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PUBLIC COMMENTATORS 
 

No. Name Home and E-mail Addresses 

1 Russell Zerbo 
130 South Melville Street, Philadelphia, PA  19143 

rzerbo@cleanair.org 

2 Noel Smyth, Jr. 
1838 Rose Tree Lane, Havertown, PA  19083 

noel.smyth.jr@gmail.com 

3 Edmund Weisberg 
1720 Spruce Street, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

edmundweisberg@yahoo.com 

4 Jason Volpe 
826 North Capitol Street, Philadelphia, PA  19130 

jason.a.volpe@gmail.com 

5 Anne Jackson 
P.O. Box 516, Morgantown, PA  19543 

Buggarden@dejazzd.com 

6 Donna Cordner 
325 South 25th Street, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

brentgroce@me.com 

7 Gary Lewis 
111 Hidden Hollow Court, Phoenixville, PA  19460 

garyalewis@yahoo.com 

8 Allison Barnes 
317 Laurel Moors Drive, Exton, PA  19341 

abarnesyoung@aol.com 

9 Daniel Safer 
3305 Hamilton Street, Philadelphia, PA  19104 

Saferdan@hotmail.com 

10 Katrina Probst 
1445 Sawmill Road, Downingtown, PA  19335 

ninalina@mac.com 

11 MaryAnne Troy 
1002 Birchwood Lane, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

maryannetroy@comcast.net 

12 Betsy Amber 
11 Buttonwood Drive, Exton, PA  19341 

catamber@comcast.net 

13 Wesley Merkle 
3458 Midvale Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19129 

wwm102@hotmail.com 

14 James Castellan 
42 Rabbit Run Road, Rose Valley, PA  19086 

james.castellan@gmail.com 

15 Greg Navarro 
266 Lyceum Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19128 

Gnav11@hotmail.com 

16 Ed Dunn 
4055 Lasher Road, Drexel Hill, PA  19026 

ejdunnjr@comcast.net 

17 William Haaf 
1923 Marlboro Road, Kennett Square, PA  19348 

billhaaf@verizon.net 

18 Bonnie Eisenfeld 
2031 Locust Street, Apt. 402, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

BWEHRL@yahoo.com 

19 Boris Dirnbach 
6350 Lancaster Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19151 

bdirnbac@gmail.com 

20 Cynthia Williamson 
25 Overlook Circle, Garnet Valley, PA  19060 

cynthiajon@me.com 

21 Lynda Ferguson 
Bishop Hollow Road, Newtown Square, PA  19073 

Ladylynda9@gmail.com 

22 Mary Ann Leitch 
526 Reed Street, Philadelphia, PA  19147 

maleitch@live.com 

23 Mike DellaPenna 
2 Fairway Drive, Malvern, PA  19355 

mdellapenna@comcast.net 

24 Ira Josephs 
499 West Jefferson Street, Media, PA  19063 

irabike@yahoo.com 
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No. Name Home and E-mail Addresses 

25 Sharon Strauss 
758 Saint Georges Road, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

sestrauss@verizon.net 

26 As Er 
316 Midland Avenue, Wayne, PA  19087 

reilsshera@aol.com 

27 Sydney Hausman-Cohen 
42 South 15th Street, Apt. 603, Philadelphia, PA  19102 

shausmancohen@gmail.com 

28 Norman Feldman 
7160 Erdrick Street, Philadelphia, PA  19135 

normanhar@comcast.net 

29 Dan Behl 
18 James Hayward Road, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

dmb193@hotmail.com 

30 Lana Fishkin 
171 Gramercy Road, Bala Cynwyd, PA  19004 

lanafishkinmd@gmail.com 

31 Mark Spiller 
336 West Allens Lane, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

markspiller@earthlink.net 

32 Shawn S. Megill Legendre 
1 Linden Place, Philadelphia, PA  19144 

sslegend2000@gmail.com 

33 Diane Krassenstein 
7617 Fillmore Street, Philadelphia, PA  19111 

dkrassen1@verizon.net 

34 Megan LeCluyse 
1018 Christian Street, Philadelphia, PA  19147 

azmeg2001@yahoo.com 

35 Nora Nash 
609 South Convent Road, Aston, PA  19014 

nnash@osfphila.org 

36 Marilyn Maurer 
538 Ballytore Road, Wynnewood, PA  19096 

merberm55@hotmail.com 

37 Cody Cowper 
247 South Warnock Street, Philadelphia, PA  19107 

ccowper@me.com 

38 Gina LoBiondo 
105 Green Briar Lane, Havertown, PA  19083 

reggie13chip@yahoo.com 

39 Sheila Siegel 
604 South Washington Square, Philadelphia, PA  19106 

Sheila.z.siegel@comcast.net 

40 Paula Lynn 
19 Rock Hill Road, 5D, Bala Cynwyd, PA  19004 

hollywood5459@gmail.com 

41 James DeAngelis 
1124 Laurel Drive, West Chester, PA  19380 

jluke29@yahoo.com 

42 Patricia Danzon 
140 Pennsylvania Avenue, Bryn Mawr, PA  19010 

pdanzonphoto@comcast.net 

43 Lynn Mather 
7425 Boyer Street, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

lynnmather@gmail.com 

44 Kathleen Riordan 
633 East Allens Lane, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

kathleen.riordan@att.net 

45 Serena Levingston 
6909 Henley Street, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

serenalevingston@gmail.com 

46 Debbie Dawson 
509 Fernwood Avenue, Folsom, PA  19033 

batsymom1@verizon.net 

47 Leo Dolle 
325 North Princeton Avenue, Swarthmore, PA  19081 

benderch@hotmail.com 

48 Carol Blum 
2446 Aspen Street, Philadelphia, PA  19130 

carol.blum191@gmail.com 

49 Sister Dominica Lo Bianco, OSF 
609 South Convent Road, Aston, PA  19014 

lobianco12@yahoo.com 
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No. Name Home and E-mail Addresses 

