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Section 1
Project Information

1.1 Introduction

Magellan Processing L.P. (Magellan) intends to construct and operate a condensate splitter located
in Corpus Christi, Nueces County, Texas. The facility will be located in the Magellan Terminals

Holdings, L.P. (MTH) Corpus Christi Terminal.

The condensate splitter will be constructed in two phases. Each phase will consist of an identical
splitter train that will each process 50,000 bbl/day of hydrocarbon condensate material to obtain
products suitable for commercial use. Construction of the second 50,000 bbl/day train is expected
to commence within 18 months of completion of the first 50,000 bbl/day train. The process will

utilize conventional distillation technology.

Table 1-1 presents a summary of the proposed facility project emissions of Greenhouse Gases
(GHG). This document constitutes an application from Magelian for the required U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) PSD GHG air quality permit. This application includes both routine and
planned maintenance, startup, and shutdown (MSS) emissions associated with the new condensate
splitter. This submittal incorporates all revisions that have been made to the application during the
EPA review since the original November 2013 submittal. This process description reflects the project
design as of submittal of this revised document and is subject to change as engineers further
evaluate design and operational efficiencies. If any design changes are made that increase the GHG
emissions, or affect compliance with any permit condition, Magellan will apply for a permit revision to

incorporate such changes.

1.2  Application Organization
This application is organized into the following sections:

Section 1 presents the application objectives and organization;
Section 2 presents administrative information and PSD applicability forms for GHG emissions:

Section 3 contains an area map and plot plan showing the location of each emission point with
respect to the plant property.

Section 4 contains a process description and process flow diagram for the Condensate Splitter.

Section 5 presents the basis of the GHG emissions calculations for each emission point.
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Section 6 presents the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis for the proposed
facilities.

Appendix A contains the emissions calculations for each GHG emission point.

Appendix B contains the results of the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) search that
supports the BACT analysis.

Appendix C contains detailed process flow diagrams for the splitter the process.
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Table 1-1
Project GHG Emission Summary
Magellan Condensate Splitter Project

i Cco CH N,O CO,e
Source FIN EPN Project 2 ¢ ? 2
Phase tpy tpy tpy tpy
Fractionator Heater H-1A
(117.2 MMBtu/hr)* H-1A H-1A 1 60,049 1.13 0.11 60,111
Hot OQil Heater H-1B
(96.2 MMBtu/hr)* H-1B H-1B 1 49,289 0.93 0.09 49,340
Fractionator Heater H-2A
(117.2 MMBtu/hr)* H-2A H-2A 2 60,049 1.13 0.11 60.111
Hot Oil Heater H-2B
(96.2 MMBtu/hr)* H-2B H-2B 2 49,289 0.93 0.09 49,340
Tank Heater H-3
. H-3 H-3 1
(16 MMBiu/h) 8,198 0.15 0.02 8,206
Tank Heater H-4 H-4 H-4 y
( 16 MMBtu/hr)*
Marine Vapor Combustor VCU1/VCU2 VCU1/VCU2 1 11,592 3.6E-01 6.4E-02 11,620
Fugitives FUG-1 FUG-1 1 0 6.42 0 160
Flare - Routine FL-1 FL-1 1 125 2.4E-03 2.4E-04 125
Fire Water Pump FWP1 FWP1 1 32 1.3E-03 2.6E-04 32
Backup Fire Water Pump FWP2 FWP2 1 32 1.3E-03 2.6E-04 32
Emergency Generator 1 EMGEN1 EMGEN1 1 39 1.6E-03 3.1E-04 39
Emergency Generator 2 EMGEN2 EMGEN2 1 3.1E-04 6.2E-05 8
Flare - MSS FL-1 FL-1 1 451 1.8E-02 3.6E-03 452
MSS Vapor Combustor MSSVCU MSSVCU 1 2,645 5.6E-02 7.2E-03 2,648
Project Total (tpy) 241,797 11 0.5 242,225

n average firing rate. Maximum can
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Section 2
Administrative Information

This section contains the following forms:

e Administrative Information
e TCEQ Table 1F
e TCEQ Table 2F
e TCEQ Table 3F

The administration information on the following page contains facility details and contact information
regarding this project. Also included is an original signature from the responsible official indicating
that the information contained in this application is true and correct, based on the best available
information. Please note that the project is still in the planning phases and therefore the information

used to develop this application is subject to change.

Tables 1F, 2F, and 3F are federal NSR applicability forms. Because this application covers only GHG
emissions, and PSD permitting of other pollutants is being conducted by TCEQ, these forms only
include GHG emissions. As shown in both the Table 1F and 2F, GHG emissions increases from the
project exceed 75,000 tpy of COze, therefore, emissions netting is required for GHG emissions.
Table 3F presents the netting analysis. After netting, the proposed facility is considered to be a
major modification as defined in the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations, and
PSD review is required for the GHG emissions from the project. The project is also a major
modification for VOC emissions; therefore, PSD review is triggered for VOC emissions. TCEQ has
authority for PSD permitting of VOC; therefore, the TCEQ is responsible for the associated Additional
Impacts Analysis as part of the PSD permit review for VOC, and it is not included in this GHG permit

application.
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Administrative Information

Company or Other Legal Name: Magellan Processing L.P

Company Official Contact Name ([_] Mr. []Mrs. [X]Ms. []Dr.): Melanie Little

Title: Vice President of Operations

Mailing Address: One Williams Center, MD 27

City: Tulsa State: OK ZIP Code: 74172
Telephone No.: 918-574-7306 Fax No.: E-mail Address: melanie.litle@magellanip.com
Technical Contact Name: Ms. Shahana Banoo

Title: Air Specialist, Sr

Company Name: Magellan Processing, L.P

Mailing Address: One Williams Center, MD 27

City: Tulsa State: OK Z10 Code: 74172
Telephone No.: 918-574-7767 Fax No.: 918-574-7760 E-mail Address: shahana.banoo@magellanip.com
Facility Location Information

Street Address: 1802 Poth LN

Latitude: 27° 48’ 29.34” Longitude: 97° 26' 12.25”

If no street address, provide clear driving directions to the site in writing;

City: Corpus Christi County: Nueces ZIP Code: 78407

TCEQ Account Identification Number (leave blank if new site or facility)

TCEQ Customer Reference Number (leave blank if unknown): RN102536836

TCEQ Regulated Entity Number (leave blank if unknown). CN604541797

Site Name: Corpus Christi Terminal

Area Name/Type of Facility: Condensate Splitter X Permanent [ ] Portable
Principal Company Product or Business: Natural Gas Liquids Processing

Principal Standard Industrial Classification Code: 1321 — Natural Gas Liquids

Projected Start of Construction Date: 1/15/2015 Projected Start of Operation Date: 1/01/2016
SIGNATURE

The signature below confirms that | have knowledge of the facts included in this application and that these facts are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

NAME: Ms. Melanie Little
[ NN ollnmr o & H

Original Signature Required

DATE: 9q) 2214
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TABLE 1F
AIR QUALITY APPLICATION SUPPLEMENT

Permit No.: TBD

Company: Magellan Processing L.P
RN: RN102536836

City: Corpus Christi

Permit Unit L.D.: see application

Permit Activity: New Source Modification X

Complete for all Pollutants with a Project Emission Increase.

Nonattainment?

PSD?

Existing site PTE (tpy)?

Proposed project emission increases (tpy from 2F)?
Is the existing site a major source?

If not, is the project a major source by itself?

If site is major, is project increase significant?

If netting required, estimated start of construction:
Five years prior to start of construction

Estimated start of operation

Net contemporaneous change, including proposed project, from
Table 3F. (tpy)

Major NSR Applicable?
Name: Melanie Little

M. Lawie Sitie

made above and on

Signature:

TCEQ - 10154 (Revised 04/12) Table 1F

Application Submittal Date: Nov, 2013 (Revised Sept. 19, 2014)

Facility Location: 1802 Poth Lane
County: Nueces
Permit Name: Corpus Christi Terminal

Condensate Splitter Facility

POLLUTANTS

Ozone

A\ NOx CcCO PM]() PMz_g NOx

15-Jan-15
15-Jan-10
1-Jan-16

Title:  Vice President of Operations

Date: q { 22 ’ \4

are true correct to my

These forms are for use by facilities subject to air quality permit requirements and may

be revised periodically. (APDG 5912v1)

SO2 CO2e
No

Yes
<100,000
242,225
Yes

Yes

contemporaneous

period

254,043

Yes

Revised 9/22/2014
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Section 3
Location Information

An area map showing the location of the Condensate Splitter and the Corpus Christi Terminal is

included as Figure 3-1. A plot plan of the Condensate Splitter is provided as Figure 3-2.
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Section 4
Process Description

The Magellan condensate splitter facility to be installed at the Corpus Christi Terminal will process
100,000 bbls/day of a hydrocarbon condensate material (including both condensate and crude oil)
to obtain products suitable for commercial use or as feedstock for further refining. The facility will
consist of two trains processing 50,000 bblis/day each of condensate, with Phase 1 being the initial
50,000 bbls/day installation and Phase 2 an identical train to be installed in the future. The process
described in the following paragraphs utilizes conventional distillation technology for the specified
range of condensate feed. This process description reflects the project design as of submittal of this
revised document and is subject to change as engineers further evaluate design and operational
efficiencies. If any design changes are made that increase the GHG emissions, or affect compliance

with any permit condition, Magellan will apply for a permit revision to incorporate such changes.

The hydrocarbon condensate is fed from storage tanks to the prefractionator column. In the
prefractionator column the lightest fraction of the condensate is distilled from the overhead at a
pressure that will permit complete condensation. Any incondensable material that may be produced
will be used as fuel gas in the heaters (EPNs H-1A, H-1B, H-2A, and H-2B). Overhead liquid from the
prefractionator column is cooled and sent to two additional fractionation columns to further refine
the stream. The bottoms stream from the prefractionation column is pumped into a downstream
fired heater and into the main fractionation column. Heat is supplied to the prefractionator by

means of a hot oil heater (EPNs H-1B and H-2B).

The liquid overhead stream from the prefractionator column is pumped to a depropanizer column.
The column overhead vapor is condensed with an air cooler. The propane product is recovered from
an overhead accumulator where it is sent to pressurized storage tanks. Heat is supplied to the

depropanizer column using the hot oil system.

The bottoms stream from the depropanizer column is pressured to a debutanizer column. The
overhead vapor is condensed with an air cooler. The butane product is recovered from an overhead
accumulator where it is sent to pressurized storage tanks. Heat is supplied to the debutanizer
column using the hot oil system. The debutanizer bottoms product, light naphtha, is cooled and sent

to storage.
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The main fractionation column separates the bottoms from the prefractionation column into four
products. These products include heavy naphtha, jet fuel, diesel, and residual liquid (resid). The net
overhead product, heavy naphtha, is cooled and pumped to storage. The jet and diesel are
recovered from the column as side streams and pumped to storage. The fractionator bottoms
product, resid, is cooled, and then sent to storage. This product is the heaviest fraction of the

condensate.

In addition to the main process equipment described above, the condensate splitter requires certain
support systems. An existing tank heater (EPN H-3) and a new tank heater (EPN H-4) will be used as
needed to provide heat to storage tanks and dock lines. The tank heaters, which use oil as a heat
transfer medium, are only anticipated to be needed during the cooler months. A flare (EPN FL-1) is
provided for use in emergency overpressure situations to dispose of excess process vapors. The
flare also controls routine process streams and vapors from specific MSS activities. The routine
streams to the flare include pilot gas, purge gas, and intermittent flow associated with the unit’s
vapor control. This flare utilizes a continuous pilot to ensure that unexpected release events result in
safe disposal. Fuel gas to the plant is supplied by natural gas pipeline. A new fire water pump (EPN
FWP1), a backup firewater pump (EPN FWP2), and two new emergency backup generators (EPNs
EMGEN1 and EMGEN2) are also included with this project. Two new diesel fuel tanks will store fuel

for the emergency combustion units.

