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ConocoPhillips’ Comments on Title V Permit, Revision 3 (Sept. 8, 2005) 
 
Comment 
Number 

Source(s) Permit Conditions/ 
Tables Affected 

Change Requested and Rationale 

1 Flares: S296 
and S398 

Table IV-L.1 (p.132); 
Table IV-L.2 (p.134); 
Table VII-L (p.404). 

Change the “description of requirement” columns in Tables IV-L.1 and IV-L.2 for line 
60.104(a)(1) from the current language to read as follows:  “Operate and maintain a 
flare gas recovery system to control continuous or routine combustion in the Flaring 
Device.  Use of a flare gas recovery system on a flare obviates the need to 
continuously monitor and maintain records of hydrogen sulfide in the gas as otherwise 
required by 40 C.F.R. § 60.105(a)(4) and 60.7.  Periodic maintenance may be required 
for properly designed and operated flare gas recovery systems.  Permitee will take all 
reasonable measures to minimize emissions while such periodic maintenance is being 
performed.” 
In Table VII-L, change the “Emission Limit” column for line 60.104(a)(1) to:  “Flares are 
exempt since ConocoPhillips operates and maintains a flare gas recovery system to 
control continuous or routine combustion in the flares.” 

The refinery has entered into a Consent Decree with U.S. EPA that specifically 
addresses compliance with Subpart J at flares.  The CD describes four options for 
complying with Subpart J.  The language proposed in this comment is a direct quote of 
Paragraphs 139(a) and 148 of the CD, which is the option the refinery intends to 
follow.  (The relevant pages from the CD are included at Attachment A.)  Therefore it 
has already been approved and accepted by U.S. EPA.  In addition, using the CD 
language for purposes of Title V will ensure that the CD and Title V requirements are 
consistent. 

2 Sulfur Plants: 
S1001, S1002, 
and S1003 

Section VI, Condition 
19278, part 4 (p.313); 
Table IV-U (p.163); 
Table VII-U (p.417) 

Delete the requirement to monitor visible emissions on a monthly basis.  There is no 
evidence that a sulfur plant under normal operations has any potential to cause visible 
emissions.  Monitoring visible emissions will require ConocoPhillips to employ a person 
skilled in opacity monitoring, which is overly burdensome in this situation.  In numerous 
other similar situations, the District has concluded that no visible emissions monitoring 
is necessary.  Furthermore, if there ever were emissions that might cause opacity, 
those emissions would contain sulfur compounds that are already monitored by a 
CEMS, so visual opacity monitoring is unnecessary and redundant. 
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3 Combustion 
Turbines: 
S352, S353, 
S354 

Table VII-Q.1 (p.409) Insert an averaging period of three hours for the turbines’ NOx emission limit.  
Specifically, in Table VII-Q.1 (p.409), first row, insert “(3 hr average)” after “9 ppmv” in 
the row for BAAQMD 9-9-301.3. 
Neither the Title V permit nor the underlying rule (9-9-301.3) currently specify the 
averaging period to use for calculating compliance with the 9 ppmv limit.  BAAQMD 
has issued a memo stating that the most appropriate averaging period for this limit is a 
3 hour average (copy attached at Attachment B), so this averaging period should be 
specifically added to the permit so there is no ambiguity. 

4 Combustion 
Turbines and 
Duct Burners: 
S352, S353, 
S354, S355, 
S356, S357, 
S438 

Table IV-A.34 (p.113) 
Table IV-Q.1 (p.147); 
Table IV-Q.2 (p.154); 
Table IV-A.34 (p.393) 
Table VII-Q.1 (p.411); 
Table VII-Q.2 (p.414). 

Add an explicit option to use an approved Alternative Monitoring Plan (“AMP”) for 
monitoring the H2S content of fuel gas.  Specifically: 

• In each of Tables IV-A.34 (p.113), IV-Q.1 (p.147), and IV-Q.2 (p.154), insert a 
new row after 60.105(a)(4) in the NSPS Subpart J section that lists an 
applicable requirement as “60.13(i)” and description as “alternative monitoring 
plan for fuel gas H2S concentration”  

• In each of Tables VII-A.34 (p.393), VII-Q.1 (p.411), VII-Q.2 (p.414), add the 
phrase “or approved alternative monitoring plan under 40 CFR § 60.13(i)” to 
the monitoring requirement citation column for the H2S limit. 