50 Rosemary Fuller 
226 Valley Road, Media, PA  19063 

rosemaryfuller@aol.com 

51 Jill Turco 
2428 Manton Street, Philadelphia, PA  19146 

jillylovespugs@gmail.com 

52 Marielle Lerner 
328 Dawson Street, Philadelphia, PA  19128 

marielle.lerner@gmail.com 

53 Susan Babbitt 
319 South Tenth Street, #133, Philadelphia, PA  19107 

philad49@att.net 

54 Diane Calkins 
5831 Drexel Road, Philadelphia, PA  19131 

calkinsdm5@yahoo.com 

55 Jared Cornelia 
125 Denn Place, Wilmington, DE  19804 

jaredc1200@gmail.com 

56 B. Soltis 
690 Hopewell Road, Downingtown, PA  19335 

bsoltis3@yahoo.com 

57 Deborah McIlvaine 
3906 Vaux Street, Philadelphia, PA  19129 

deborahmcilvaine@gmail.com 

58 Mark Spina 
532 Smedley Avenue, Media, PA  19063 

nbtw12@yahoo.com 

59 Arianne Allen 
12 Brookside Road, Wallingford, PA  19086 

arianne314@gmail.com 

60 Joe Sayre 
1412 Carolina Place, Downingtown, PA  19335 

jsayre17@gmail.com 

61 Jenny Hoedeman-Eiteljorg 
707 Kater Street, Philadelphia, PA  19147 

jennyhoedeman@gmail.com 

62 William Edelman 
529 Simms Street, Philadelphia, PA  19116 

edelbill713@gmail.com 

63 Donald Charles 
1868 Bertram Road, Huntingdon Valley, PA  19006 

charles@ansp.org 

64 Ann Buki 
56 Kimberwyck Lane, Exton, PA  19341 

akmcgb@yahoo.com 

65 Park Furlong 
133 East Bristol Road, Feasterville-Trevose, PA  19053 

sfurlong5@verizon.net 

66 Megan Marley 
114 Strathmore Road, Havertown, PA  19083 

meganwhitemarley@yahoo.com 

67 Sandra Folzer 
209 Rex Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19118 

sfolzer@verizon.net 

68 Kay Whittle 
1626 East Strasburg Road, West Chester, PA  19380 

Kewhittle23@gmail.com 

69 Robert Rossachacj 
110 East Knowles Avenue, Glenolden, PA  19036 

rossachacj@aol.com 

70 Emma Sabin 
8417 Shawnee Street, Philadelphia, PA  19118 

emmasbn6@gmail.com 

71 Nancy Ballard 
265 Northwestern Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19128 

nballard@dca.net 

72 Rhyan Grech 
4609 Springfield Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19143 

rhyan_grech@yahoo.com 

73 Jeanne Weber 
1119 Rapps Dam Road, Phoenixville, PA  19460 

jeanneweber@verizon.net 

74 Sally Mattison 
1052 Broadmoor Road, Bryn Mawr, PA  19010 

sallymattison@gmail.com 
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No. Name Home and E-mail Addresses 

75 Mychal Simonian 
225 West Apsley Street, Philadelphia, PA  19144 

misimonian@gmail.com 

76 Bruce Brown 
709 Great Springs Road, Bryn Mawr, PA  19010 

bmbrown9999@aol.com 

77 Sidne Baglini 
203 Channing Avenue, Malvern, PA  19355 

sidbaglini@gmail.com 

78 Judith Gratz 
510 Glenside Avenue, Wyncote, PA  19095 

twnelson@erols.com 

79 Kathleen O'Donnell 
455 South 48th Street, Philadelphia, PA  19143 

odonnellkathleen@aim.com 

80 John Johnson 
925 Edgemore Road, Philadelphia, PA  19151 

johnnyjayjohnson@yahoo.com 

81 Sandra Foehl 
3443 West Penn Street, Philadelphia, PA  19129 

sandra.foehl@temple.edu 

82 Diana Hulboy 
308 Ripka Street, Philadelphia, PA  19128 

hulboyd7@gmail.com 

83 Claudia Crane, RN 
2335 Perot Street, Philadelphia, PA  19130 

claudia@claudiacrane.com 

84 Joe Minott 
2301 Cherry Street, 4J, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

emiari@cleanair.org 

85 Anna Tangi 
2642 South Alder Street, Philadelphia, PA  19148 

tangianna@verizon.net 

86 James Corrodi 
311 Windsor Avenue, Wayne, PA  19087 

jacorrodi@gmail.com 

87 Maryanne Zakreski 
120 Hilldale Road, Cheltenham, PA  19012 

mzakr@gmx.com 

88 Anne Brennan 
1609 Rodman Street, Philadelphia, PA  19146 

redshaleab@yahoo.com 

89 Susan Stedman 
5 Park Avenue, Paoli, PA  19301 

stedman8@verizon.net 

90 Lora Snyder 
1443 Gradyville Road, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

Lorasny@gmail.com 

91 Deborah Shepard 
3063 Amber Street, Philadelphia, PA  19134 

sunspot61566@yahoo.com 

92 Marya Bradley 
11 Price's Lane, Rose Valley, PA  19063 

mabstream@gmail.com 

93 Judith Kay 
1601 Harvey Road, Ardentown, DE  19810 

oddballstuff@verizon.net 

94 Ed Bauer 
P.O. Box 287, Lionville, PA  19353 

edbauer1714@gmail.com 

95 Russ and Linda Allen 
1510 Grove Avenue, Jenkintown, PA  19046 

rallen@writersstudio.com 

96 Samuel Kennedy Panella 
2317 Woodland Lane, Wilmington, DE  19810 

kennedypanella@comcast.net 

97 Kim Mitzen 
12 North Trail, Wilmington, DE  19810 

kim.mitzen@gmail.com 

98 Linda Blythe 
4433 Osage Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19104 

linblythe@msn.com 

99 Duane Loeper 
1601 Harvey Road, Wilmington, DE  19810 

duaneloeper@yahoo.com 
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No. Name Home and E-mail Addresses 

