December 5, 2007

Mr. Richard Bode, Chief

Emissions Inventory Branch

California, ARB

1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95812

SUBJECT:
COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO OCTOBER 31, 2007 CALIFORNIA GLOBAL WARMING SOLUTIONS ACT OF 2006 WORKSHOP

Dear Mr. Bode;

TRC Operating Company, Inc is submitting the attached comments in response to the aforementioned workshop.  At that workshop, Mandatory Reporting of California GHG Emissions were discussed.  

For your information, TRC Operating Company, is a small, Taft based, independent crude oil and gas producer.  We currently produce approximately 2,200 barrels of medium to heavy crude oil per day.  At our one facility that will be impacted by this regulation, we currently operate three steam generators.  Based on initial calculations performed by our Consultant, MKP Environmental, we emit less than 70,000 metric tonnes of CO2 per year.  We have a total of employment 16, plus contractors working on this property.  

Based on initial information that we had received, it was understood that we would be required to commence reporting in year 2011 for fugitive emissions produced in 2010.  However, your current, revised proposal will require TRC to commence the reporting of combustion emissions in Year 2009 for those produced in 2008.  We strongly suggest that you reconsider, revising your timetable to allow for small (Businesses) sources such as ours to report both the fugitive emissions and the combustion emissions in 2011.  Otherwise, we will be forced to have two completely different reporting and verification schedules.  

We look forward to working with you through this obviously complex process.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this submittal, please feel free to contact me at (661) 763-0081 or contact our Consultant, Mr. Mike Polyniak at (661) 246-8761.

Sincerely,

Mr. Charles Comfort

Secretary/Treasurer

TRC Operating Company, Inc

ATTACHMENT I

PROPOSED COMMENTS REGARDING REGULATION FOR

MANDATORY REPORTING OF CALIFORNIA GHG EMISSIONS

For sources and facilities that are already permitting by local Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD), TRC Operating Company, Inc is submitting the following comments:

· For initial submittals, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) should utilize Annual Emissions Statements provided to the local APCD.  It would only take the addition of one column on the statement spreadsheet and a simple calculation using the CARB emission factors contained in the Appendix of the proposed regulation.  Additional reporting outside the scope of the Annual Emission Statement process seems to be redundant and unnecessary. 

· The verification requirement by an independent verifier for small businesses such as ours also seems to be unnecessary and will be costly.   CARB has not seen the necessity of requiring verification for other data that have been reported to the local APCD including, but not limited to Title V Federal Operating Permits.  

· For small businesses such as ours, we also suggest that combustion emission and fugitive emission reporting commence in Year 2011, not in 2009 as proposed in the October 31, 2007 Workshop.  

· We also request that you change the reporting due date to May 1st.  This is the approximate date when we have our APCD Emission Statements prepared for submittal, since they are due on May 31st.

· In your proposed regulation, Section D contains a discussion on Petroleum Refineries, Hydrogen Plants, and Combustion for Oil and Gas Production.  In Subsection 3 Page 46, entitled, “Reporting Requirements by Refinery Source”, there is a discussion on Stationary Combustion GHG Emissions.  Based on our interpretation of this section, if a combustion source does not utilize pipeline quality natural gas as fuel, the owner/operator would be compelled to perform a daily fuel analysis.  If available, the gas produced with crude oil can be utilized as fuel.  It is a readily available resource that may have a lower heating value than pipeline natural gas, but it is a good source of energy.  The gas has a fairly normal range of constituents, so that a monthly or a quarterly analysis would provide as good a number as a daily analysis.  Requiring a daily analysis would be excessive and costly and may simply force the operator to flare this valuable resource.  Therefore, we request that you reconsider this proposal in your regulation.    