Existing Port of Corpus Christi docks and Magellan marine vapor combustor controls (EPNs VCU1 and
VCU2) will be utilized to transfer products offsite. Three new loading dock lines will be added, and
piping modifications will be made to the existing docks. LPG (propane/butane) product will be
transferred under pressure to tank trucks at a new loading rack. Condensate off-loading will also
occur at the loading rack. All of the products may be transferred to local refineries and terminals via

pipelines.

This application also includes maintenance, startup, and shutdown (MSS) activities. A vapor
combustion unit (EPN MSSVCU) will be installed at the facility to control vapors generated during
certain MSS activities including storage tank roof landings, process vessel and piping maintenance,
and pressurized tank maintenance activities. Vacuum trucks, vacuum boxes, and frac tanks may be
used to collect and store liquids generated during MSS activities. Product samples will be collected

and tested onsite using a bench scale lab. Leftover sample liquid will be stored in a tank.

Magellan is also planning a potential wastewater treatment system for the splitter process that may

consist of a desalter, a CPI gravity plate separator, an Induced Gas Floatation (IGF) stage, and a nut
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shell filter. In addition one oil-water separator may be added to the facility. The CPI separator and
IGF stage are potential sourced of VOC emissions and will be enclosed and vented to the MSS vapor

combustor for control.

A simplified process flow diagram is included as Figure 4-1. Detailed process flow diagrams are
included in Appendix C.
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Section 5
Emission Calculations

This section describes the emissions calculations for the proposed allowable GHG emission rates for
each facility that will be part of the proposed Condensate Splitter. The proposed emissions limits are
found in Table 1-1 of the introduction to this permit application. GHGs emitted from the proposed
facilities include carbon monoxide (COz), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20). Magellan does not
anticipate emissions of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), or sulfur hexafluoride
(SFs) from the proposed facilities. The carbon dioxide equivalent (COz2e) emission rates are based on
the estimated mass emission rates for each applicable GHG multiplied by the global warming
potential (GWP) for each specific GHG per 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart A, Table A-1. Detailed individual
GHG mass emission calculations as well as the corresponding CO2e emission rates are presented in
Appendix A of this application. Both routine and MSS emissions are addressed in this application

and the emission calculations for both types are discussed below.

5.4 Routine GHG Emissions

Appendix A provides a summary of the routine GHG emissions included in this application from the
following facility types:
Heaters,
Flare (routine and MSS),
e Natural Gas Pipeline Fugitives,

Marine and MSS Vapor Combustors,
e Firewater Pump and Emergency Generator Diesel Engines.

511 Heaters

The new Condensate Splitter process will include two new natural gas fired process heaters for each
train: the Hot Oil Heaters (H-1B and H-2B) and the Fractionator Heaters (H-1A and H-2A). One
existing (H-3) and one new (H-4) gas-fired Tank Heater will also support the process. Non-
condensible gas produced by the splitter process will also contribute approximately 4% of the total
annual heat input to the Hot Oil and Fractionator Heaters. The composition of this fuel gas, shown in
Appendix A, Table A-1a, is very similar to natural gas. The CO- factor in Ib/MMBtu, calculated in
Table A-1a, shows that the emissions will be within 3% of that of natural gas; therefore, the
contribution to the emissions was not differentiated from natural gas in the calculations. Heater

GHG emission calculations are included in Appendix A as Table A-1. Emissions are based on the
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annual average firing rates and default natural gas emission factors for CO2, CHs, and N20 from 40

CFR Part 98, Subpart C, Tables C-1 and C-2.

Tank Heater usage will be intermittent, and the two tank heaters will be interchangeable; therefore,
emission caps calculated from the total combined annual heat input are proposed for these two

heaters.

5.1.2 Flare

The new Condensate Splitter will utilize a process flare which is designed for control of routine
emissions and venting during planned MSS and upset situations. The routine streams to the flare
include pilot gas, purge gas, and intermittent flow associated with the vapor control on the Feed
Surge Drum. The flare will be designed to achieve a VOC destruction efficiency of at least 98%.
Flare pilot GHG emission calculations are included in Appendix A as Table A-4. GHG emissions
associated with anticipated MSS activities controlled via the process flare are discussed in Section

5.2.2.

Natural gas used as pilot gas contains hydrocarbons, primarily CHs, that also produce GHG
emissions when burned. Any unburned CHa from the flare will also be emitted to the atmosphere
along with small quantities of N20 emission resulting from the combustion process. Emissions of
these pollutants were calculated based on the equations and emission factors taken from 40 CFR
Part 98. These equations and factors were applied to the maximum projected natural gas flow rates

to the process flare.

5.13 Natural Gas Pipeline Fugitives

The new Condensate Splitter will include new natural gas piping components. Calculations of the
fugitive GHG emission from these components calculations are included in Appendix A as Table A-5.
Fugitive emission rates of VOC, including CH4, from piping components and ancillary equipment were
estimated using the methods outlined in the TCEQ's Air Permit Technical Guidance for Chemical

Sources: Equipment Leak Fugitives, October 2000.

Component counts are an engineering estimate based on similar facilities. Each fugitive component
was classified first by equipment type (i.e., valve, pump, relief valve, etc.) and then by material type
(i.e., gas/vapor, light liquid, heavy liquid). An uncontrolled emission rate was obtained by multiplying
the number of fugitive components of a particular equipment/material type by an appropriate

emission factor. Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI) factors (without
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ethylene) were used to estimate emissions from the proposed components as the streams have an

ethylene content of <11%.

To obtain controlled fugitive emission rates, the uncontrolled rates were multiplied by a control
factor, which was determined by the type of leak detection and repair (LDAR) program employed.
Magellan will implement an audio, visual, and olfactory (AVO) LDAR program for natural gas piping
fugitive components associated with the proposed Condensate Splitter. The emissions were

assumed to be 100% CHa.

5.1.4 Marine Vapor Combustors

Product from the Condensate Splitter will be transported off-site by pipeline, tank truck, ship, and
barge. Truck loading will be used for liquids with vapor pressures above atmospheric pressure. The
truck loading operations will be vapor balanced and loaded into pressurized tank trucks with no

venting to the atmosphere and thus no GHG emissions.

Marine loading will be used to transport other Condensate Splitter products from the facility. Marine
loading emissions are controlled using two existing marine vapor combustion units (VCUs). There will
be no physical modifications made to these existing VCUs. The combustion products from the
marine VCUs will result in GHG emissions (CO2, CH4, and N20). The GHG emission calculations from
the marine loading operations are included in Appendix A, Table A-2. Emissions were calculated by
first calculating the VOC emissions resulting from loading activities as described in TCEQ's Air Permit
Technical Guidance for Chemical Sources: Loading Operations (October 2000) using the following
equation from AP-42 “Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume |, Stationary Point and

Area Sources”:

L=12.46 * S* P * M/T

Where

L = Loading Loss, 1b/102 gal of liquid loaded

S = Saturation factor

P = True vapor pressure of liquid loaded, psia

M = Molecular weight of vapors, Ib/Ib mole

T = Temperature of bulk liquid loaded, °R
The VOC loading emission estimates were based on the physical property data of the material loaded
and the actual loading method used. The VOC vapors from loading products with a vapor pressure
greater than 0.5 psia will be collected by a vapor collection system and routed to one of the two

marine VCUs that will have a minimum destruction efficiency of 99.5%. GHG emissions were then
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estimated using the total annual heat input of the collected vapors and GHG emission factors for
CO2, CHa, and N20 from 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart C, Tables C-1 and C-2. Natural gas used to support
combustion of the vapors will also result in GHG emissions. The GHG emissions were calculated
from the estimated annual natural gas combustion rate and the default GHG emission factors for
natural gas in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart C, Tables C-1 and C-2.

5.1.5 Emergency Combustion Devices

There will be two diesel fired firewater pump engines and two diesel fired emergency generator
engines. Other than emergency use, the engines will be operated no more than 100 hours per year
each for testing purposes. GHG emissions are calculated based on the annual fuel firing rate in
MMBtu/yr and GHG emission factors in kg/MMBtu for diesel (No. 2 distillate) fuel from 40 CFR Part
98, Subpart C, Tables C-1 and C-2. Table A-6 of Appendix A presents the emissions calculations from

these engines.

5.2 Maintenance, Startup, and Shutdown Emissions

Table A-7 in Appendix A provides a summary of the GHG MSS emissions associated with the
Condensate Splitter operation. GHG MSS emissions are only expected to be generated during
controlled storage tank roof landings, pressure vessel maintenance, and process vessel and piping
maintenance. Depending on the vapor pressure of the material in storage or in the process, prior to
maintenance the vapors from these tanks, vessels, and piping will be collected and routed to either
the flare or the MSS vapor combustor for control. The GHG emissions are generated by these
combustion devices. Vacuum truck operations and frac tanks are not expected to use combustion

control and therefore will not generate GHG emissions.

.21 MSS Vapor Combustor

A new MSS VCU will be installed to control vapors from various MSS activities, including internal
floating roof tank landings, purging of pressure tanks, and the wastewater treatment system vents.
If the material stored in the tanks has vapor pressure greater than 0.5 psia, the MSS VCU will be
used to control the emissions when the tanks are degassed for maintenance purposes. Combustion
of the degassing vapors in the MSS VCU produces GHGs. The GHG emissions are calculated by
multiplying the total annual heat input of the vapors MMBtu/yr) by GHG emission factors in
kg/MMBtu from Tables C-1 and C-2 in 40 CFR Part 98, Subpart C. Emission rates were then

converted from kg/yr to tons/yr. Calculation of the tank vapor flow rates were based on TCEQ

5-4 Revised September 22, 2014



guidance and AP-42 equations. The calculations for each activity are described in the following

subsections.

5.2.1.1 IFR Storage Tank MSS

Storage tank floating roof landing emissions were estimated following TCEQ guidance and using the
methods in Subsection 7.1.3.2.2 Roof Landings of Section 7.1 Organic Liquid Storage Tanks of
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors: Volume 1 Stationary Point and Area Sources (AP-42),
Fifth Edition, US EPA, November 2006.

Landing losses occur from floating roof tanks whenever the tank is drained to a level where its roof
lands on its legs or other supports (including roof suspension cables). When a floating roof lands on
its supports or legs while the tank is being drained, the floating roof remains at the same height
while the product level continues to lower. This creates a vapor space underneath the roof. Liquid
remaining in the bottom of the tank provides a continuous source of vapors to replace those expelled
by breathing (in the case of internal floating roof tanks) or wind action (in the case of external
floating roof tanks). These emissions, referred to as standing idle losses (LSL), occur daily as long as

the floating roof remains landed.

If Magellan plans to enter a tank, or if the material vapor pressure is greater than 0.5 psia and the
roof remains landed for more than 24 hours, the tank is degassed. The vapors removed from the
vapor space under the floating roof are routed to a control device. Control is maintained until the
concentration reaches 2,000 parts per million by volume (ppmv) as methane after which the tank

may vent to atmosphere. These emissions are referred to as degassing losses.

Additional emissions occur when tank with a landed roof is refilled. The incoming volume generates
vapors into the vapor space below the landed roof that are expelled as the liquid fills the vapor

space. These emissions are referred to as refilling losses (LFL).