100 Bernard Greenberg 
894 Jefferson Way, West Chester, PA  19380 

Hikerbern@comcast.net 

101 Vincent Prudente 
1826 Fitzwater Street, Philadelphia, PA  19146 

pruv9@verizon.net 

102 Denise Bonk 
2608 East Venango Street, Philadelphia, PA  19134 

dmbonk10@aol.com 

103 Paula Kline 
1019 Ashley Road, West Chester, PA  19382 

kline.paula@gmail.com 

104 Lauren Foley 
1151 Sterigere Street, Norristown, PA  19401 

foley921@yahoo.com 

105 Kristine Kallinen 
131 Valley Road, Media, PA  19063 

kkallinen1@gmail.com 

106 Nancy Harkins 
1521 Woodland Road, West Chester, PA  19382 

nancyharkins651@gmail.com 

107 Rob Ade 
3 Brookside Circle, Wayne, PA  19087 

family@radenet.com 

108 Knar Gavin 
2925 Poplar Street, Unit 1B, Philadelphia, PA  19130 

knarge@sas.upenn.edu 

109 Susan Saltzman 
1420 Locust Street, #23M, Philadelphia, PA  19102 

scsaltzman@aol.com 

110 Erich Carr Everbach 
212 Dogwood Lane, Wallingford, PA  19086 

ceverba1@swarthmore.edu 

111 Joan Batory 
2401 Pennsylvania Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19130 

joan@joanbatory.com 

112 G. D. 
5502 Houghton Street, Philadelphia, PA  19128 

gdeannuntis57@gmail.com 

113 Loretta Dunne 
118 South 21st Street, Apt. 623, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

ldunne@link.cotse.net 

114 Erin Johnson 
144 Park Avenue, #2, Swarthmore, PA  19081 

erinjohnson528@gmail.com 

115 Frank Innes 
4522 Regent Street, Philadelphia, PA  19143 

finnes@alum.drexel.edu 

116 Ken Hemphill 
39 Mill Race Place, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

kenne.hemphill@gmail.com 

117 Gianna Rosati 
1600 Arch Street, 1202, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

grosati1@gmail.com 

118 Henry Frank 
2763 Island Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19153 

henrynco@comcast.net 

119 Laura Fisher 
7900 Old York Road, Apt. 210A, Elkins Park, PA  19027 

laura.fisher@gmail.com 

120 Deborah Lyons 
419 West Union Street, West Chester, PA  19382 

medb@rcn.com 

121 Janice Mancuso 
28 Portsmouth Circle, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

janice.mancuso@verizon.net 

122 Marjorie Greenfield 
Apalogen Road, Philadelphia, PA  19129 

megesquire@yahoo.com 

123 Cynthia Kishinchand 
3114 West Coulter Street, Philadelphia, PA  19129 

crk3114@msn.com 

124 Jean Holveck 
418 Vernon Woods, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

jeanholveck@gmail.com 
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No. Name (Title & Organization) Home, E-mail, and/or Business Addresses 

125 Noah Lee 
629 South 49th Street, Philadelphia, PA  19143 

noahlee826@gmail.com 

126 David Morgan 
29 School Street, Ambler, PA  19002 

morgans006@yahoo.com 

127 Genie Ravital 
647 West Ellet Street, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

geniebud@gmail.com 

128 Tim Miller 
4601 Flat Rock Road, Philadelphia, PA  19127 

timmiller203@gmail.com 

129 Barbara Seymour 
302 Moylan Avenue, Media, PA  19063 

seymourart@me.com 

130 Carol Tenneriello 
7433 Sprague Street, Philadelphia, PA  19119 

orion501@verizon.net 

131 Louis Kyle 
8009 Navajo Street, Philadelphia, PA  19118 

louisfkyle@yahoo.com 

132 Marisa Wilson 
4916 Hazel Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19143 

marisatwilson@gmail.com 

133 Donna Smith 
1367 Harrington Road, Havertown, PA  19083 

lwolf42gsd@live.com 

134 Amy Tecosky Feldman 
208 Forrest Avenue, Narberth, PA  19072 

afeldman@haverford.edu 

135 Karen Guarino Spanton 
199 DuPont Street, Philadelphia, PA  19127 

kguarinospanton@gmail.com 

136 Jennifer Clark 
27 Wallingford Avenue, Wallingford, PA  19086 

fivetenjen@hotmail.com 

137 Dorothy Maurer 
161 Woodstream Drive, Norristown, PA  19403 

dlmaurer1@aol.com 

138 Ben Willis 
209 Cuthbert Street, #504, Philadelphia, PA  19106 

gbenjaminwillis@gmail.com 

139 Jim Black 
5978 Newtown Avenue, Philadelphia, PA  19120 

jim.black@consultant.com 

140 Joy Bergey 
100 College Avenue, Flourtown, PA  19031 

joybergey@gmail.com 

141 Patrice Leonetti 
601 Sycamore Terrace, Haddon Heights, NJ  08035 

patriceleon58@gmail.com 

142 Richard Aldred 
37 Twin Pine Way, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

aldred.richard874@gmail.com 

143 Mark Harris 
3855 Blair Mill Road, Apt 204-D, Horsham, PA  19044 

m586264@aol.com 

144 Earl Baker 
East Goshen Township, Chester County, PA 

earlbaker@idv.net 

145 Suzanne E. Webster Roberson 
108 Webster Avenue, Downingtown, PA  19335 

websterse@etown.edu 

146 
William Adams, Jr. (President & Business 

Agent, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers Local Union 654) 

3729 Chichester Avenue, Boothwyn, PA  19061 
adams329@comcast.net 

147 
David J. Spigelmyer (President, Marcellus 

Shale Coalition) 
400 Mosites Way, Suite 101, Pittsburgh PA  15205 

phenderson@marcelluscoalition.org 

148 
Dennis L. Martire (Vice President and 

Mid-Atlantic Regional Manager, Laborers’ 
International Union of North America) 

11951 Freedom Drive, Suite 310, Reston VA  20190 
info@malaborers.org, kkeiter@maliuna.org 
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No. Name (Title & Organization) E-mail, Home, and/or Business Addresses 

