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U.S. EPA Comments on

ARB Staff Report “Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking”
Staff Report (Main Body)

Pages iv and ix- PFCs are sometimes used in electrical transformers. The preamble states that the proposed regulation excludes PFCs because there is “no significant use” of PFCs in the sectors covered by the proposed rule.  In fact, in some cases, PFCs may be used in electrical transformers in transmission and distribution systems. These PFCs are sometimes used as substitutes for CFC-113, whose production has been phased out under the Montreal Protocol.  (See 2006 IPCC Guidelines for 

National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Volume 3 - Industrial Processes and Product Use, page 8.7, for more discussion of this source.)  Although PFC emissions from transformers are believed to be much smaller than SF6 emissions from other electrical equipment, these PFC emissions have not been quantified in the U.S.  

Page 8- EPA does not agree with the provision that if a reporter falls below 20,000 tons for three years in a row that they are no longer required to report, until that time where emissions become greater than 25,000 tons.  Although a third party verify would verify these conditions, this increases the complexity of the system.  EPA strongly advises that a “once in- always in” approach is applied.
Page 11- We strongly support ARB’s decision to require reporting of so-called de minimis sources with simplified accounting.  The decisions regarding de minimis by the operator would be reviewed by the verifier to ensure that there is no systematic underreporting of emissions. Further, EPA notes that ARB’s decision to ensure that the reported emissions are within 95% of the true CO2e emissions for reported sources (page 57) is consistent with the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol. 

Page 12- The basis for different timing in the reporting requirements should be further explained.  Triennial reporting allowed for cement, EGU/cogeneration facilities <10MW or combusting biomass, and general stationary combustion facilities outside the oil and gas sector.  Other sources require annual. It is unclear why a consistent reporting requirement is not applied.
Page 48-  EPA supports the decision to recognize that CO2 may be recovered and sold from hydrogen plants (termed “transferred CO2”) and that that CO2 could be accounted for separately, but not subtracted from the facilities’ emissions reports at this time. 

Page 54- EPA supports the use of GWPs from the IPCC Second Assessment Report. 

Attachment A – Proposed Regulation Order

General

If regulations are passed requiring reductions in GHG, ARB might consider requiring more frequent, e.g., quarterly, electronic reporting rather than annual reporting of GHG emissions.  Quarterly reports would allow sources to make “mid-course” corrections more easily, potentially reducing the number of end of year enforcement cases.  EPA also supports the submission of emission reports electronically in a standard format, as they are much easier to QA/QC, and analyze; EPA strongly advises that a standard format be adopted.
Specific
Page A-15- The word “containing” should be deleted from the definition of “Perfluorocarbon.”
Page A23, §95103(a)(8)(A)&(B)- ARB could consider replacing these two paragraphs with: 
“Missing fuel analytical data.  When the applicable emissions estimation methodologies in sections 95110 through 95125 require periodic collection of fuel analytical data for an emissions source, the operator shall demonstrate every reasonable effort to obtain a fuel analytical data capture rate of 100 percent for each report year.  Whenever valid oil or natural gas fuel analytical data cannot be obtained, the missing data procedures in Part 75, Appendix D, Section 2.4 shall be used to provide substitute GCV or fuel flow rate data.” [Note: By using this type of approach, a complete data set will always be obtained, and there will be incentive for properly maintaining fuel sampling and analysis equipment.] Additionally, ARB could use the missing data procedures in Part 75, Appendix G, Section 5 for carbon content.  Although a more conservative approach for filling in missing carbon content data would be to simply require the appropriate default carbon content values in Part 75, Appendix G, Table G-1 to be used whenever there is any missing carbon content data instead of using the most recent, previous carbon content value.
Page A-23, §95103(a)(9)- ARB could consider adding the following sentence to the end of paragraph (9):  “Documentation, e.g., section from user manual, test results, etc., shall be submitted to ARB (or maintained on-site?).  This documentation shall be sufficient to support the claim that the maintenance and calibration frequency is sufficient to maintain this uncertainty level.”
Page A-35- It is not clear from this description that emissions from the combustion of landfill gas or biogas should be calculated but not included in facility totals.
Page A-38, §95111(a)(1)(J)- Clarity would be increased if text of subparagraph was changed to read, “Fugitive SF6, in kilograms, emitted from equipment that is located at the facility and that the operator is responsible for maintaining in proper working order.”
Page A-40, §95111(b)(2)(A)- Paragraph states that retail providers report fugitive emissions from transmission and distribution systems that are located inside California and that the retail provider is responsible to maintain.  However, the preamble states that the regulation does not assign responsibility for these emissions to the reporting retail provider.  It seems appropriate to assign responsibility when the emissions occur within the state of California and the retail provider is responsible for the equipment from which the emissions occur.  

