the unborn, including low birth weight, lower APGAR scores, and increased 

risk of birth defects. Because of their concern for unborn children the commentators recommend strong 

regulations to cut pollution from new and existing natural gas infrastructure. (625, 1014, 1019, 1026, 

1038)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment and has developed the final general permits and 

conditional permit exemption to contain clear terms and conditions that reduce emissions from the oil 

and gas sector. The Department is working towards the goals laid out in the Governor’s Methane 

Reduction Strategy. 

 

Comment 502: The commentators state that they live near a pumping station which is being upgraded 

for the Atlantic Sunrise pipeline and the proposed pipeline passes less than 600 feet from their house. 

The commentator also lives downwind of these facilities, and in addition to living within the blast zone 

of a potential pipeline explosion, is more concerned with the emission of toxic fumes from the pipeline 

and pumping station. The potential health problems concern the commentator, who will feel safer with 

protective requirements in the proposed general permits. (22, 1071)  

 

Response: The Department appreciates the comment.  

 

Miscellaneous Comments 

 

Comment 503: What evidence does DEP have that methane emissions from well sites are a significant 

environmental issue? (903, 935, 994)  

 

Response: The EPA’s 2009 endangerment finding states that GHGs in the atmosphere endanger both 

the public health and the environment for current and future generations. It specifically mentions 

methane as one of these gases. Based on Pennsylvania’s 2015 Air Emissions Inventory for 

unconventional natural gas operations, methane emissions from 2011 through 2015 increased from 

107,375 tpy to 122,589 tpy. Methane is also an air pollutant under Pennsylvania’s APCA and, therefore, 

new sources emitting methane are subject to BAT requirements.  

 

Comment 504: What reduction in methane emissions is anticipated after imposing the GP-5A, beyond 

that currently being realized under Exemption 38? (935)  

 

Response: The applicability of GP-5A is for new or modified sources to incorporate new federal 

regulations and update state BAT determinations. Sources emitting more than 200 tpy of methane will 

be required to control emissions by a minimum of 95%.  

 

Comment 505: The commentator recommends the Department withhold finalization of changes to 

Exemption 38 and GP-5 and the formation of GP-5A until after EPA finalizes its reconsideration of 

federal NSPS requirements. The commentator recommends that the proposed revised general permit 

criteria to be consistent, no more stringent than any reconsidered federal NSPS requirement, and 

workable for both regulators and the regulated community. (1054)  
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Response: In addition to compliance requirements for applicable federal requirements, 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 127 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the maximum extent, consistent with 

BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is an evolving standard and is defined as equipment, 

devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control 

emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made 

available. The Department has directly referenced the federal standards in many areas of the final 

GP-5A and GP-5.  

 

Comment 506: Section B of proposed GP-5A requires unconventional well site operators to obtain a 

pre-construction permit for fugitive dust emissions. Fugitive Particulate Matter emissions associated 

with process that are temporary in nature. The sections in GP-5A cover well site preparation activities 

including but not limited to clearing, grading and construction activities, non-road engines and well 

drilling, completion and work-over activities. These activities are not considered stationary emission 

sources and were specifically exempted from preconstruction air permitting requirements under 

Exemption 38. (1050)  

 

Response: The fugitive dust emissions section has been removed from the final GP-5A. Temporary 

activities such as site preparation, well drilling, completion, and work-over activities are exempt from 

permitting under the final conditional Exemption 38.  

 

Comment 507: The commentator suggests the Department align GP-5A with existing program 

requirements and established criteria that designate thresholds of significance for incremental emission 

controls as already exists in the U.S. EPA’s Clean Air Act Subparts OOOO and OOOOa and the 

existing PA exemption 38. (928)  

 

Response: The Department has maintained the exemption thresholds for NOx, VOC and HAP emissions 

in the final conditional permit Exemption 38. The Department has also maintained the federal 

requirements which are in line with the Department’s BAT requirements for new or modified sources. 

However, in addition to compliance requirements for applicable federal requirements, 25 Pa. Code 

Chapter 127 requires that all new sources control the emissions to the maximum extent, consistent with 

BAT as determined by the Department. BAT is an evolving standard and is defined as equipment, 

devices, methods or techniques as determined by the Department which will prevent, reduce or control 

emissions of air contaminants to the maximum degree possible and which are available or may be made 

available. The Department has provided the rationale for the independent state BAT determinations for 

the applicable source categories in the TSD.  

 

Comment 508: The commentator believes that by adopting the various federal regulations that largely 

focus on VOCs, that Pennsylvania, by default, has already been controlling methane under its current 

Exemption 38 program. Operators already report methane emissions to DEP in their Annual Emissions 

Statements and Compliance Demonstration Reports. Because VOCs and methane originate from the 

same hydrocarbon source, and instituting a control for VOCs is also controlling methane, DEP’s 

attempts via the GP-5A to establish new controls directed specifically at methane would appear to be 

repetitive of the VOC control requirements under the federal rules. (991)  

 

Response: The Department agrees that controlling VOCs will help control methane. However, for dry 

gas well sites, there is a minimum amount of VOCs in the gas stream, which may allow the owner or 

operator to install and operate high methane-emitting sources without triggering VOC control. Under 
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GP-5A, the owner or operator will be required to install and operate control for methane emissions from 

an individual source if it exceeds 200 tpy.  