For a given roof landing event, total landing loss emissions are therefore the sum of the filling losses,
degassing and cleaning losses (if applicable), and the daily standing idle losses over the entire
period that the roof remained landed. Landing losses are inherently episodic in nature and must be

determined each time a tank's floating roof is landed.

The calculation methodology used to estimate the standing losses, degassing, and refilling emissions
is discussed in further detail below. Specific details of the calculations and the equations used are

include in Tables A-8a and A-8b of Appendix A.
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Standing Idle Losses - Emission calculation equations for these losses are from Subsection
7.1.3.2.2.1 Standing Idle Losses in Section 7.1 Organic Liquid Storage Tanks of Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors: Volume 1 Stationary Point and Area Sources (AP-42, Fifth Edition, US
EPA, November 2006). The quantity of emissions is dependent upon the number of days idle, tank

type (IFR/EFR), type of product stored, and time of year.

Storage Tank Degassing - There are two components to the emissions during a tank degassing;
degassing to a control device and venting the dilute residual VOC to the atmosphere. The first
component results in GHG emissions. These emissions are based on the ideal gas law along with an
estimated saturation factor, vapor flow rate, and number of tank volume turnovers. Calculations
were performed for the tank using the landed roof volume calculated from the tank diameter and the

landed roof height.

Refilling Losses - Refilling losses occur when a tank is refilled with product during the period when
the space below the landed roof is displaced by the incoming liquid. Emission calculation equations
for these losses are from Subsection 7.1.3.2.2.2 Filling Losses in Section 7.1 Organic Liquid Storage
Tanks of Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors: Volume 1 Stationary Point and Area Sources
(AP-42, Fifth Edition, US EPA, November 2006). The guantity of emissions is dependent upon the
tank type (IFR/EFR), type of product stored, time of year, and fill rate. The refilling emissions from
IFR tanks with a liquid heel and tanks that are drained dry are based on Equation 2-26 from AP-42.

5.2.1.2 Pressure Tank Purging

Pressure spheres that store LPG, butane, and propane are periodically taken out of service for
maintenance or inspection. Prior to opening, liquid is drained, and the vapor space is purged to the
MSS VCU. The vapor mass rate to the MSS VCU is based on the ideal gas law applied to the tank
volume at the storage pressure of each material and the properties (molecular weight) of the

material. The emissions calculations are included in Table A-9 of Appendix A.

5.2.1.3 Assist Natural Gas

Natural gas used as pilot and assist gas contains in the MSS VCU contains hydrocarbons, primarily
CHj4, that also produce GHG emissions when burned. Any unburned CHa from the MSS VCU will also
be emitted to the atmosphere along with small quantities of N20 emission resulting from the
combustion process. Emissions of these pollutants were calculated based on the equations and

emission factors taken from 40 CFR Part 98 and are presented in Table A-10 of Appendix A. These
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equations and factors were applied to the maximum projected natural gas flow rates to the MSS
VCU.

5.2.2 MSS Flaring

GHG emissions are produced from the combustion of purged vapors from miscellaneous vessels and
piping to the flare prior to opening to the atmosphere. Emissions occur from purging the vapor
space to the flare prior to opening and purging to flare during refilling of the equipment. The

emissions calculations are presented in Table A-11 of Appendix A.
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Section 6
Best Available Control Technology Analysis

PSD regulations require that the best available control technology (BACT) be applied to each new
and modified facility that emits an air pollutant for which a significant net emissions increase will
occur from the source. The only PSD pollutant addressed in this permit application is GHG. The
emissions units associated with the project that emit GHGs include four new natural gas fired
process heaters, one new and one existing natural gas fired tank heater, natural gas pipeline
fugitives, one flare, two existing and one new vapor recovery units, and four emergency use diesel

engines. This BACT analysis addresses these emission units.
The PSD regulations define BACT at 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(12) as follows:

[BACT] means an emissions limitation (including a visible emission standard) based
on the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant subject to regulation under
Act which would be emitted from any proposed major stationary source or major
modification which the Administrator, on a case-by-case basis, taking into account
energy, environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, determines is
achievable for such source or modification through application of production
processes or available methods, systems, and techniques, including fuel cleaning or
treatment or innovative fuel combustion techniques for control of such pollutant. In
no event shall application of best available control technology result in emissions of
any pollutant which would exceed the emissions atlowed by any applicable standard
under 40 CFR parts 60 and 61. If the Administrator determines that technological or
economic limitations on the application of measurement methodology to a particular
emissions unit would make the imposition of an emissions standard infeasible, a
design, equipment, work practice, operational standard, or combination thereof, may
be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the application of best available
control technology. Such standard shall, to the degree possible, set forth the
emissions reduction achievable by implementation of such design, equipment, work
practice or operation, and shall provide for compliance by means which achieve
equivalent results.

The PSD regulations do not prescribe a procedure for conducting BACT analyses. Instead, the U.S.
EPA has consistently interpreted the BACT requirement as containing two core criteria: First, the
BACT analysis must include consideration of the most stringent available technologies, i.e., those
that provide the “maximum degree of emissions reduction.” Second, any decision to require as
BACT a control alternative that is less effective than the most stringent available must be justified by
an analysis of objective indicators showing that energy, environmental, and economic impacts
render the most stringent alternative unreasonable or otherwise not achievable. U.S. EPA has

developed what it terms the “top-down” approach for conducting BACT analyses and has indicated
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that this approach will generally yield a BACT determination satisfying the two core criteria. Under
the “top-down” approach, progressively less stringent control technologies are analyzed until a level
of control considered BACT is reached, based on the environmental, energy, and economic impacts.

The top-down approach was utilized in this BACT analysis.

In an October 1990 draft guidance document (New Source Review Workshop Manual (Draft),

October 1990), EPA set out a 5-step process for conducting a top-down BACT review, as follows:

[

Identification of available control technologies;

N

Technically infeasible alternatives are eliminated from consideration;

w

)
)
) Remaining control technologies are ranked by control effectiveness;
)

iy

Evaluation of control technologies for cost-effectiveness, energy impacts, and
environmental effects in order of most effective control option to least effective;
and

B5) Selection of BACT.

In its PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases (November 2010), EPA reiterates
that this is also the recommended process for permitting of GHG emissions under the PSD program.

As such, this BACT analysis follows this 5-step approach.

6.1 Process Heaters (H-1A, H-1B, H-2A, H-2B)

The four larger gas-fired process heaters (two Hot Oil and two Fractionator Heaters) will account for
about 90% of the Splitter Project GHG Emissions and are therefore the focus of the BACT analysis.
All fuel fired in the heaters will be either natural gas or.a small fuel gas stream with GHG emissions

factors that are comparable to natural gas.

6.1.1 Step 1 - Identification of Potential Control Technologies

To maximize thermal efficiency at the Splitter, the process heaters will have a design thermal
efficiency of at least 85%. These and other potentially applicable technologies to minimize GHG
emissions from the heaters include the following:
e Periodic Tune-up - Periodically tune-up of the heaters to maintain optimal thermal
efficiency.

e Heater Design - Good heater design including heat transfer/recovery efficiency, state-of-
the-art refractory and insulation materials in the heater walls, floor, and other surfaces to
minimize heat loss all increase overall thermal efficiency.

e Heater Air/Fuel Control - Monitoring of oxygen concentration in the flue gas to be used to
control air to fuel ratio on a continuous basis for optimal efficiency.
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Waste Heat Recovery - Use of heat recovery from both the heater exhausts and process
streams to preheat the heater combustion air, feed (oil) to heaters, or to produce steam
for use at the site.

e Product Heat Recovery - Use of heat exchangers throughout the plant to recovery usable
heat from product streams reduces overall energy consumption and a reduction in the
amount of fuel required by heaters.

e Use of Low Carbon Fuels - Fuels vary in the amount of carbon per Btu, which in turn
affects the quantity of CO2 emissions generated per unit of heat input. Selecting low
carbon fuels is a viable method of reducing GHG emissions.

¢ CO2 Capture and Storage - Capture and compression, transport, and geologic storage of
the COo..

A RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) search was also conducted in an attempt to identify BACT
options that have been implemented or proposed for other similar gas fired combustion facilities.
The results of this search are presented in Appendix B. No additional technologies were identified.
The control methods identified in the search were limited to the first three options listed above (tune-
ups, good design, and good combustion practice and operation). Information from Energy Efficiency
Improvement and Cost Saving Opportunities for the Petrochemical industry: An ENERGY STAR Guide
for Energy Plant Managers (Environmental Energy Technologies Division, University of California,

sponsored by USEPA, June 2008) was also used in the preparation of this analysis.

6.1.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives

All options identified in Step 1 are considered technically feasible; however, waste heat recovery is
not considered to be a practical alternative for the proposed heaters. The Hot Oil Heaters, although
of a size sufficient enough to consider use of waste heat recovery, are designed to maximize heat
transfer to the oil medium, with a resulting low exhaust gas temperature (<400 °F) that does not
contain sufficient residual heat to allow any further effective heat recovery. For example, use of flue
gas heat recovery to preheat the heater combustion air is typically only considered practical if the
exhaust gas temperature is higher than 650 °F (Energy Efficiency Improvement and Cost Saving
Opportunities for the Petrochemical Industry: An ENERGY STAR Guide for Energy Plant Managers
(Environmental Energy Technologies Division, University of California, sponsored by USEPA, June
2008)).

Carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) is not considered to be a viable alternative for controlling
GHG emissions from natural gas fired facilities. However, for completeness, this control option is
included in the remainder of this analysis, and the reasons that it is not considered viable are

discussed in Section 6.1.4.
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6.1.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness

The remaining technologies applicable to the proposed heater design in order of most effective to

least effective include:

e Use of low carbon fuels (up to 100% for fuels containing no carbon),

e CO2 capture and storage (up to 20%),

e Heater Design (up to 10%),

e Air/Fuel Control (5 - 25%),

e Periodic tune-up (up to 10% for boilers; information not found for heaters), and

e Product Heat Recovery (does not directly improve heater efficiency).

Virtually all GHG emissions from fuel combustion result from the conversion of the carbon in the fuel
to CO2. Fuels used in industrial processes and power generation typically include coal, fuel oil,
natural gas, and process fuel gas. Of these, natural gas is typically the lowest carbon fuel that can
be burned, with a CO2 emission factor in Ib/MMBtu about 55% of that of sub-bituminous coal.
Process fuel gas is a byproduct of chemical process, which typically contains a higher fraction of
longer chain carbon compounds than natural gas and thus results in more CO2 emissions. Table C-2
in 40 CFR Part 98 Subpart C, which contains CO2 emission factors for a variety of fuels, gives a CO2
factor of 59 kg/MMBtu for fuel gas compared to 53.02 kg/MMBtu for natural gas. Of over 50 fuels
identified in Table C-2, coke oven gas, with a CO2 factor of 46.85 kg/MMBtu, is the only fuel with a
lower CO2 factor than natural gas, and is not viable fuel for the proposed heaters, as the Corpus
Christi Terminal does not contain coke ovens. Although Table C-2 includes a typical CO2 factor of 59
kg/MMBtu for fuel gas, fuel gas composition is highly dependent on the process from which the gas
is produced. Some processes produce significant quantities of hydrogen, which produces no CO2
emissions when burned. Thus, use of a completely carbon-free fuel such as 100% hydrogen, has the
potential of reducing CO2 emissions by 100%. The Corpus Christi Terminal does not include any
processes that produce hydrogen; therefore, hydrogen is not a viable fuel option. Natural gas is the

lowest carbon fuel available for use in the proposed heaters.