149 
Mike Butler (Mid-Atlantic Executive 
Director, Consumer Energy Alliance) 

MButler@consumerenergyalliance.org 

150 Melvin Johnson 
546 Milburn Avenue, Media, PA  19063 

Allday13@gmail.com 

151 Anne Donagher 
1146 Muhlenberg Avenue, Swarthmore, PA  19081 

toadrogan@gmail.com 

152 John Butler 
208 Laurel Lane, Broomall, PA  19008 

Jbutler@verizon.net 

153 
Joseph Otis Minott, Esq. (Executive 

Director, Clean Air Council) 
135 South 19th Street, Suite 300, Philadelphia, PA  19103 

joe_minott@cleanair.org 

154 
Adam Kron (Senior Attorney, 

Environmental Integrity Project) 

1000 Vermont Avenue NW, Suite 1100, 
Washington, D.C.  20005 

akron@environmentalintegrity.org 

155 
Ankit Jain (Associate Attorney, 

Sierra Club) 
50 F Street NW, Washington, DC  20001 

ankit.jain@sierraclub.org 

156 
Emily Bertram (Physical Scientist, Air and 

Radiation Division, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 3) 

1650 Arch Street, 3AD10, Philadelphia, PA  19103 
bertram.emily@epa.gov 

157 Debra Track 
1547 Beale Street, Linwood, PA  19061 

Shangrillama@toothfairy.com 

158 Heather Wray 
Media, PA  19063 

heatherwray03@gmail.com 

159 Justin Occhiogrosso 
516 Ellis Road, Havertown, PA  19083 

justinocch@gmail.com 

160 Spencer Koelle 
2112 Mifflin Street, Philadelphia, PA  19145 

42sbkoelle@gmail.com 

161 Aurora Dizel 
1614 Rose Glen Road, Havertown, PA  19083 

aurora.dizel@gmail.com 

162 Jacek Cygan 
608 Covington Road, Havertown, PA  19083 

jacek.cygan@gmail.com 

163 George Alexander 
437 East Franklin Street, Media, PA  19063 

galex49@gmail.com 

164 Pam Bishop 
PO Box 275, Mount Gretna, PA  17064 

pambishop503@gmail.com 

165 Robert Carl 
215 Llandovery Drive, Exton, PA  19341 

Bcarl@aol.com 

167 Erin Gallagher 
1787 Jefferson Downs, West Chester, PA  19380 

erino22@hotmail.com 

168 Shannon Healy 
228 Lenni Road, Media, PA  19063 

Shannonh711@hotmail.com 

169 Karen Katz 
1487 Heather Hills Lane, Glen Mills, PA  19342 

cskjr1@comcast.net 

170 
Jim Snell (Business Manager, Steamfitters 

Local Union 420) 
14420 Townsend Road, Suite A, Philadelphia, PA  19154 

jsnell@lu420.com, natalielu420@gmail.com 

171 Jennifer Nichols 
348 Lenni Road, Lenni, PA  19052 

jmcnichols348@gmail.com 

172 Cindy M. Dutka 
6547 Haverford Avenue, Apt. 4, Philadelphia, PA  19151 

mdmsass@aol.com 
[Notes: 1. While public commentators 65, 96, and 100 each submitted the same set of comments twice, each is listed only once in 
the above table.  2. While public commentators 84 and 153 are the same person, he is listed twice in the above table because he 
submitted separate comments in his personal and professional capacities (the latter jointly with public commentators 154–155).] 
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The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has prepared these responses to the public’s and 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) comments on the draft Plan Approvals (Nos. 23-0119E 
[revised] and 23-0119J) for Sunoco Partners Marketing & Terminals, LP (SPMT) for its natural gas liquids 
(NGLs) processing, storage, and distribution facility located at the Marcus Hook Industrial Complex (MHIC) in 
Marcus Hook Borough, Delaware County (hereinafter referred to as “the facility”).1 
 
DEP published notice of the public comment period in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on February 29, 2020.  SPMT 
published notice of the public comment period in the Delaware County Daily Times on March 4–6, 2020.  DEP 
intended to hold a public hearing on the draft Plan Approvals on April 2, 2020, at the Mary M. Campbell Marcus 
Hook Public Library, 1015 Green Street, Marcus Hook, PA  19061.  However, following the issuance of stay-at-
home orders from Governor Tom Wolf to minimize the spread of COVID-19 within the Commonwealth, DEP 
canceled the public hearing.  Nonetheless, pursuant to 25 Pa. Code § 127.49(c), DEP maintained the public 
comment period open through 10 days after the scheduled public hearing date. 
 
DEP appreciates all the comments submitted and the concerns expressed.  The number(s) in brackets at the end of 
each group of concerns, quotation, or topic corresponds to the respective public commentator(s).  For certain 
topics, specific quotations are also included.  Responses that reference conditions from the draft Plan Approval(s) 
are consistent with the section designations and condition numbering contained therein. 

 
General Concerns in Clean Air Council Template Letter [1–142, 145, 150–152, 157–169, 171–172] 

 
1. “Residents in and around Marcus Hook in Delaware County are already reporting increased respiratory 
issues, migraine headaches, and other negative health impacts.” 
 

Response: This (general) statement notwithstanding, DEP did not receive any comments (from people living near 
the facility or otherwise) regarding specific health issues or concerns relating to the draft Plan Approvals.  As 
such, DEP cannot offer a response to this general concern. 
 
2. Holding a public hearing. 
 

Comment A.: “Residents must be afforded the opportunity to give public testimony regarding their serious air 
quality and public health concerns.” 
 

Comment B.: “DEP must wait until it is safe to have an in-person public hearing on this proposal before making 
any decisions on this permit application.” 
 