ConocoPhillips monitors certain low-sulfur fuel gas a process analyzer and/or grab 
samples rather than a continuous H2S analyzer.  The fuel gas is very low in H2S 
content (<10 ppm H2S) and complies with the Subpart J fuel gas H2S limit in 40 CFR § 
60.104(a)(1).  The refinery applied to EPA for an AMP in May 2004 and is waiting for 
EPA’s approval.  However, the Title V permit should be revised as indicated to 
specifically allow the AMP once it is approved. 

5 S36, S461 Table IV-A.24 (p.87), 
Table IV-A.35 (p.115), 
Table VII-A.24 (p.374), 
and Table VII-A.35 
(p.396), 

Add an explicit option to use an approved Alternative Monitoring Plan (“AMP”) for 
monitoring the H2S content of fuel gas.  Specifically: 

• In each of Tables IV-A.24 (p.87) and IV-A.35 (p.116), insert a new row after 
60.105(a)(4) in the NSPS Subpart J section that lists an applicable 
requirement as “60.13(i)” and description as “alternative monitoring plan for 
fuel gas H2S concentration” 

• In each of Tables VII-A.24 (p.374) and VII-A.35 (p.396), add the phrase “or 
approved alternative monitoring plan under 40 CFR § 60.13(i)” to the 
monitoring requirement citation column for the H2S limit. 

ConocoPhillips applied to U.S. EPA for approval of an AMP and is still waiting for 
EPA’s response.  The permit changes requested here will explicitly allow 
ConocoPhillips to rely on EPA’s approval once it is issued. 
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6 S195, S196, 
S388, S433, 
and Tanks 235, 
236, and 237 

IV-BB.1, IV-BB.5, IV-
BB.27, IV-BB.28, VII-
BB.1, VII-BB.5, VII-
BB.27, and VII-BB.29 

Fix mistakes in the permit by changing the applicable requirements for these tanks to 
reflect the proper applicability of Regulation 8-8 and NSPS Subpart QQQ.  Specifically, 
the citations of BAAQMD Rule 8-8-304 should be changed to BAAQMD Rule 8-8-305 
and the references to 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart QQQ should be removed in order to 
reflect the proper classification of these tanks under Rule 8-8 and Subpart QQQ. 
ConocoPhillips previously provided this comment to the District in its May 24, 2005, 
comments on draft Revision 2 of the Title V permit and other prior occasions.  A copy 
of the May 24, 2005 comments, which provide more detail on the specific changes to 
be made, is attached as Attachment C.  This comment is also one of the issues for 
which ConocoPhillips has filed an appeal of the Title V permit. 

7 Cooling 
Towers:  S453, 
S454. 

Table II-A (p.14) Change the capacity listed for S453 and S454 from the current capacity to a combined 
capacity, since U236 and U238 share a common cooling tower.  In particular change 
the “Capacity” column for these two sources to “13,500 gpm (combined rate for S453 
and S454).”  (Note that his combined capacity was represented in the original permit 
application submitted to J. Elliot on July 6, 2004, and was described further in a 
January 13, 2005 email to B. Cabral from J. Ahlskog.) 

8 Various 
Cooling 
Towers: 
S452 (U230); 
S453 (U236); 
S454 (U238); 
S455 (U240); 
S457 (U228); 
S458 (U200); 
S500 
(U220/250) 

Section VI, Permit 
Condition 22121 
(pp.330 to 331) 