CO2 capture and storage is capable of achieving 90% reduction of produced CO2 emissions and thus
is considered to be the most effective control method. Good heater design, air/fuel ratio control,
and periodic tune-ups are all considered effective and have a range of efficiency improvements
which cannot be directly quantified; therefore, the above ranking is approximate only. The estimated
efficiencies were obtained from Energy Efficiency Improvement and Cost Saving Opportunities for

the Petrochemical Industry: An ENERGY STAR Guide for Energy Plant Managers (Environmental
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Energy Technologies Division, University of California, sponsored by USEPA, June 2008). This report
addressed improvements to existing energy systems as well as new equipment; thus, the higher end
of the range of stated efficiency improvements that can be realized is assumed to apply to the
existing (older) facilities, with the lower end of the range being more applicable to new heater
designs. Product heat recovery involves the use of heat exchangers to transfer the excess heat that
may be contained in product streams to feed streams. Pre-heating of feed streams in this manner
reduces the heat requirement of the downstream process unit (e.g., a distillation column) which
reduces the heat required from process heaters. Where the product streams require cooling, this

practice also reduces the energy required to cool the product stream.

6.14 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

Carbon Capture and Sequestration. As stated in Section 6.1.2, carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) is
not considered to be a viable alternative for controlling GHG emissions from natural gas fired facilities.
This conclusion is supported by the BACT example for a natural gas fired boiler in Appendix F of EPA's PSD
and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases (November 2010). In the EPA example, CCS is not
even identified as an available control option for natural gas fired facilities. Also, on pages 33 and 44 of

the Guidance Document, it states:

For the purposes of a BACT analysis for GHGs, EPA classifies CCS as an add-on pollution

control technology that is available for large CO2-emitting facilities including fossil fuel-fired

power plants and industrial facilities with high-purity CO2 streams (e.g., hydrogen production,

ammonia production, natural gas processing, ethanol production, ethylene oxide production,

cement production, and iron and steel manufacturing). For these types of facilities, CCS

should be listed in Step 1 of a top-down BACT analysis for GHGs.” The COz streams included

in this permit application are similar in nature to the gas-fired industrial boiler in the EPA

Guidance Appendix F example and are dilute streams, and thus are not among the facility

types for which the EPA guidance states CCS should be listed in Step 1 of a top-down BACT

analysis.
Although the proposed facility is not one of the listed facility types for which CCS should be considered, it
was further evaluated for the project to ensure that the analysis was complete, CCS technology has been
proposed for some recent gasification projects. In these processes, when coal is gasified, the product is a
mixture consisting primarily of CO, CO2, and Hz2. Further processing of the raw syngas to produce a final
fuel product typically results in a concentrated CO2 waste stream that is naturally ready for sequestration.
Combustion of natural gas or ethane, as is proposed by Magellan, produces an exhaust stream that is less
than 10% CO-. Separation (purification) of the CO2 from the heater combustion exhaust streams would
require additional costly steps not otherwise necessary to the process. Coal also has a much higher

carbon content than natural gas, and the captured carbon from coal gasification projects only represents
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the delta between natural gas and coal. Thus, while such projects may reduce GHG emissions compared
to conventional methods of obtaining energy from coal, they result in no GHG emissions reduction relative

to use of natural gas fuel as proposed for the process heaters.

As a final point, the viability of most proposed gasification project are highly dependent on government
support. In contrast, the Magellan project relies on market conditions for viability and is not guaranteed by

the government.

Regardless of these differences, for completeness purposes, Magellan has performed an order of
magnitude cost analysis for CCS applied to the four process heaters addressed in this permit application.
The results of the analysis, presented in Tables 6-1 and 6-2, show that the cost of CCS for the project
would be approximately $113 per ton of CO2 controlled, which is not considered to be cost effective for
GHG control. This equates to a total cost of about $22,000,000 per year the four heaters. The best
estimate of the total capital cost of the Splitter facility without CCS is about $400,000,000. Based on a
7% interest rate, and 20 year equipment life, this cost equates to an annualized cost of $38,000,000.
Thus the annualized cost of CCS is more than half of the annualized capital cost of the project alone; which
far exceeds the threshold that would make CCS economically viable for the project. The installed capital
cost of the equipment required for CCS is estimated from the annualized cost to be about $177,000,000,

or 44% of the capital cost of the project without CCS, which is also considered to be excessive.

There are additional negative impacts associated with use of CCS for the proposed heaters. The additional
process equipment required to separate, cool, and compress the CO2 would require a significant additional
power and energy expenditure. This equipment would include amine units, cryogenic units, dehydration
units, and compression facilities. The power and energy must be provided from additional combustion
units, including heaters, engines, and/or combustion turbines. Electric driven compressors could be used
to partially eliminate the additional emissions from the terminal itself, but significant additional GHG
emissions, as well as additional criteria pollutant (NOx, CO, VOC, PM, SO2) emissions, would occur from the
associated power plant that produces the electricity. The additional GHG emissions resulting from
additional fuel combustion would either further increase the cost of the CCS system if the emissions were
also captured for sequestration or reduce the net amount GHG emission reduction, making CCS even less

cost effective than shown in Table 6-1.

Based on both the excessive cost effectiveness in $/ton of GHG emissions controlled and the inability of
the project to bear the high cost and the associated negative environmental and energy impacts, CCS is

rejected as a control option for the proposed project.
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Heater Design. New heaters can be designed with efficient burners, more efficient heat transfer efficiency
to the hot oil and process streams, state-of-the-art refractory and insulation materials in the heater walls,
floor, and other surfaces to minimize heat loss and increase overall thermal efficiency. The function and
near steady state operation of the Hot Oil Heaters allows them to be designed to achieve “near best”
thermal efficiency. There are no negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts associated with this

control technology.

Air/Fuel Controls. Some amount of excess air is required to ensure complete fuel combustion, minimize
emissions, and for safety reasons. More excess air than needed to achieve these objectives reduces
overall heater efficiency. Manual or automated air/fuel ratio controls are used to optimizes these
parameters and maximize the efficiency of the combustion process. Limiting the excess air enhances
efficiency and reduces emissions through reduction of the volume of air that needs to be heated in the
combustion process. In addition, proper fuel gas supply system design and operation to minimize
fluctuations in fuel gas quality, maintaining sufficient residence time to complete combustion, and good
burner maintenance and operation are a part of Magellan's good combustion practices. There are no

negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts associated with this control technology.

Periodic Heater Tune-ups. Periodic tune-ups of the heaters include:

e Preventive maintenance check of fuel gas flow meters as needed,
e Preventive maintenance check of oxygen control analyzers as needed,
e Cleaning of burner tips on an as-needed basis, and

e Cleaning of convection section tubes on an as-needed basis.

These activities insure maximum thermal efficiency is maintained; however, it is not possible to
quantify an efficiency improvement, although convection cleaning has shown improvements in the

0.5 to 1.5% range.

Product Heat Recovery. Rather than increasing heater efficiency, this technology reduces potential
GHG emissions by reducing the required heater duty (fuel firing rate), which can substantially reduce
overall plant energy requirements. The process includes multiple heat exchangers which reduce the
heating and cooling requirements of the process leading to improved thermal efficiency. For
example, the feed to the pre-flash column will be preheated by cross heat exchange with hot streams
from the fractionator. Also, an overhead process vent stream will be used as a heater fuel source
thus reducing the need to flare the stream and produce additional GHG emissions with no resulting

energy benefit.
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Use of Low Carbon Fuel. Natural gas is the lowest carbon fuel available for use in the proposed
heaters. Natural gas is readily available at the Corpus Christi Terminal and is currently considered a
very cost effective fuel alternative. Natural gas is also a very clean burning fuel with respect to
criteria pollutants and thus has minimal environmental impact compared to other fuels. Although
use of natural gas as fuel results in about 28% less CO2 emissions than diesel fuel and 45% less CO2
emissions than sub-bituminous coal; Magellan believes it is appropriate to consider natural gas as
the “baseline” fuel for this BACT analysis. Also note that the use of produced off-gas as
supplemental fuel gas will minimize the use of purchased natural gas and lower the overall site

carbon footprint.

6.1.5 Step 5 - Selection of BACT

Magellan proposes to incorporate all of the control options identified in Section 6.1.1, except carbon
capture and sequestration, as BACT for controlling GHG emissions from the proposed condensate
splitter process heaters. These technologies and additional BACT practices proposed for the heaters
are listed below:
e Use of low carbon fuel. The proposed heaters will use natural gas fuel as it is the lowest
carbon purchased fuel available for use at the facility. A small process gas stream with a

composition similar to natural gas will also be used as fuel. This fuel contribution will not
alter the overall GHG emissions (Ib/MMbtu basis) compared to natural gas alone.

e Heater/Process Design. The heaters will be designed to maximize heat transfer efficiency
and reduce heat loss.

e Periodic Heater Tune-ups. Magellan will maintain analyzers and clean heater burner tips and
convection tubes as required by the vendor.

e Product Heat Recovery. Excess heat in product streams will be used to pre-heat feed
streams throughout the process through the use of heat exchangers to transfer the heat.

Air to Fuel Ratio Control. Monitor exhaust temperature and 02 content, and adjust the
air/fuel using fans and a bypass damper on the air preheat exchanger to maintain heater
efficiency to the maximum extent practical.

6.2 Tank Heaters (H-3, H-4)

The two tank heaters are small natural gas fired heaters that do not run continuously and constitute
less the 4% of the total project GHG emissions, making consideration of most technologies to reduce

GHG emissions impractical and/or of little benefit.

6.2.1 Step 1 - Identification of Potential Control Technologies

Potentially applicable technologies to minimize GHG emissions from the tank heaters include the

following;
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e Periodic Tune-up - Periodically tune-up of the heaters to maintain optimal thermal
efficiency.

e Heater Design - Good heater design including heat transfer/recovery efficiency, state-of-
the-art refractory and insulation materials in the heater walls, floor, and other surfaces to
minimize heat loss all increase overall thermal efficiency.

e Heater Air/Fuel Control - Monitoring of oxygen concentration in the flue gas to be used to
control air to fuel ratio on a continuous basis for optimal efficiency.

e Waste Heat Recovery — Use of heat recovery from both the heater exhausts and process
streams to preheat the heater combustion air, feed (oil) to heaters, or to produce steam
for use at the site.

e Use of Low Carbon Fuels - Fuels vary in the amount of carbon per Btu, which in turn
affects the quantity of CO2 emissions generated per unit of heat input. Selecting low
carbon fuels is a viable method of reducing GHG emissions.

e Limited operation to minimize emissions.

e CO2 Capture and Storage - Capture and compression, transport, and geologic storage of
the CO2.

6.2.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives

Due to the small size, intermittent operation, and minimal GHG emissions from the tank heaters,
waste heat recovery and CCC are considered technically infeasible for these heaters. The tank
heaters cannot be used effectively for waste heat recovery, as they are small on/off cycled heaters.
For these reasons, use of waste heat recovery on the heaters was eliminated from further

consideration.

6.2.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness

The remaining technologies applicable to the proposed heater design in order of most effective to

least effective include:

e Use of low carbon fuels (up to 100% for fuels containing no carbon),

e Limited operation (50% reduction based on 6 months per year of operation).
e Heater Design (up to 10%),

e Air/Fuel Control (5 - 10%),

e Periodic Tune-ups (negligible for these heaters).
6.24 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

All remaining options in Step 3 for minimizing GHG emissions are typically used to varying degrees to
improve efficiency and minimize GHG emissions from all heaters, and no further evaluation of these

options is considered necessary.
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6.2.5 Step 5 - Selection of BACT
The following design and operating practices will be used to minimize GHG emissions from the tank
heaters:

¢ Use of low carbon fuels natural gas as the only fuel,

¢ Limit operation to an average of 6 months per year for the two heaters combined.

e Efficient heater design,

e Manual air/fuel control,

e Periodic tune-ups as required by the manufacturer.