Page A-45, §95111(c)(2)- Appendix G fuel-based methods for oil- and gas-fired units are considered to be of higher accuracy than for coal-fired units because of the greater homogeneity of the fuels, and because of strong fuel flowmeter QA/QC requirements in Part 75, Appendix D.  However, EPA does not discount the possibility that further quality assurance requirements and auditing provisions may be necessary to better ensure that data from Appendix G methods for solid fuels are comparable to data from CEMS.  For example, ARB might consider adding QA/QC checks for solid fuel feed rate equipment.  Daily or hourly coal sampling and analysis rather than weekly might also be desirable.

Page A-45 and A-78, §95111(c)(2)(A) & §95125(g)- ARB might consider requiring facilities that are subject to 40 CFR Part 75 and have a CO2 (or O2) CEMS and flow monitor to use them to report CO2 before GHG reduction regulations are enacted by ARB (based on the above statement about current QA/QC procedures).
Page A-45 and A-71, §95111(c)(2) and §95125(a)-(d)(1)- Fuel-based methods also rely on an assumed loss of carbon in fly ash and from conversion to carbon monoxide.  Additional work may be required to refine these numbers.
Page A-46, §95111(c)(6)- See comments below on §95125(k).

Page A-48, §95111(h)- The proposed regulatory text permits operators who are reporting by individual cooling unit to use service logs to record measurements of HFCs added to the unit.  Although this approach will capture emissions that are replaced in operating equipment, it may not capture emissions that occur (1) during the initial charging of the equipment, (2) between the final refilling of the equipment and the retirement of the equipment, and (3) during the retirement of the equipment.  (The last two sources of emissions are likely to be the most significant.)  To capture these three sources of emissions as well as emissions that are replaced during equipment operation, the regulation should include additional equations.  The 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories (Volume 3 - Industrial Processes and Product Use, pp. 8.11-8.12) provide three useful equations, shown below.  Although these equations were originally written for SF6 emissions from electrical equipment, they are equally applicable to HFC emissions from air-conditioning and refrigeration equipment. 
· The first is Equation 8.5A, for equipment installation emissions:
· Equipment Installation Emissions = HFCs  used to fill equipment – Nameplate capacity of new equipment
· The second is Equation 8.6A, for equipment use emissions:
· Equipment Use Emissions = HFCs used to recharge equipment at servicing – HFCs recovered from equipment at servicing
· Equation 8.6A should yield the same result as service logs.
· The third equation is Equation 8.7A, for equipment disposal and final use emissions:
· Disposal and Final Use Emissions = Nameplate capacity of retired equipment – HFCs recovered from retired equipment
As noted above, disposal and final use emissions can be significant.

Page A-48, §95111(g)-(h)- The proposed regulatory text requires operators to convert pounds to kilograms.  This is a reasonable requirement, but it should be reinforced by making parallel changes to the sample emissions reporting form in Appendix A.  Otherwise, the different units in the form and in the regulatory text will be a source of confusion.  (If requested, EPA can provide a draft form that provided a conversion from pounds to kilograms at the end.)