Response: As discussed in the second paragraph of this page of the Comment and Response document, DEP 
intended to hold a public hearing on the draft Plan Approvals, but had to cancel it following the issuance of stay-
at-home orders stemming from the COVID-19 pandemic.  While DEP generally endeavors to hold a public 
hearing whenever there is significant public interest regarding a proposed Plan Approval, as indicated in 25 Pa. 
Code § 127.48(a), such a hearing is held at DEP’s discretion and is not required.  Moreover, as stated in the 
notices of the public comment period, and as indicated on the webpage created by DEP to house and share 
materials and updates relating to the draft Plan Approvals (accessible at https://www.dep.pa.gov/About/Regional/ 
SoutheastRegion/Community%20Information/Pages/SPMT.aspx), “[a]ll comments, whether delivered orally at 
[a] hearing or submitted to DEP in writing, shall merit equal consideration.”  Therefore, DEP considers the public 
to have had sufficient opportunity to provide comments on the draft Plan Approvals, and does not intend to 
schedule another public hearing or extend the public comment period.  

 
1 SPMT’s comments, along with DEP’s responses, appear in a separate Comment and Response Document. 
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3. “Delaware County already has some of the worst air quality in Pennsylvania.  It is one of only 9 counties 
in the entire United States designated as non-attainment for the 2012 federal limit on Particulate Matter 
[less than 2.5 µm in aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5)] pollution (soot).  Delaware County is also in 
nonattainment of the 2015 8-hour Ozone standard.” 
 

Response: Delaware County is in marginal nonattainment (the lowest nonattainment classification) of the 2015 
8-hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), though as part of the larger Philadelphia–
Wilmington–Atlantic City, PA–NJ–DE–MD nonattainment area (hereinafter referred to as the “Philadelphia 
area”) and the ozone transport region discussed in DEP’s response to General Concern 6, below.  The current 
classification is based on the Philadelphia area’s attainment of the 2008 8-hour Ozone NAAQS, and represents a 
greater than 25% reduction in ozone design values over nearly the past 20 years.  Additionally, on 
September 30, 2019, EPA approved DEP’s request for redesignation of the attainment status for Delaware County 
from nonattainment to attainment for the 2012 annual PM2.5 NAAQS.  DEP acknowledges that there is room for 
continued improvement of the air quality in Delaware County, but felt it important to highlight some of the 
improvement that has been and continues to be realized. 
 
4. “Sunoco’s Marcus Hook facility has also been in ‘significant violation’ of the Clean Air Act since 
July 2018, leading to over $800,000 in state and federal fines in the last five years.  The Marcus Hook 
Industrial Facility has also failed its last two DEP inspections in February and March of 2020.  With 
Sunoco’s current application still under review, the March violation was for ‘Failure to obtain a plan 
approval for the construction, modification, reactivation of source(s) and/or cleaning device.’” 
 

Response: DEP acknowledges that it has discovered various violations at the facility since 2013 (when SPMT 
first commenced construction of some of the sources and equipment of the single aggregated project), including 
some which DEP considered to be high priority violations (HPVs).  Specifically, out of 133 unique inspection ID 
entries listed for the facility on DEP’s eFACTS website, a violation(s) was noted for fourteen.  The 
February 20, 2020, inspection ID referenced in this general concern is indicated as a routine/partial inspection, 
during which DEP discovered several violations (none of which were considered HPVs).  On March 19, 2020, 
DEP issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) to SPMT for these violations, which SPMT has since all resolved.  The 
March 3, 2020, inspection ID referenced in this general concern is indicated as an administrative/file review, 
under which DEP issued a NOV to SPMT on the same date for not obtaining a minor operating permit 
modification (MOPM) to Title V Operating Permit (TVOP) No. 23-00119 for the former deethanizer (former 
Source ID 106) at the facility prior to performing physical changes and processing a different feedstock.  To abate 
this violation, SPMT submitted a MOPM application to TVOP No. 23-00119 to authorize the conversion of this 
source to a demethanizer (Source ID 106A).  DEP issued the MOPM to TVOP No. 23-00119 on August 25, 2020. 
 
5. “Because of its significant proposed air pollution, this project requires the surrendering of Emission 
Reduction Credits (ERCs).  [DEP] should require Sunoco to clarify that it will surrender ERCs from the 
five-county Philadelphia area, rather than other regions, so that nearby residents can experience the 
pollution reductions associated with ERCs.  Sunoco has previously used ERCs purchased in Maryland.” 
 

Response: While the ideal scenario may be that ERCs are generated and used by facilities located in close 
proximity to each other, the provisions of 25 Pa. Code § 127.208(5), (8), and (11) make it clear that this is not 
required.  While beyond the scope of these Plan Approvals, the ERCs from Maryland referenced in this comment, 
as surrendered by SPMT to offset the net emissions increase of volatile organic compounds [VOCs] authorized 
under Plan Approval No. 23-0119H, satisfied these requirements, as follows: 
 

 DEP and the Maryland Department of the Environment have a reciprocity agreement on the interstate trading 
of ERCs (accessible at http://files.dep.state.pa.us/Air/AirQuality/AQPortalFiles/Permits/erc/rec_md.pdf). 

 

 The ERCs from Maryland were generated from the shutdown of the Crown Cork & Seal USA, Inc., facility 
located in Baltimore County, MD, which is part of the larger Baltimore, MD, nonattainment area.  This 
nonattainment area has an equal classification to, and neighbors, the Philadelphia area discussed in DEP’s 
response to General Concern 4, above.  In addition, as indicated in 42 U.S. Code § 7511c(a), Pennsylvania 



Sunoco Partners Marketing & Terminals, LP—Marcus Hook            February 5, 2021 
Plan Approval Nos. 23-0119E (Revised) & 23-0119J 
 

11 

and Maryland, along with the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area that includes 
the District of Columbia, comprise a single ozone transport region.  Therefore, emissions from the Baltimore, 
MD, nonattainment area contribute to a violation of the NAAQS for the Philadelphia area. 

 
6. “This permit proposal also includes an additional 183,500 tons per year of greenhouse gas [GHG] 
pollution, calculated as [carbon dioxide] CO2 equivalents of methane, but that number is based on a 
conservative estimate of methane’s Global Warming Potential (GWP).  [DEP] uses the metric that methane 
is 25 times more potent a heat-trapping gas than CO2 over a 100-year time period.  The U.S. Department 
of Energy categorizes the GWP of methane as 36 times that of carbon dioxide over a 100-year time period.  
Using this more accurate GWP factor would increase estimated [GHG] pollution from this facility by 
44%.” 
 