Due to the small size and insignificant amount of GHG emissions, it is not practical to implement any
specific efficiency standard or metric that will be monitored or demonstrated during actual operation

of the tank heaters.

6.3 Flare

GHG emissions, primarily CO2, are generated from the flare (EPN FL-1) from the combustion of waste
gas streams from the proposed units and pilot/assist natural gas used to maintain the required

minimum heating value to achieve adequate destruction. Both routine and MSS flaring will occur.

6.3.1 Step 1 - Identification of Potential Control Technologies

The only viable control option for reducing GHG emissions from flaring is minimizing the quantity of
flared waste gas and natural gas to the extent possible. The technically viable options for achieving

this include:

e Flaring minimization - minimize the duration and quantity of flaring to the extent possible
through good engineering design of the process and good operating practice.

e Proper operation of the flare - use of flow and composition monitors to accurately determine
the optimum amount of natural gas required to maintain adequate VOC destruction in order
to minimize natural gas combustion and the resulting COx.

e Use of a thermal oxidizer/vapor combustion unit (VCU) in lieu of a flare.

e Use of a vapor recovery unit (VRU) in lieu of a flare.
6.3.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives
Both flaring minimization and proper operation of the flare are considered technically feasible.

One of the primary reasons that a flare is consider for control of VOC in the process vent streams is
that it can also be used for emergency releases. Although every possible effort is made to prevent

such releases, they can occur, and the design must allow for them. A thermal oxidizer/VCU is not
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capable of handling the sudden large volumes of vapor that could occur during an upset release. A
thermal oxidizer/VCU would also not result in a significant difference in GHG emissions compared to
aflare. The same constraints exist with a VRU. For this reason, even if a thermal oxidizer/VCU or a
VRU was used for control of routine vent streams, the flare would still be necessary and would
require continuous burning of natural gas in the pilots, which add additional CO2, NOx, and CO

emissions.

For these reasons, complete elimination of the flare and use of either a thermal oxidizer/VCU or VRU

is rejected as technically infeasible for the project.

6.3.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness

The remaining technologies applicable to the proposed design in order of most effective to least
effective include:

e Flaring minimization (up to 100% GHG emission reduction); and

e Proper operation of the flare (not directly quantifiable).
Virtually alt GHG emissions from fuel combustion result from the conversion of the carbon in the fuel
and/or waste gas to CO2. The proposed condensate splitter process will be designed to minimize the
volume of gas sent to the flare. During routine operation, gas flow to the flare will be limited to pilot
and purge gas only. Flaring will be limited to purge/pilot gas and vapors from emission events and
MSS activities. Proper operation of the flare results in a range of efficiency improvements which

cannot be directly quantified; therefore, the above ranking is approximate only.

6.3.4 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

Flaring Minimization: The proposed process condensate splitter plant will be designed to minimize
the volume of gas sent to the flare. During routine operation, gas flow to the flare will be limited to
pilot and purge gas only. Process/waste gases from the proposed condensate splitter plant will be
recycled back to the heaters as heat input thus reducing the amount of nature gas heat input. This

control technology goes not cause any negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts.

Proper Operation of the Flare: The flare will be equipped with continuous pilot flame monitoring and
a thermocouple on the flare stack. Magellan will adjust the amount of assist natural gas as needed
for proper operation of the flare. This ensures proper destruction of VOCs and that excess natural

gas is not unnecessarily flared. The destruction efficiency is 99% for VOC compounds containing no

more than 3 carbons that contain no elements other than carbon and hydrogen in addition to the
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following compounds: methanol, ethanol, propanol, ethylene oxide, and propylene oxide. The
destruction efficiency is 98% for other VOC compounds. This control option is also cost effective as
both a criteria pollutant and GHG emission control option because it reduces fuel consumption. This

control technology goes not cause any negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts.

6.3.5 Step b - Selection of BACT

Magellan proposes to incorporate all of the control options identified in Section 6.3.1, except for
utilizing a thermal oxidizer, VCU, or VRU in lieu of the flare, as BACT for controlling GHG emissions

from flaring. These technologies are listed below:

e Flaring Minimization: Minimize the duration and quantity of flaring to the extent possible
through good engineering design of the process and good operating practice.

e Proper Operation of the Flare: Equip the flare with continuous pilot flame monitoring, a
thermocouple on the flare stack, and maintain a minimum heating value of 300 Btu/scf. The
flare purge rate will be determined by the manufacturer. Visual opacity monitoring will occur
when the flare is operating.

6.4  Natural Gas Piping Fugitives

Small amounts of methane emissions may occur from leaking natural gas piping components
associated with the proposed project and thus contribute a small amount to the total project GHG
emissions.

6.4.1 Step 1 - Identification of Potential Control Technologies

A search of the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) database and permit applications that have
been submitted to EPA Region 6 for fugitive emissions from natural gas piping fugitives was

conducted to determine possible BACT technologies.

Based on these searches, the following available control technologies were identified:

e Install leakless technology components to eliminate fugitive emission sources; and
¢ Implement an instrument-based LDAR program.

e Implement an audio, visual, oifactory (AVO) LDAR program.
6.4.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives

All options identified in Step 1 are considered “technically” feasible.
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6.4.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness

Leakless components - By installing leak free valves and piping systems the site could achieve close

to 100% reduction in GHG (methane) emissions from leaking valves in natural gas service.

Instrument-based LDAR program - An instrument-based LDAR program could control GHG fugitive

emissions by 75% or more.
AVO LDAR program - An AVO LDAR program could control GHG fugitive emissions by 75% or more

6.4.4 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

Leakless components - Leakless technology components are available and currently in use in
operations that produce or use highly toxic materials. These operations represent a serious threat to
human health from even the smallest amount of fugitive emissions; therefore, leakless technology is
a practical cost effective technology to use in highly toxic environments. These technologies have
not been incorporated as BACT into the designs of natural gas pipeline fugitives since they are not
considered to be highly toxic emissions. Recoghizing that leakless technologies have not been
universally adopted as LAER or BACT, even for toxic or extremely hazardous services, it is reasonable
to state that these technologies are impractical for control of GHG emissions. Any further
consideration of available leakless technologies for GHG controls is not appropriate; therefore, this

control is rejected from further consideration.

Instrument-Based LDAR program - Although technically feasible, use of an LDAR program to control

the negligible amount of GHG emissions that may occur from the proposed natural gas fugitives is
clearly not cost effective due to the already insignificant level of emissions. However, a cost
effectiveness analysis for a basic LDAR program to control process fugitive CHs4 emissions is
presented in Table 6-3 to demonstrate this point. The analysis shows that even the least stringent
LDAR program (TCEQ’s 28M program) would cost $1163/ton of CHa controlled ($47/ton of CO2e
controlled). This cost is considered excessive for GHGs. The primary purpose of implementing an
LDAR program as BACT is to control fugitive emissions of VOCs to the atmosphere. Because natural
gas does not contain a significant amount of VOC, an LDAR program on components in this service
would have a negligible impact on VOC emissions and is thus not necessary for VOC BACT purposes.
Since LDAR is not being implemented at the site for natural gas components as a VOC control
practice, and the cost of the program to control GHG emissions alone would be excessive, Magellan

rejected LDAR from further consideration.
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AVO LDAR program - An AVO program is technically feasible and of minimal cost if conducted by
plant personnel; therefore, a cost analysis has not been performed. There are also no negative

energy and environmental impacts associated with such a program.

6.4.5 Step 5 - Selection of BACT

Due to the negligible amount of GHG emissions from natural gas piping fugitives, implementation of
an LDAR program or installing leakless components is clearly not cost effective and would result in
no significant reduction in overall project GHG emissions. An AVO LDAR program conducted by plant
personnel is a cost effective means of providing control of leaks and reducing GHG emissions.
Based on these considerations, BACT for the natural gas fugitive emissions is determined to be use
of high engineering standards for the selection of equipment and implementing an AVO LDAR
program by plant personnel. The AVO program will consist of daily AVO inspections of all natural gas
piping components to identify leaks. Any leaks that are found will be repaired as soon as practical,
but no later than 30 days following identification of the leak. Records of inspections, identified

leaks, and repairs will be maintained at the plant.
6.5 Marine VCUs

Vapors generated by marine loading products with a vapor pressure of 0.5 psia or greater from the
proposed condensate splitter are controlled by the existing marine VCUs. There will be no physical
modifications to these VCUs required for the proposed project. Assist natural gas is used to maintain
the combustion chamber temperature necessary to achieve adequate destruction. The combustion

of loading vapors and natural gas generate GHG emissions.

6.5.1 Step 1- Identification of Potential Control Technologies

The only viable control option for reducing GHG emissions associated with control of loading vapors
is minimizing the quantity of combusted VOC vapors and natural gas. The available control

technologies for barge and ship loading emissions are:

e Use of aflare in lieu of a thermal oxidizer/VCU: Alternate control technology consideration.
e Useofa VRU in lieu of a VCU: Alternate control technology consideration.

e Minimization: Minimize the duration and quantity of combustion through good engineering
design of the process and good operating practice.

e Proper operation of the VCU: Use of a temperature monitor to ensure adequate VOC
destruction in order to minimize natural gas combustion and resulting GHG emissions.
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6.5.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives

VCUs typically achieve higher DREs (99% or greater) than flares (98%); therefore, VCUs are often
utilized to control loading emissions as constituting LAER. Also, the use of a flare would not result in
a significant difference in GHG emissions compared to a thermal oxidizer/VCU. Vapor recovery units
are not technically feasible for this project because the control devices are located at the shared Port
of Corpus Christi docks, and the availability of necessary utilities and space to construct new VRUs is

limited.

For these reasons, the use of vapor recovery unit are rejected as technically infeasible for control of
marine loading vapors in this instance. Both minimization and proper operation of the VCU are
technically feasible. A flare is also technically feasible, but would result in higher VOC emissions with

no significant difference in GHG emissions.

6.5.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness

The remaining technologies applicable to the proposed design in order of most effective to least
effective include:
e Minimization (up to 80% GHG emission reduction associated with submerged loading of
ships and barges, 100% GHG emission reduction due to pressurized truck loading); and
e Proper operation of the VCU (not directly quantifiable).

e Flaring of marine loading vapors would result in higher VOC emissions and no improvement
in GHGs.

Virtually all GHG emissions from fuel combustion result from the conversion of carbon in the fuel to
CO02. The proposed marine loading operations from the condensate splitter process will be designed
to minimize the volume of the gas sent to the VCU. Specifically, the use of submerged loading leads
to a vapor space concentration reduction of up to 80% during ship loading activities or 50% during

barge loading activities.

Proper operation of the VCU results in a range of efficiency improvements which cannot be directly
quantified; therefore, the above ranking is approximate only. Use of an analyzer(s) to determine the
VCU combustion chamber temperature allows for the continuous determination of the amount of
natural gas needed to maintain the combustion chamber above 1,400 °F or the most recent stack
test temperature (e.g., 1350 °F from 2013 test). Maintaining the combustion chamber above the
minimum temperature maintains proper destruction of VOCs and ensures that excess natural gas is

not unnecessarily combusted.
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6.5.4 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

Minimization: The loading operations related to the condensate splitter process will be designed to
minimize the volume of gas sent to the VCU. Specifically, submerged and/or pressurized loading
reduces the volume of waste gas generated during the loading process which in turn reduces GHG
emissions associated with loading VOC vapor control. There are no negative environmental,

economic, or energy impacts associated with this control technology.