 

Comment 509: The commentators believe the draft GP-5 and GP-5A are prescriptive permits that 

resemble an individual major source Title V permit. They are extremely detailed and burdensome, losing 

the intentions of a general permit program. One commentator is concerned that it will be difficult for the 

Department to maintain a 30-day turnaround time for general permit approvals with these new 

requirements and expanded scope. The commentator recommends that the revised GP-5 level of detail 

be returned to the existing GP-5 level, and the GP-5A follow the scope of the Exemption 38. (919, 1047)  

 

Response: Most of the added length of the proposed general permits was an attempt by the Department 

to include and summarize the federal requirements instead of incorporating them by reference. The 

Department has removed summaries where it is instead referencing federal regulations in the final GP-5 

and GP-5A. As a result, the length of the general permits has been extensively reduced. 

 

There will be more of an administrative work load on the Department to implement GP-5A. However, 

the Department has developed e-permitting for GP-5A and GP-5 which will expedite the review process 

and enable the Department to authorize the use of general permits in a timely fashion.  

 

Comment 510: The commentator recommends that notification to DEP is sufficient in lieu of full 

permit application re-submission for scenarios where in-kind changes or like-for-like changes of 

equipment is done, where there is no increase of the emissions. (991) 

 

Response: In accordance with 25 Pa Code Chapter 127, the Department considers the installation of “in-

kind” replacement of sources as new sources subject to BAT requirements. The final general permits 

allow replacement of equipment at the facility with identical equipment without additional authorization 

provided that the owner or operator complies with the requirements of 25 Pa. Code § 127.449(a), (b), 

and (d) through (i), and the equipment being replaced meets the current applicable BAT compliance 

requirements and other conditions of the permits.  

 

Comment 511: Draft requirements GP-5 Section E(1)(b) and GP-5A Section G(1)(b) refer to sources 

constructed after February 2, 2013, but before the issuance of a new GP-5A. That would include sources 

built under Exemption 38, both prior or after August 10, 2013, (date of issuance of new Exemption 38) 

and would retroactively require conformance with the limits in (1)(b). The Department has not justified 

such a retroactive requirement. Draft requirements GP-5 Section E(1)(b) and GP-5A Section G(1)(b) 

should be revised to exclude sources authorized by Exemption 38. (919)  

 

Response: Any existing source previously authorized under the previous version of Exemption 38 will 

still be under the new, final Exemption 38. Only new sources will either need to meet new requirements 

under Exemption 38 or get authorized under the new GP-5 or GP-5A.  

 

Comment 512: Proposed GP-5 and GP-5A require for existing (Exemption 38 unconditionally exempt 

and OOOO-subject) tanks to meet Section N.1(f). Section N.1(f) requires Professional Engineer 

certification of closed vent systems. This was a requirement not of NSPS OOOO but of OOOOa. This 

requirement should be deleted. The commentator recommends incorporating federal requirements by 

reference. (919)   

 

Response: The final GP-5 and GP-5A incorporate the applicable federal requirements by reference.  
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Comment 513: The commentators believe that it is unclear if control requirements for truck load-out 

operations would apply to unloading from all tanks, including produced water tanks at locations with no 

liquids production. Considering the cost and logistics of installing and maintaining VOC emissions 

controls, these should not be required at sites that have no expected VOC emissions. The commentators 

recommend that the Department should clarify that VOC controls are not required at locations where 

past and current emissions calculations demonstrate de minims VOC emissions.  

 

When controls may be needed, DEP only allows for one control option. In some cases, closed vent 

systems are not feasible for safety or operational reasons. The commentator recommends that the 

Department should instead specify that any control is acceptable if it can meet the requirements to allow 

the facility to remain a minor source. Options for controls at a minimum should include flaring or carbon 

absorption systems, both of which have been proven to control VOCs at a very high efficiency. (919, 

1047, 9999)  

 

Response: The final GP-5A and GP-5 require control of VOC emissions from tanker truck loadout 

operations which service storage vessels that emit more than 2.7 tpy VOC (uncontrolled) or .5 tpy of a 

single HAP or 1 tpy total HAPs or 200 tpy methane.  

 

The final general permits allow the owner/operator to use a vapor balancing system instead of vapor 

recovery unit (as proposed in draft). 

 

Comment 514: The commentator believes that based on their historical data for wells requiring Leak 

Detection and Repair (LDAR) per Exemption 38, there is no evidence that increasing the frequency to 

quarterly would be beneficial. The properly performed repairs are long-lasting and do not require 

quarterly checks to confirm. Performing LDAR quarterly will only lead to increased cost, 

recordkeeping, and reporting for the operator with no real environmental benefit. The commentator 

appreciates the option in the proposed permit to prove a semi-annual survey interval, but believes that 

the effort required to track the number of leaking components in order to support less frequent sampling 

is as burdensome as actually conducting the more frequent quarterly sampling. (9999)  

 

Response: The Department has provided the documentation for a quarterly LDAR program frequency to 

reduce methane emissions in its TSD. However, as mentioned in the comment, the owner or operator 

may track the number of leaking components in the LDAR records and decrease the LDAR inspection 

interval from quarterly to semi-annually if the percentage of leaking components is less than 2.0% for 

two consecutive quarterly LDAR inspections. 

 

Comment 515: Enclosed Flares and Other Emission Control Devices would unfairly apply retroactively 

to existing sources under Exemption 38. Other sections identify separate requirements for pre-2013 and 

post-2013 Exemption 38 operations, as well as new GP-5A. Section N of proposed GP-5A does not 

distinguish these timeframes for enclosed flares and other emission control devices. (919, 1056)  

 

Response: The owner or operator of an enclosed flare or other enclosed combustion control device 

constructed prior to the effective date of GP-5A are required to meet 40 CFR § 60.5412(d)(1) and 

§ 60.5415(e) or 40 CFR § 60.5412a(d)(1) and § 60.5415a(e) as applicable.  
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