Page A-58 and A-59-  The default emission factor from the Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks for asphalt blowing is 2,555scf CH4/103bbl) not 106.
Page A-61, §95113(c)(4)(A)(2), Equipment Fugitive Emissions- Performing dimensional analysis on EVOC-L = ∑Cief x SVβ does not seem to produce kg/hr, unless the units of measure for Cief are (kg/hr)/ppmv.

Page A-63, §95113(d)(1), Flaring- ARB might consider specifying what method, e.g., ASTM, will be used to sample and measure carbon content of natural gas combusted as flare pilot and purge gas.

Page A-63-64- There seems to be a significant amount of latitude for estimating GHG emissions from flares depending on whether a facility is already reporting to their AQMD.  Those not reporting to their AQMD can use a basic default emission factor (not provided).  EPA supports the provision that if a facility is already reporting emissions pursuant to other regulatory requirements, and the methodology is appropriate for mandatory GHG emissions reporting, that that same approach should be used for mandatory reporting. However, if some facilities are still permitted to report using defaults, this would result in reported data having potentially significant differences in the level of certainty associated with reported data. If feasible, reporters should be required to use consistent methods. 

· The same comment applies to page A-70 and the provision that operators shall report direct CO2 emissions using CEMS, default emission factors, or fuel specific parameters. In both of these cases, EPA recommends use of these methods associated with higher uncertainty for those sources that are reported as “de minimis”

Page A-71, §95125(a)-(d)(1)- ARB should be aware that precisely measuring fuel consumption for solid fuels, e.g., coal, has numerous operational difficulties. The uncertainty of fuel feed monitoring for solid fuels is around 10%, based on studies from the 1990s.  This uncertainty is caused by the necessity of generalizing coal density, and the difficulty associated with measuring coal feed rates into a boiler using devices such as conveyer scales.  For this is the reason, boiler efficiency calculations are not done using coal flow.  There are also inaccuracies of other coal consumption techniques, including estimating coal piles through aerial photography, and accounting for any lack of homogeneity of such piles. There is also variability in the carbon content and other characteristics of solid fuels, such as heating value, as coal deliveries from different mines or seams occur frequently.  ARB might consider requiring CEMS for measuring CO2 emissions from solid fuel combustion, or consider additional QA/QC for fuel consumption, e.g., quarterly belt or conveyor scale calibration, etc., along with hourly or daily fuel sampling and analysis.  The installation of stack monitors to meet AQMD requirements should be further explored for such sources, which could allow for CEMS.
Page A-78, §95125(g)(1)- It may be better to replace the following text: “that meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, may use CO2 or O2 concentrations and flue gas flow measurements….” with: “that meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60 or Part 75, may shall [italics need not be added] use CO2 or O2 concentrations and flue gas flow measurements….”  If other CO2 methodologies are allowed, it could result in conflicting CO2 emission numbers for the same source that may be reported to different agencies under different programs.  If a source has a CO2 (or O2) and flow CEMS installed, EPA strongly advises that source to use the CEMS data.
Page A-79, §95125(g)(6)- ARB might consider adding the following sentence to the end of (g)(6): “If both Part 60 and Part 75 requirements apply, the operator shall select and operate the added devices pursuant to the more stringent requirements.”
Page A-79, §95125(h)- Measuring the amount of biomass or MSW combusted is even more challenging than for other solid fuels, like coal.  Please see applicable comments under §95125(a), (b), (d)(1)&(d)(2).

Page A-80, §95125(h)(2)- When ASTM WK15321 becomes a final ASTM standard, ARB may want to reference it to better ensure that a representative sample of source emissions is obtained for determining biomass-derived CO2.

ARB Compendium of Emission Factors

Page Appendix A-13- Table 10 references a 1999 EPA/STAPPA/ALAPCO report that provides default emissions factors for post mining coal storage and handling. The Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks uses more updated numbers that provides greater regional disaggregation.  Table A-1 below provides the in situ gas content for underground and surface coal. The U.S. estimates post mining emissions to be 32.5% of the in situ gas content (2006 IPCC Guidelines estimate underground post mining emissions to be 25-40% of the in situ gas content, with 32.5% the average).
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