Proper Operation of the VCU: Analyzer(s) will be used to ensure that the VCU combustion chamber
temperature remains above 1,400 °F or the most recent stack test temperature in accordance with
Special Condition No. 16 of NSR Permit No. 56470. The temperature will be measured and
recorded with 6 minute averaging periods as required by the NSR permit. Maintaining the VCU
combustion chamber at the proper temperature for the destruction of VOCs ensures that excess
natural gas is not unnecessarily combusted. The added advantage of reducing fuel costs makes this
control option cost effective as both a criteria pollutant and GHG emission control option. There are

no negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts associated with this control technology.

6.5.5 Step 5 - Selection of BACT

Magellan proposes to incorporate all of the control options identified in Section 6.5.1, except for
utilizing a thermal oxidizer, flare, or VRU in lieu of the VCU, as BACT for controlling GHG emissions

from loading. These technologies are listed below:

e Minimization: Minimize the duration and quantity of combustion to the extent possible
through good engineering design of the process and good operating practice.

e Proper operation of the VCU: Use of temperature monitoring to ensure VOC destruction in
order to minimize natural gas combustion and resulting CO2 emissions.

6.6 Diesel Engines

The diesel engines will be used for emergency purposes only, and the only non-emergency operation

will be for testing no more than 100 hours per year.

6.6.1 Step 1 - Identification of Potential Control Technologies

The RBLC database did not include any control technologies for GHG emissions from emergency use

engines. The technologies that were considered for the engines included:

e [ow carbon fuel,

e Good combustion practice and maintenance, and
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e Limited operation.
6.6.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives

Use of lower carbon fuel such as natural gas is not considered feasible for an emergency engine.
Natural gas supplies may be unavailable in emergency situations, and maintaining the required fuel
in an on-board tank associated with each engine is the only practical fuel option. Good combustion

practice and maintenance and limited operation are both applicable and feasible.

6.6.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness

Limited operation and good combustion practices and maintenance are all effective in minimizing

emissions, but do not lend themselves to ranking by effectiveness.

6.6.4 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

Limited operation is directly applicable to the proposed engines since they are for emergency use
only, resulting in no emissions at most times. Operation for testing purposes is necessary to ensure
operability when needed. Properly designed and maintained engines constitutes good operating

practice for all maximizing efficiency of all fuel combustion equipment, including emergency engines.

6.6.5 Step 5 - Selection of BACT

Magellan proposes to use properly designed and maintained engines to minimize emissions.
Emergency use only inherently results in low annual emissions and normal operation will be limited
to 100 hours per year for scheduled testing only. This minimal use results in an insignificant
contribution to the total project GHG emissions making consideration of additional controls

unwarranted. These practices are proposed as BACT for GHG emissions from the engines.

6.7 MSS Emissions

GHG emissions, primarily COz, are generated from the combustion of VOC vapors associated with
MSS activities (storage tank roof landings, pressure sphere clearing, and purging of vessels and
piping) for the proposed condensate splitter plant and assist natural gas used to maintain the
required minimum heating value or combustion chamber temperature to achieve adequate
destruction. Magellan plans to use a flare (FL-1) and a VCU (MSSVCU) for control of MSS emissions.
The MSS VCU will also control emission from the wastewater treatment system, which will result in a

minimal amount of additional CO2 emissions.
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6.7.1 Step 1 - Identification of Potential Control Technologies

The only viable control option for reducing GHG emissions associated with MSS vapor control is
minimizing the quantity of combusted VOC vapors and natural gas to the extent possible. The
available control technologies for MSS emissions are:

e Use of non-combustion control devices in lieu of a flare/VCU: Carbon canisters and
scrubbers do not generate GHG emissions and will be utilized to control MSS emissions
associated with vacuum trucks, frac tanks, etc.

¢ Minimization: Minimize the duration and quantity of combustion to the extent possible
through good engineering design of the storage tanks and process equipment and good
operating practice.

e Proper operation of the flare/VCU: Use of monitors to accurately determine the optimum

amount of natural gas required to maintain adequate VOC destruction in order to minimize
natural gas combustion and resulting CO2 emissions.

6.7.2 Step 2 - Elimination of Technically Infeasible Alternatives

The use of a carbon canisters, scrubbers, minimization, and proper operation of the flare/VCU are

considered technically feasible.

6.7.3 Step 3 - Ranking of Remaining Technologies Based on Effectiveness
The technologies applicable to MSS activities in order of most effective to least effective include

e Use of a carbon canisters and/or scrubbers in lieu of a flare/VCU {(up to 100% GHG emission
reduction);
¢ Minimization (not directly quantifiable for MSS activities); and
e Proper operation of the flare/VCU (not directly quantifiable for MSS activities).
Proper operation of carbon canisters and scrubbers for MSS VOC emissions control results in a GHG
emission reductions up to 100%. Fuel and/or waste gas combustion which results in the conversion

of carbon in the fuel and/or waste gas to CO2 does not occur with these devices.

The proposed process condensate splitter plant will be designed to minimize the volume of the
waste gas sent to the control device. These improvements cannot be directly quantified; therefore,
the above ranking is approximate only. Waste gas volumes will be reduced by minimizing storage
tank vapor space volumes requiring control during MSS activities (i.e., degassing, etc.). Proper
operation of the flare or VCU results in a range of efficiency improvements which cannot be directly

quantified; therefore, the above ranking is approximate only.
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6.7.4 Step 4 - Evaluation of Control Technologies in Order of Most to Least Effective

Use of a Carbon Canister and Scrubbers. Carbon canisters and scrubbers could be used for control
of MSS VOC emissions from vacuum trucks, frac tanks, etc. The applicability of these control
methods is limited based on flow rates and event duration. These devices are not capable of
handling the sudden large volumes of vapor that could occur during unit turnarounds or storage tank
roof landing activities. There are no negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts

associated with this control technology.

Minimization. New storage tanks and process equipment are designed such that the vapor space
volume requiring control during MSS activities is minimized. Specifically, VOC emissions and the
subsequent GHG emissions associated with MSS activities are significantly reduced by limiting the
duration of MSS activities, reducing vapor space volume requiring control, painting tanks white,
incorporating “drain dry” sumps into the tank design, draining residual VOC material to closed
systems, etc. There are no negative environmental, economic, or energy impacts associated with

this control technology.

Proper Operation. Managing the flare waste gas stream and VCU operation for the proper
destruction of VOCs ensures that excess natural gas is not unnecessarily combusted. This added
advantage of reducing fuel consumption makes this control option cost effective as both a criteria
pollutant and GHG emission control option. There are no negative environmental, economic, or

energy impacts associated with this control technology.

6.7.5 Step 5 - Selection of BACT

Magellan proposes to incorporate the remaining control options identified in Section 6.7.1 as BACT
or controlling GHG MSS emissions from the proposed condensate splitter plant. These technologies

proposed for MSS activities are listed below:

e Use of a carbon canisters and/or scrubbers. Carbon canisters and/or scrubbers will be
utilized to control MSS emissions associated with vacuum trucks, frac tanks, etc.

e Minimization. Minimize the duration and quantity of combustion to the extent possible
through good engineering design of the storage tanks and process equipment and good
operating practice.

e Proper operation of the flare. Equip the flare with continuous pilot flame monitoring, a
thermocouple on the flare stack, and maintain a minimum heating value of 300 Btu/scf.

e Proper Operation of the VCU. Continuous temperature monitoring, (during use) to accurately
determine the optimum amount of natural gas required to maintain adequate VOC
destruction in order to minimize natural gas combustion and resulting CO2 emissions.
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Table 6-1 Cost Analysis for Post-Combustion CCS Process Heaters

Cost ($/ton of CO, Tons of CO, Total Annualized

CCS System Component Controlled) Controlled per Year? Cost ($/vr)
CO, Capture and Compression Facilities $103 196,808 $20,271,190
CO, Transport Facilities (Table 6-2) $4.55 196,808 $896,319
CO, Storage Facilities® $5.41 196,808 $1,064,870
Total CCS System Cost $113 196,808 $22,232,379

Capital Recovery Annualized Capital

Estimated Capital Costs Total Capital Cost* Factor® Cost ($/yr)
Installed Capital Cost of Project w/o CCS $400.000.000 0.0944 $37.757.170
Installed Capital Cost of ccst $177,000,000 0.0944 $16,674,284
Total Project Capital Cost with CCS $577,000,000 0.0944 $54,431,455

1. Costs are from: Report of the Interagency Task Force on Carbon Capture (August, 2010). A range of costs was
provided for transport and storage facilities; for conservatism, the low ends of these ranges were used in this analysis
as they contribute little to the total cost. Reported costs in $/tonne were converted to $/ton.

2. Tons of CO, controlled assumes 90% capture of all CO, emissions from the four process heaters.

3. Storage Cost ($/tonne, converted to $/ton) from: Quality Guidelines for Energy System Studies: Estimating Carbon
Dioxide Transport and Storage Costs, National Energy Technology Laboratory, U.S. Dept. of Energy, DOE/NETL-
2013/1614, March 2013.

4. Capital cost of Condensate Splitter Project is estimated to be $300,000,000 to $400,000,000. Upper end of range
is used in this analysis.

5. Capital recovery factor based on 7% interest rate and 20 year equipment life.

6. Annualized capital cost of CCS estimated to be 75% of total annualized cost. Installed capital cost of CCS
calculated by dividing annualized capital cost by capital recovery factor.

Interest rate 7%
Equipment Life (yrs) 20

6-20
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Table 6-2 CO, Pipeline Construction Cost Estimate

Descrintion
Capital Cost:

CO, Pipeline - 10" Diameter

CO, Surae Tank and Pipeline Control Svstem
Total Capital Cost for CO2 Compression,
Pipeline, and Well

Capital Recovery Factor'

Annualized Capital Cost ($/vr)

Operating Cost:
O&M Cost. $/vear
Total Annual Operating Cost ($/yr)

Total Cost:

Total Annual Cost ($/vr)
GHG Emissions Controlled (ton/vr)

Cost ($/ton)

Cost Basis

10-mile pipeline 10-inch diameter
(10 miles is location of nearest pipeline or storage cavern).
$8.000.000 DOE/NETL calculation method (see below).

Estimate from DOE/NETL? method, scaled back for smaller
$600,000 system

000

0.0944 7% interest rate and 20 year equipment life

$811.779 Total capital cost times capital recovery factor

$84.540 O&M $8,454/milelyr
$84,540

$896.319 Annualized capital cost plus annual operating cost
196.808 From GHG Calculations in Appendix A

$4.55 Total Annual Cost/GHG Emissions Controlied

1. Capital recovery factor based on 7% interest rate and 20 year equipment life.

Interest rate:
Equipment Life (yrs):

7%
20

Capital Cost for Construction of CO2 Pipeline to Nearest Storage Cavern:

Length in miles (L): 10
Diameter in inches (D): 10
Component Cost
Materials $1,414,578
Labor $4,895,817
Miscellaneous $1,564,012
Right-of-Way $506,342
Total Cost of Pipeline $8,380,749

Several candidate storage reservoirs exist within 10 to 50 miles of the proposed
project; however, none of these have been confirmed to be viable for large
scale CO2 storage at this time. However, it was assumed for this analysis

that a suitable storage reservoir would be available within 10 miles.