Response: DEP does not concur, though, before elaborating, DEP must point out three pieces of information in 
this general concern that are incorrect and/or misleading.  First, GHG emissions are expressed in units of 
CO2 equivalents [CO2e], not “CO2 equivalents of methane.”  Second, the vast majority of GHG emissions from 
the facility are CO2 from products of combustion (i.e., from the auxiliary boilers and flares), not methane 
(i.e., fugitive emissions from piping and components).  Third, the vast majority of GHG emissions indicated 
represent potential emissions and are from sources that existed prior to the NGL processing, storage, and 
distribution operations at the facility, so the term “additional” is misleading.  Therefore, even if DEP used the 
larger GWP, the increase in potential GHG emissions calculated would be much less than 44%.  [Moreover, as 
detailed on the Understanding GWPs page in the GHG Emissions section of EPA’s website (accessible at 
https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/ understanding-global-warming-potentials), while methane is currently 
estimated to have a GWP of 28–36 over a 100-year time horizon based on the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change’s (IPCC’s) Fifth Assessment Report (AR5), EPA’s Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks 
and GHG Reporting Program use the GWP of 25 (over the same time horizon) based on the IPCC’s Fourth 
Assessment Report (AR4).] 
 
Having said that, DEP acknowledges that SPMT has provided updated short-term emission rates and factors for 
the auxiliary boilers (based on 2018–2019 auxiliary boiler performance with a 20% margin) that result in the net 
emissions increase of CO2e calculated for the facility increasing to 223,200 tons/yr.  While the updated 
CO2e emission factor is almost 2.5 times greater than that applied by DEP in its previous analysis, after 
accounting for the updated operational steam demand for the single aggregated project, the majority of the 
difference in the net emissions increase of CO2e is due to the application of the 20% margin. 
 
7. “[O]ther air pollution sources have not been accounted for in Sunoco’s application [for Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119J].  Sunoco mentions a ‘Natural Gas System’ and a ‘Methane/Ethane System’ in its application, 
but claims neither generates any air pollution and does not describe how this is possible.  The emissions of 
two pollutants originating in the amine treatment system and emitted in part from the boilers, sulfur 
dioxide and greenhouse gases, are also not properly accounted for in the Review Memo.” 
 

Response: See Comments 5–6 on Draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119J (where these concerns are fleshed out in 
joint comments submitted by Clean Air Council, Environmental Integrity Project, and Sierra Club), below, along 
with DEP’s responses.  
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8. “DEP must require Sunoco to abide by the strictest air pollution control technologies regarding their 
current expansion proposal at the [MHIC].” 
 

Response: DEP concurs.  Plan Approval No. 23-0119J requires SPMT to meet all applicable regulatory 
requirements, including the following: 
 

 Those specified for the refrigerated ethane storage tanks in the NSPS for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage 
Vessels (Including Petroleum Liquid Storage Vessels) For Which Construction, Reconstruction, or 
Modification Commenced After July 23, 1984 [40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Kb]. 

 

 Those specified for the piping and components in the Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources 
(NSPS) for Equipment Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals Manufacturing Industry for Which 
Construction, Reconstruction, or Modification Commenced After November 7, 2006 [40 CFR Part 60, 
Subpart VVa], including leak detection and repair (LDAR). 

 

 Those specified for the Project Phoenix Cold Flare in 40 CFR § 60.18 and Part 60, Subpart VVa. 
 

In addition, in accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 127.205(1), Plan Approval No. 23-0119J requires these sources to 
meet Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER), as follows: 
 

 The refrigerated ethane storage tanks are designed to have zero VOC emissions and, therefore, meet LAER. 
 

 The piping and components are subject to the LDAR requirements specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart VVa, 
except for the following more stringent LDAR requirements indicated in the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality’s (TCEQ’s) 28LAER program: 
 

 The leak definition for pumps of 500 ppm (instead of 2,000 ppm). 
 

 The leak percentage for valves required for a reduction in monitoring frequency of 0.5% (instead of 
2.0%). 

 

 The design and operating requirements of 40 CFR § 60.18 (including maximum exit velocity, visible 
emissions, and a minimum net heating value for gas streams combusted in flares) for the Project Phoenix 
Cold Flare, except for a VOC destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) restriction of 99.0%. 

 
Additional General Concern from Member of Public [143] 

 
9. “Any burning of fossil fuels (oil, gas, natural) exacerbates climate change.  Also, any existing (or 
proposed new) fossil fuel infrastructure harms (or will harm) nearby communities, environments and 
wildlife.  Please deny any permits from Sunoco to expand its operations anywhere in PA.” 
 

Response: DEP appreciates this general concern.  However, DEP’s authority is limited to ensuring that companies 
comply with all applicable federal and state regulations and requirements for proposed or actual sources of air 
contaminant emissions.  (To be clear, the requirements specified in Plan Approval No. 23-0119J are designed to 
this end.)  As long as a company is willing to comply with these regulations and requirements, there is no basis 
for DEP to deny its application(s) for Plan Approval or Operating Permit. 

 
General Comments in Support [144, 146–149, 170] 

 
1. The facility and energy industry provide economic benefits to the Commonwealth and, in particular, 
Southeast Pennsylvania. 
 

Comment A.: “[T]he [MHIC] [is] a driver of economic activity in Southeast Pennsylvania.”  
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Comment B.: “This industry not only produces jobs for [IBEW 654] members, but provides necessary energy 
resources for Pennsylvanians and countless benefits to every community in Pennsyvlania [sic].” 
 

Comment C.: “[T]he addition of two new 600,000-barrel ethane storage tanks … will support up to 
600 construction jobs during peak construction and 20 new, permanent positions.  They will also facilitate and 
support a significant number of upstream jobs related to the drilling and production of ethane.” 
 