Permit Condition 22121, Part 2 
Revise the proposed condition to allow oxidation reduction potential (“ORP”) 
monitoring at cooling towers instead of chlorine monitoring.  Specifically, revise part 2 
of condition 22121 to add the following sentence: “As an alternative, continuous ORP 
monitoring may be used in lieu of twice daily chlorine sampling.” 
ORP monitoring is equivalent to chlorine monitoring.  ORP monitoring is continuous 
on-line direct measurement of oxidizing potential in cooling water.  Although ORP is 
not a direct measurement of chlorine concentration in water, it is an indicator of the 
effectiveness of chlorine as an oxidizer.  The amount of chlorine residual in the water 
and the ORP are proportional.  ORP monitoring is used to determine whether bleach 
should be added to the cooling water.  Introduction of VOCs into cooling water that 
causes an increase in chlorine demand will change the chlorine residual concentration 
and the measured ORP value.  (Note:  This comment was also included in 
ConocoPhillips’ 5/24/05 comments on the draft of Revision 2 of the Title V permit, 
which are attached at Attachment C.) 
 
Permit Condition 22121, Part 4 
Add the following sentence to the end of Part 4:  “COP shall submit a proposal to 
BAAQMD with the proposed analytical method within 90 days of issuance of this permit 
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revision.” 
BAAQMD’s proposed condition does not specify the precise TDS laboratory analysis to 
be used.  ConocoPhillips primarily uses conductivity measurement to estimate TDS.  
There is a well known, standard correlation between TDS and conductivity.  Thus, 
COP believes it is appropriate that a proposal be provided to BAAQMD that describes 
the correlation and requests approval for the conductivity method. 
 
Permit Condition 22121, Part 6 
Delete the last two sentences of Part 6, because they do not accurately reflect 
BAAQMD rules.  VOC emissions caused by an episodic event such as a leak would 
not trigger permitting requirements. 
 
Permit Condition 22121, Part 8 
Delete Subpart 8.a.  Resources would be better used by conducting the inspection and 
others rather than recording that the inspection was done.  Instead, a log should be 
created in which the operator records any unusual findings, such as indication of 
hydrocarbon as listed in Subpart 8e 
After subpart 8.b, add the following: “or records of ORP monitoring.” 

9 S456 Permit Condition 
22122 (p.331) 

Permit Condition 22122, Part 2 
Add the following sentence to the end of Part 2:  “COP shall submit a proposal to 
BAAQMD with the proposed analytical method within 90 days of issuance of this permit 
revision.” 
BAAQMD’s proposed condition does not specify the precise TDS laboratory analysis to 
be used.  ConocoPhillips primarily uses conductivity measurement to estimate TDS.  
There is a well known, standard correlation between TDS and conductivity.  Thus, 
COP believes it is appropriate that a proposal be provided to BAAQMD that describes 
the correlation and requests approval for the conductivity method. 
 
Permit Condition 22122, Part 4 
Delete the last two sentences of Part 4, because they do not accurately reflect 
BAAQMD rules.  VOC emissions caused by an episodic event such as a leak would 
not trigger permitting requirements. 
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10 S456 Table IV-CC (p.287); 
Table VII-CC.2 (p.475) 

Delete all requirements based on Regulation 8-2.  BAAQMD has determined that this 
requirement does not apply to cooling towers but has inadvertently left the requirement 
in the permit for this one cooling tower. 

11 Sulfur Plants 
and Sulfur Pits:  
S301, S302, 
and S303; 
S1001, S1002, 
S1003 

Table II-A (pp.11 and 
14); 
Section VI, Permit 
Condition 20989 (pp. 
324 and 325). 

In Table II-A, change the throughput limit to 271 long ton/day (combined capacity for S-
301, 302, and 303 and also for S-1001, 1002, and 1003). 
In condition 20989, change the annual throughput limit to 98,915 long tons and remove 
the asterisks (since these sources are no longer grandfathered). 
In both cases, the Title V permit already indicates that these new limits become 
effective after execution of A/C 5814.  This A/C has been executed so the throughputs 
should be updated and the grandfathered status (i.e., the asterisks) removed. 

12 Marine 
Terminal: 
S425, S426 

Table VII-S (p.410) Delete the throughput limit of 2.8 E6 bbl/yr because it is a clerical error.  This limit 
refers to condition 20989, Part A as the source, but Condition 20989 does not contain 
this limit for S425 and S426.  Condition 20989 does contain this limit for S-432, which 
is right below S-425 and S-426 in Condition 20989, so the limit on S425 and S426 is 
purely a clerical error. 
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