Cost Equation®

Materials = $70,350 + $2.01 x L x (330.5 x D* + 686.7 x D + 26,960)

Labor = $371,850 + $2.01 x L x (343.2 x D? + 2,074 x D + 170,013)

Misc. = $147,250 + $1.55 x L x (8,417 x D + 7,234)

Right-of-Way = $51,200 + $1.28 x L x (577 x D + 29,788)

2: Pipeline cost equations are from: Quality Guidelines for Energy System Studies: Estimating Carbon Dioxide Transport
and Storage Costs, National Energy Technology Laboratory, U.S. Dept. of Energy, DOE/NETL-2013/1614, March 2013
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Table 6-3 Cost Analysis for Natural Gas Fugitives LDAR Program

Monitoring Cost:
Number of Valves
Number of Flanges:
Number of PRVs
Number of Pumps:
Number of Comps

Total Number Monitored
Total Cost of Monitoring

Number of Repairs:
Cost of Repairs:

Cost to re-monitor repairs
Total Cost of LDAR:

CH, Uncontrolled

CO,e Uncontrolled

CH, Controlled

CO,e Controlled

CH, Emission Reduction
CO,e Emission Reduction

CH, Cost Effectiveness:
CO,e Cost Effectiveness

50 component per quarter

200 monitored

1,407 (walk through monitorina)

0 monitored

0 monitored

0 monitored

200 monitored
$2,000 per year

64 per year (8% of monitored components per quarter)

$10,880 per year @ $200 per component (85% of lea
remaining 15% only require minor repair)

$160 per year

$13,040 per year (monitoring + repair + re-monitor)

25.7 tpy of CH,
641.7 tpy of CO,e
14.5 tpy of CH,
361.5 tpy of CO,e
11.2 tpy of CH,
280.2 tpy of CO.e

$1,163 per ton of CH,
$47 per ton of CO.e
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Table A-1
Heater Emissions

Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014

Source Pollutant
Fractionator Heater H coz
1A N20
CH4
co2
Hot Oil Heater H-1B N20
CH4
Fractionator Heater H co2
N20
2A
CH4
Cco2
Hot Oil Heater H-2B N20
CH4
Cco2
Tank Heater H-3 N20
CH4
CO2
Tank Heater H-4 N20
CH4
from

Annuan
Emission
Factor

Annuai

Average Maximum  Annual
Firing Rate Firing Rate Operation
(MMBtu/hr) (MMBtu/hr)  (hours)
1.17E+02
2.20E-04
2 20E-03
1.17E+02
2.20E-04
2.20E-03
1.17E+02
2.20E-04
2.20E-03
1.17E+02
2.20E-04
2.20E-03
1.17E+02
2.20E-04
2.20E-03
1.17E+02
2.20E-04
2.20E-03

117.2 128.9 8,760

96 2 105.8 8,760

117.2 128.9 8,760

96.2 105.8 8,760
16 16 4,380

4,380

2. Global warming potential factors from 40 CFR 98, Table A-1.

(Ib/MMBtu)

Emissions

(tpy)
60,048.58
0.11
1.13
49,289.02
0.09
0.93
60,048.58
0.1
1.13
49,289.02
0.09
0.93
4098.88
0.01
008
4098.88
0.01
0.08

Emission Factor Basis

40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.

98 C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.

40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2

40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.
40 CFR 98 Tables C-1 and C-2.

GWP

208
25

298
25

298
25

298
25

298
25

298
25

CO2e
Emissions
(tpy)
60,048.58
33.72
28.29
49,289.02
27.68
23.22
60,048.58
33.72
28.29
49,289.02
27.68
23.22
4,098.88
2.30
1.93

4,098.88

2.30
1.93



Table A-2

Marine Loading Vapors to VCU

Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014

Basis

- Emissions calculated based on loading loss factors (Tables 5.2-1, AP-42, Section 5.2).
- Saturation factor assumed to be 0.2 (ships) and 0.5 (barges), submerged loading.

- VP based on maximum expected liquid temperature for the short-term and annual average liquid temperature for the annual basis.
- Annual throughputs listed are for the purposes of estimating the emission cap only and are not meant to be operational limits.

- High VP Group includes condensate, light naphtha, and heavy naphtha. Low VP Group includes jet fuel and dislillate.

- Light Naphtha temperature will be controlled to ensure that the TVP does not exceed 11 psia.

Vapors to
VCU1/VCU2
Collection Control Annual Avg. Loading
Material Vessel Type| Efficiency* Efficlency Mw Avg(.':;amp A(v gs.i;I)P Loss Factor Th;::g;lsut tpy
(%) (%) P {Ib/1000 gal)
High VP Group Barge 100% 99.50% 58.7 80 11.00 7.4550 13,249,500 2074.27
High VP Group Ship 95% 99.50% 58.7 80 11.00 2.9820 13,249,500 788.22
Maximum™ | 2074.27

*Annual Emissions to VCU based on maximum of barge or ship.
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Table A-1a
CO, Emission factor Calculation for non-condensible gas to be used as heater fuel
Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014
Component MW Reported Normalized Normalized Specific
Volume
MNb/ibmoll mole % mole % weiaht % Ift/1b1 Btu/lbm
\litrogen N, 28.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 13.55 0
Carbon Dioxide CO, 44.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.63
Carbon Monoxide CO 28.01 0.000 0.004 0.000 13.55 43420
Helium He 4.00 0.000 0 000 0.00C 94 .84 0.0
Arqon Ar 39.95 0.000 0.000 0.00C 9.50 0.0
Hydrogen Hy 2.02 0.000 0.000 0.00C 188.33 61,022.C
Vethane UHy 16.04 87.650 87.650 73.42¢ 23.66 23,891.C
Ethane CaoHg 30.07 8.290 8.290 13.017 12.63 22,333.C
Jropane C3Hg 4410 0.000 0.000 0.000 8.61 21,653.C
Iso-Butane 58.12 0.11¢€ 0.110 0.334 6.53 21,232.C
n-Butane UqHia 58.12 2.27C 2.270 6.890 6.53 21,300.C
Iso-Pentane UsgHio 72.15 1.68C 1.680 6.330 5.26 21,043.0
n-Pentane CsHiz 72.15 0.00C 0.000 0.000 5.26 21,085.0
n-Hexane UgH1a 86.18 0.00C 0.00¢C 0.000 4.41 20,943.0
1-Heptane (07 7P 100.20 0.00C 0.00C 0.000 3.79 20,839.0
Ethylene CoHy 28.05 0.000 0.00C 0.000 13.53 21,640.0
42.08 0.000 0.00C 0.000 9.02
1eo-Pentane CsHiz 72.15 0.000 0.00C 0.000 5.26 20,958.0
Acetylene CsH, 26.04 0.00C 0.000 0.000 14.58 23,000.0
-vdrogen Sulfide  H,S 34.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.17 7.479
xvaen 05 32.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.86 0
Nater 18.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 21.07
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 23,321
HHV/LHV Ratio 1.105
Combustion Calculations
Component Fuel Molar 02 Stoic. Uxygen LUZ Stolc. voz H20 Stoic.
Flow Rate Coeff. Requirement Coeff Production Coeff,
{Ibmol/mmbtu) (ilbmol/mmbtu) ({lbmol/mmbtu)
Nitroaen N, 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Carbon Dioxide CO, 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
Carbon Monoxide LCu U.uu 0.500 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
Helium He 0.bou 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Araon Ar v.LoY 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0000
Hydrogen H» 0.000 0.500 0000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Methane CH, 1.963 2.000 3.925 1.000 1963 2.000
Ethane CaHg 0.186 3.500 0.650 2.000 0.371 3.000
Propane CiHg 0.000 5.000 0.000 3.000 0.000 4,000
Iso-Butane CiHio 0.002 6.500 0.016 4.000 0.010 5.000
n-Butane CaHia 0.051 6.500 0.330 4.000 0.203 5000
Iso-Pentane CsH,, 0.038 8.000 0.301 5000 0.188 6.000
n-Pentane CsHi2 0.000 8.000 0.000 5.000 0.000 6.000
n-Hexane CaHaa 0.000 9.500 0.000 6.000 0.000 7.000
n-Heptane CiHyg 0.000 11.000 0.000 7.000 0.000 8.000
Ethylene CoHa 0.000 3.000 0.000 2 000 0.000 2.000
Propviene CaHg 0.000 4.500 0.000 3.000 0.000 3.000
neo-Pentane CsHyo 0.000 8.000 0.000 5.000 0.000 6.000
Acetviene CoH» 0000 2.500 0000 2.000 0.000 1.000
Hydrogen Sulfide H.S 0.000 1.500 0.000 0000 0000 1.000
Oxygen 0, 0.000 0.000 0000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Water H,O 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Total 2.239 5.223 2.735
CO2 Emission Faclor = 2.735 Ibmol/mmbtu x 44.01 Ib/lbmol

A-3

Higher Heating Value

Btu/ft®

g

Q

320.5
0.0

0.0
324.2
1.010.0
1,769.7
2,516.1

3,262.3
4,000.9
4,008.9
4,755.9
5,502.5
1.600.0

3.985.C

1,600.C

672

Q

50.3
1.176.8

1.105

H20

Production
{Ibmolimmbtu

0.000
0.000
u.uuu
v.uuu
0.uuu
0.000
3.925
0.557
0.000
0.012
0.254
0.226
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
4975

Lower Heating Value "

Btu/lbm

0

[1]
4.342.0
0.0

0.0
51,566.0
21,511.0
20,429.0
19.822.C

19,658.C
19.456.0
19.481.0
19.393.0
19,315.0
20.278.0
o.u
19.371.0
21,000.0
6,800
0
0
21.106

Btu/ft®

320 £
0.0

0.0
273.8
909.4
1.618.7
2,314.¢

3.010.¢
3.699.C
3,703.¢
4.403.¢
5,100.2
1.499.0
2,182.(
3,683.C
1,450.C
611

C

C

1,065.1



Table A-3

Marine Loading Control - Vapor Combustor
Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project
September 2014

Basis
- Assumed all products have a maximum heat content equivalent to 20,000 Btu/lb.
- Total heat release values for the VCU include contributions from both the loading vapors and the added natural gas.

- VOC Destruction efficiency of VCU : 99.50%
Natural Gas Usage: 60,000 scf/hr

77,745,000  scfiyr
1,050 btu/scf, HHV

Annual
Operation Type Loading Vapor Loading Vapors Total Heat Release
tpy (from A-2) iblyr MMBtu/vr
Barge/Ship Loading 2074.27 4,148,544 164,603.12
Annual
Operation Type Loading Vapors Natural Gas
MMBtu/yr MMBtulyr
Barge/Ship Loading 82.971 81.632.25
: Emissions Factor' Emissions
Combusted Material Pollutant (Value) (Units) GWP?
CO, 53.06 ka/MMBtu 4,774.55 1
Natural Gas CH, 0.001 ka/MMBtu 0.09 25
N,O 0.0001 ka/MMBtu 0.01 298
CO, 74.54 kg/MMBtu 6,817.40 1
Loaded Material CH,4 0.003 kg/MMBtu 0.27 25
NoO 0.0006 ka/MMBtu 0.05 298

Notes:
1. Emission factors from 40 CFR 98, Tables C-1 and C-2. Loading vapor emissions calculated using crude oil factors.
2. Global warming potential factors from 40 CFR 98, Table A-1.

CO2e
{ton/vr)
4774.55

2.25
2.68
6817.40
6.86
16.35

3. Natural Gas (MMBtu/yr) = pilot gas flow rate (scf/hr) x natural gas heat content (1,050 But/scf) x (1 MMBtu / 16 Btu) x (8,760 hriyr)

A4



Table A-4
Flare Pilot Emissions

Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014

Basis

- The only routine emissions from the flare are from the combustion of pilot gas, purge gas, and
intermittent flow from the push/pull arrangement for vapor control on VC-2001 Feed Surge Drum.