Comment D.: “These plan approvals are important for Pennsylvania’s continued economic growth.” 
 

Comment E.: “Approval of these permits will benefit workers and consumers throughout the Commonwealth by 
sustaining and growing operations within Pennsylvania’s energy industry.” 
 

Comment F.: “[T]he operator of Marcus Hook, Energy Transfer, has made a solid commitment to local labor that 
guarantees good-paying jobs on new construction and maintenance at the complex.” 
 

Comment G.: “The permits will help support the ongoing revitalization of the MHIC and are a critical step in 
maximizing the economic and jobs potential of the Commonwealth’s natural resources to benefit Pennsylvania 
communities and our workforce in the Philadelphia region and beyond.” 
 

Comment H.: “Critical projects like Marcus Hook provide not only direct jobs, but vital opportunity for the 
energy supply chain and auxiliary businesses which sustain local investments in our schools, hospitals and 
neighborhoods.  From a macro-perspective for Pennsylvania’s families and small businesses, approving these 
permits means ensuring greater supplies of our homegrown energy that will keep prices down which is critically 
important in these uncertain times for many budgets with the on-going impact of COVID-19 on our economy.” 
 

Response: DEP appreciates the comments, though must note that they have no bearing on DEP’s review of the 
Plan Approval applications. 
 
2. The facility and Mariner East pipeline are critical to supporting the Commonwealth’s energy industry. 
 

Comment A.: “Throughout its operation Marcus Hook has been a huge draw for the energy industry, giving 
confidence to companies interested in building wells out West or midstream operations across the state.  Marcus 
Hook is the final piece of commercializing and getting product to market, making Pennsylvania a full service 
energy hub with the combination of production, midstream, and market delivery.” 
 

Comment B.: “These upgrades are the next steps in the continued revitalization of the Marcus Hook.  These 
permits will allow for smooth and safe support of the energy transportation network that supports Pennsylvania’s 
growing energy industry.” 
 

Comment C.: “Pennsylvania is now the nation’s second leading natural gas producing state – and our hope with 
these two new permit approvals is that our state’s energy industry can continue to be a leader.” 
 

Comment D.: “Expanding Marcus Hook’s operations is a straightforward way to continue to build the [energy] 
industry based on infrastructure already in place.  Western Pennsylvanian wells and pipelines have created 
methods for safe delivery of natural gas, and we must focus on enabling the product to reach viable markets.” 
 

Comment E.: “Marcus Hook … [and] the Mariner East pipeline system … are essential for the functioning of 
energy delivery in Pennsylvania.” 
 

Response: DEP appreciates the comments, though must note that they have no bearing on DEP’s review of the 
Plan Approval applications. 
 
3. The operation and expansion of the facility provides safety and environmental benefits. 
 

Comment A.: CO2 emissions from the facility are about 50% of what they were a decade ago due to conversion to 
natural gas.  
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Comment B.: [SPMT] … has been working diligently and efficiently to ensure safety and environmental 
awareness regarding all upgrades.” 
 

Comment C.: “This project will meet all applicable federal and state air quality requirements, while utilizing best 
available control technology to minimize and reduce air emissions.  These plan approvals are important for … 
ensuring that the quality of Pennsylvania’s air resources is protected and continues to meet applicable public 
health standards.” 
 

Comment D.: “[T]he project … is constructed to the highest industry safety standards with the most state of the 
art technology.” 
 

Response: DEP appreciates the comments. 

 
Comments on Draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119E (Revised) from Clean Air Council, 

Environmental Integrity Project, and Sierra Club [153–155] 
 
1. “[DEP] should not act on the Revised Application until a public hearing can be held.” 
 

Comment: Clean Air Council, Environmental Integrity Project, and Sierra Club (hereinafter referred to as “Joint 
Commenters”) contend that DEP made the correct decision to schedule a public hearing on the proposed Plan 
Approval, as well as to not hold the public hearing as originally scheduled due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  
However, Joint Commenters assert that, by canceling the public hearing, DEP has shortchanged public process 
while leaving the permitting process otherwise as-is.  Therefore, Joint Commenters request that DEP postpone 
rather than cancel the public hearing, extend the public comment period, and take action on the Revised 
Application only after a safe public hearing can be held. 
 

Response: See DEP’s response to General Concern 2, above. 
 
2. “[DEP] is correct in evaluating LAER as applied to all the emissions units under the [single 
a]ggregated [p]roject.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that, as construction of the single aggregated project has not yet been 
completed, DEP is correct in applying LAER to all the sources and equipment of the single aggregated project 
that are new or modified. 
 

Response: DEP appreciates the comment.  However, DEP must clarify that LAER has been applied to those 
sources and equipment determined to be new based on not having commenced operation 2 years or more prior to 
the date that construction commenced under the original issuance of Plan Approval No. 23-0119E (i.e., after 
April 1, 2014), or modified under any of the authorizations comprising the single aggregated project.  This would 
be the case even if SPMT had already completed construction/commenced operation of all the sources and 
equipment of the single aggregated project. 
 
3. “[DEP] errs in excluding [Request for Determination (RFD) No.] 5597 from the [single a]ggregated 
[p]roject.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that the installation of two pumps on the 15-2B cooling tower to increase 
its cooling water capacity, as authorized under RFD No. 5597, constitutes a modification.  Furthermore, despite 
SPMT stating in its application for RFD No. 5597 that the increase in cooling water capacity was intended to 
serve instrument air compressors (IACs), Joint Commenters contend that it was primarily intended to serve the 
sources and equipment of the single aggregated project.  Lastly, Joint Commenters contend that DEP mistakenly 
states in (the previous draft of) its technical review memo for revised Plan Approval No. 23-0119E, dated 
February 28, 2020, that the IACs “do not relate to the NGLs processing, storage, and distribution operations at the 
facility,” citing language in SPMT’s application for Plan Approval No. 23-0119J that “Project Phoenix will utilize 
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the available capacity of existing utilities at the site including … instrument air.”  Therefore, Joint Commenters 
asserts that RFD No. 5597 is part of the single aggregated project, and should be treated as such. 
 