- The flare may be used for emergency situations; however, those emissions are not estimated
because TCEQ does not permit upsets.

Pilot Gas Flow: 163
Pilot Gas Flow: 1,423,500
Pilot Gas Heat Value: 1,050
Purge Gas Flow: 46
Purge Gas Flow: 405,150
Purge Gas Heat Value: 1,050

VC-2001 Feed Surge Drum Vapor Control Flow:
VC-2001 Feed Surge Drum Vapor Control Flow:
VC-2001 Feed Surge Drum Vapor Heat Value:

Combusted Material Pollutant
CO,
Natural Gas CH,
N,O
Notes:

scfh
scflyr
Btu/scf
scfh
scflyr
Btu/scf
23.69 scfh
103,751 scfiyr
1,050 Btu/scf
Emissions Factor' Emissions
(Value) | (Units)  (toniyn
53.06 kg/MMBtu 125.05
0.001 kg/MMBtu 0.0024
0.0001 kg/MMBtu 0.0002

1. Emission factors from 40 CFR 98, Tables C-1 and C-2.
2. Global warming potential factors from 40 CFR 98, Table A-1

CO2e
Gwp? (ton/vr)
1 125.05
25 0.06
298 0.07



Table A-5

Fugitive Component Emissions - Natural Gas (CH4) Service
Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014

Basis
- Component counts are a design estimate, assumed to be 100% CH4.
- TCEQ emission factors for the category "SOCMI without ethylene" were applied.

Emission Uncontrolled AVOLDAR  Controlled
Component Component Factor SOCMI Number of Emissions Control Emissions
Tvpe Tvoe Without C2 Components {tov) Efficiencv’ (tov)
Valves Gas/Vapor 0.0089 200 7.80 75% 1.95
Flanges Gas/Vapor 0.0029 1,407 17.87 75% 4.47
Total Fu itive ns: 25.67 6.42
Total CO2e Emissions 641.70 160.43

Notes:

1. Piping component fugitive emissions conservatively assumed to consist of 100% CH4 for GHG PSD applicability p
2. CO2e annual emission rate (ipy) = CH4 emission rate (tpy) x CH4 GWP

1. Range of control efficency is estimated to be 75% to 97%. Low end of range is used for conservatism.



Tabie A-6

Emergency Use Combustion Devices
Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project
September 2014

Diesel Fire Water Pump Engines

Basis:
- The fire water pumps will be Clarke engines model JX6H-UFADS8.

Power Fuel Annual
Unit ID Pollutant (hp) Consumption Operation
(Btu/hr) (hr)
CO,
FWP1 CH,4 617 3,965,000 100
N,O
CcoO,
FWP2 CH, 617 3,965,000 100
N,O

Emergency Generators

Basis:

Emissions Factor

Value

73.96
0.003
0.0006

73.96
0.003
0.0006

Units

ka/MMBtu
kg/MMBtu
kg/MMBtu

kg/MMBtu

kg/MMBtu
kg/MMBtu

Emissions

tpy

32
1.3E-03
2.6E-04

32
1.3E-03
2.6E-04

GWP?

25
298

25
298

- The fire water pumps will be Caterpillar generators. The 500 kW unit is set DM8155. The 100 kW unit set P3362A.

Power Fuel Annual
Unit ID Pollutant (kW) Consumption Operation

(Btu/hr) (hr)
CO,

EMGEN1 CH,4 500 4,758,000 100
N,O
Co,

EMGEN2 CH, 100 936,000 100
N,O

A-7

Emissions Factor

Value

73.96
0.003
0.0006

73.96
0.003
0.0006

Units

kg/MMBtu
MBtu

kg/MMBtu
kg/MMBtu

Emissions

tpy

38
1.6E-03
3.1E-04

8
3.1E-04
6.2E-05

GWP?

25
298

25
298

CO2e

tpy

32.33
0.03
0.08

32.33

0.03
0.08

CO2e

tpy

38.79
0.04
0.09
7.63

0.01
0.02



Table A-7

Maintenance, Startup, and Shutdown Emission Summary

Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project
September 2014

Source FIN

Vessels & Piping MSS to Flare FL-1
IFR Tank Landings to VCU* MSSVCU
Pressure Tank MSS to VCU MSSvCU

WWT Separator & Desalter to VCU ~ MSSVCU
Assist Natural Gas in VCU MSSVCU
MSSVCU Total MSSVCU

Total MSS Emissions

*Includes both routine and MSS landings

EPN

FL-1
MSSVCU
MSSVCU
MSSVCU
MSSVCU
MSSVCU

tov
450.83

334.00
48.89
109.96
2,151.91
2,644.76

3,095.59

A-8

).

CO.e tov

450.83
334.00
48.89
109.96
2,151.91
2,644.76

3,095.59

tov
0.02

0.01
0.002
0.00E+00
0.04
0.06

0.07

[
CO.e tpy

0.45
0.34
0.059
0.00
1.01
1.41

1.86

N,O
tpy CO.e tpy
0.004 1.08
0.003 0.80
0.0005 0.14
0.00E+00 0.00
0.00 1.21
0.01 215
0.01 3.23
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Table A-9

Pressure Tank MSS

Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project
September 2014

Basis:
- All liquid is drained from the tank prior to opening

LPG Propane Butane

Vessel Volume (bbl): 17,500 2,000 2,000
Duration (hrs/event): 6 1 1
Events per year: 1 2 2
Temperature (F): 81.03 81.03 81.03
Storage Pressure (psia): 34 150 53
Molecular Weight: 57.9 441 58.4

Displaced LPG Vapors to VCU:
Ideal Gas Law: pV =nRT
ft3/Ib-mol = (10.731 ft3-psia/R Ib-mol * 540 7 R) / 34 psia
ft3/lb-mol = 170.66

98,255 ff? | 1event | 1lbmol | 57910 | 1 ton

Annual Emissions:
event yr | 170.66 f* | Ib-mol | 2000 Ib

Displaced Butane Vapors to VCU:

Ideal Gas Law: pV = nRT
ft3/Ib-mol = (10.731 ft3-psia/R-Ib-mol * 540 7 R) / 53 psia
ft3/lb-mol = 109 48

o 11,229 #° 2 event 1 lb-mol 58.4 Ib 1 ton
Annual Emissions:
event yr 109.48 Ib-mol 2000 Ib

Displaced Propane Vapors to VCU:

Ideal Gas Law: pV = nRT
ft3/Ib-mol = (10.731 ft3-psia/R-lb-mol * 540.7 R) / 150 psia
ft3/lb-mol = 38.68

e 11,229 #° 2 event 1 lb-mol 441 Ib 1 ton
Annual Emissions:
event yr 38.68 Ib-mol 2000 Ib
Control Device Emissions;
HC Destruction Efficiency: 99%
Heat content of vapors: 21,561 btu/lb LPG
21,300 btu/lb Butane
21,653 btu/lb Propane

Controlled

Combusted Material Pollutant Emissions Factor' Vapors Emissions CO.e
(Value)  (Units) MMBtuivr GWP?  ftonivn

CO, 61.71 ka/MMBtu 48.89 1 48.89

LPG CH,4 0.003  kg/MMBtu  718.76 0.002 25 0.06
N,O 00006 kg/MMBtu 0.0005 298 0.14
CO, 64.77  kg/MMBtu 18.22 1 18.22

Butane CH, 0.003 kg/MMBtu 255.18 0.001 25 0.02
N,O 00006 kg/MMBtu 0.0002 298 0.05
CO, 62.87  kg/MMBtu 38.42 1 38.42

Propane CH, 0.003  ka/MMBtu 554.40 0.002 25 0.05
N,O 00006 kg/MMBtu 0.0004 298 011

Emission Limits (bold font) based on maximum
Notes:

1. Emission factors from 40 CFR 98, Tables C-1 and C-2.
2. Global warming potential factors from 40 CFR 98, Table A-1

A-11

16.67 —20_
yr
yr

12.80 20
yr



Table A-10

MSS Vapor Combustion Unit Pilot/Assist Gas Combustion
Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014

Basis:

Hourly natural gas usage (scf/hr): 24,000
Annual natural gas usage (scf/hr). 4,000
Natural gas heating value (btu/scf): 1,050

Combusted Pollutant Emissions Factor' Emissions : CO.e
Material (Value) (Units) (ton/yr) GWP (tonlyr)
CO, 53.06 kg/MMBtu 2,151.91 1 2151.91
Natural Gas CH, 0.001 kg/MMBtu 0.04 25 1.01
N,O 0.0001 kg/MMBtu 0.00 298 1.21
Notes:

1. Emission factors from 40 CFR 98, Tables C-1 and C-2.
2. Global warming potential factors from 40 CFR 98, Table A-1.

3. Natural Gas (MMBtu/yr) = pilot gas flow rate (scf/hr) x 1,050 But/scf x 1 MMBtu/10° Btu x 8,760 hriyr

A-12




Table A-11

Vessels & Piping Maintenance, Startup, and Shutdown Activity Emissions
Magellan Corpus Christi Splitter Project

September 2014

- The volumes and frequencies listed below are for emission estimation purposes only. The actual activity type, frequency,
volume, etc. may vary so long as the estimated emissions are not exceeded.

Equipment Type

Tvpical Even ation
Vapor

-iquid Density
Temperature

d
Volume
Eaquipment Inner Surface Area
Eauioment

Moles

Eauinment MSS - Refillina
to Control

Refillina Loss Factor

Refillina Loss 'er wvent

Refilling Loss

Units

ir
Irs
Ib/Ib-mole
Ib/aal
F
osia
ff"
fi

Yi s/No
M,/event
tov

Yes/No

Ibs/event
tov

* 2.5% of piping volume, 20% other vessel volume

Filters,
Pumps Meters,
Valves,
Strainars
30 500
1 1
63.1 63.1
6.62 6.62
554 60 554 60
11.00 11.00
200.00 50.00
465.13 174.69
No No
0.370 0.092
0.35 1.46
No No
9.36 9.36
14.00 3.50
0.21 087

Vessels,
Piping, and
Splitter
Conlumn
60
1
63.1
6.62
554.60
11.00
24,500.00
6.534.51

Yes
45 288
171

Yes
936
1714.66
103

L = Loading Losses, Ib/1000 gallons
S = Saturation Factor, see Table 5.2-1 in AP-42, Section 5.2

P = True vapor pressure, psia

M = Molecular weight of vapors, Ib/lb-mol
T = Temperature of bulk liquid loaded, R (F + 460)

R = Ideal gas constant
V = Volume of Vapor Space

where:
Ideal Gas Law {vapors vented prior to opening)
pV =nRT
Liguid Refilling
L=1246*S*P*M/T
Control Device Emissions:
Control Device: FL-1
VOC Destruction Efficiency: 98%
Heat content of vapors (btu/lb): 20,000
Combusted Material Pollutant
CO,
Condensate/Crude CH,
N,O

Notes:
1. Emission factors from 40 CFR 98, Tables C-1 and C-2.

Emissions Factor’

{Value)
74.54
0.003

0.0006

2. Global warming potential factors from 40 CFR 98, Table A-1

{Units)
ka/MMBtu
ka/MMBtu
kg/MMBtu

Controlled L
Emissions
Vapors 2
MMBtuivr {ton/vrl GWP
450 83 1
5486.77 002 25
0 004 298

CO.e
{tonivr)
450.83

0.45
1.08
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Appendix B
RBLC Search Results

Revised September 22, 2014
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Appendix C

Detailed Process Flow Diagrams

Revised September 22, 2014
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