Response: Based on what SPMT has represented to DEP in and since its application for RFD No. 5597, and the 
fact that it did not request to increase the VOC emission rate restriction for the 15-2B cooling tower as part of 
RFD No. 5597, DEP does not concur that the increase in cooling water capacity was primarily intended to serve 
the sources and equipment of the single aggregated project directly (instead of the IACs).  Indeed, DEP’s 
statement in the technical review memo seeks to convey that the increase in cooling water capacity does not 
directly serve the sources and equipment of the single aggregated project.  As such, DEP does not concur that 
RFD No. 5597 should be part of the single aggregated project.  Therefore, though DEP concurs that the 
installation of the two pumps on the 15-2B cooling tower constitutes a modification, as the term is defined in 
25 Pa. Code § 121.1 (i.e., “a physical change … which would increase the amount of an air contaminant 
emitted”), for calculation purposes, DEP has evaluated the 15-2B cooling tower as if the physical change did not 
occur (i.e., DEP has determined the associated incremental emissions increases of PM, PM10, and PM2.5 rather 
than evaluating the 15-2B cooling tower as an existing emissions unit). 
 

It bears mention that this approach results in the determination of greater emissions increases of PM, PM10, PM2.5, 
and VOCs for the 15-2B cooling tower than if RFD No. 5597 is considered part of the single aggregated project.  
This is due to the difference in how DEP would be required to determine the emissions increases for the 
15-2B cooling tower.  Without considering the modification, DEP has determined the incremental emissions 
increases of PM, PM10, PM2.5, and VOCs previously authorized under Plan Approval Nos. 23-0119B and (the 
original) 23-0119E as part of the single aggregated project, and the incremental emissions increases and decreases 
of PM, PM10, PM2.5 previously authorized under RFD No. 5597, as part of the netting analysis.  Since the 
incremental emissions increases are based on the total cooling water demand, they effectively amount to 
potentials to emit (PTEs) for the pollutants.  However, if DEP considered the modification, while the emissions 
increases of PM, PM10, PM2.5 previously authorized under RFD No. 5597 would also be part of the single 
aggregated project, pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21(a)(2)(iv)(f) and 25 Pa. Code § 127.203a(a)(1)(i)(A), DEP would 
be required to determine the emissions increases of PM, PM10, PM2.5, and VOCs by taking the respective 
differences between the projected actual emissions (PAEs) and baseline actual emissions (BAEs).  Since the 
PAEs for each of these pollutants would be equal to the PTEs, even after considering the emissions increases of 
PM, PM10, PM2.5 previously authorized under RFD No. 5597 as part of the single aggregated project, the 
reduction by the BAEs would result in lower emissions increases if DEP considered the modification. 
 
4. “[DEP] should require [SPMT] to source its [ERCs] locally, to the extent they are available.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that SPMT’s previous use of ERCs from Maryland, as surrendered to offset 
the net emissions increase of VOCs authorized under Plan Approval No. 23-0119H, does not comply with 25 Pa. 
Code § 127.208(3)–(4) because no modeling was done to show their ambient impact equivalence of those ERCs, 
and the emission points of those ERCs have different spatial, temporal, and compositional properties than an 
elevated flare.  Moreover, Joint Commenters contend that, pursuant to 25 Pa. Code § 127.208(8), unless ERCs are 
unavailable in the nonattainment area where the facility is located, they must be sourced from that area.  
Therefore, Joint Commenters state that DEP should require SPMT to surrender ERCs from the five-county 
Philadelphia area. 
 

Response: See DEP’s response to General Concern 5, above. 
 
5. “The potential to emit and net emissions are miscalculated.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that SPMT’s indication of zero emergency release emissions from the cold 
flares of the single aggregated project is incorrect for purposes of calculating PTE.  To this point, Joint 
Commenters contend that emergency releases from cold flares are no different than releases from emergency 
generators, referring to an EPA memorandum in which EPA “determined that a reasonable and realistic ‘worst-
case’ estimate of the number of hours that power would be expected to be unavailable from the local utility may 
be considered in identifying the ‘maximum capacity’ of such generators for the purpose of estimating their PTE.”  
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Moreover, Joint Commenters assert that SPMT (and likely DEP as well) has records of historical releases and 
associated emissions from the cold flares at the facility, from which average emergency release flows and 
emissions can be estimated.  Therefore, Joint Commenters state that the PTE calculations for the cold flares 
should be corrected to include some estimate of emergency release emissions. 
 

Response: DEP does not concur with Joint Commenters’ comparison of the cold flares of the single aggregated 
project to emergency generators.  While SPMT has stated in its applications for Plan Approval Nos. 23-0119E 
(revised) & 23-0119J that “[a] primary purpose of the … [c]old [f]lares is to provide safe and reliable control and 
destruction of process gases during emergency situations,” the cold flares also control operational and 
maintenance flows on a regular, routine, or continuous basis as part of normal operations.  Conversely, outside of 
readiness testing, emergency generators are typically intended to be operated for emergency purposes only. 
 

More significantly, pursuant to 25 Pa. Code §§ 127.203a(a)(5)(i)(B) and (a)(4)(i)(A), respectively, PAEs and 
BAEs “[i]nclude fugitive emissions to the extent quantifiable, and emissions associated with startups and 
shutdowns” only, but “[do] not include excess emissions including emissions associated with upsets or 
malfunctions.”  Therefore, DEP does not include emissions associated with upsets or malfunctions, such as 
emergency release emissions from cold flares, in PTEs either. 
 

Nonetheless, DEP has obtained information from SPMT on historical incidents of malfunctions for the West Cold 
Flare (i.e., the only cold flare with such incidents) from 2016–2020, including corresponding emergency release 
flows and CO, nitrogen dioxide [NO2]/nitrogen oxides [NOx], particulate matter [PM], and VOC emissions (see 
Attachment A).  DEP has compiled these and has calculated the average annual emergency release emissions of 
CO, NO2/NOx, PM, and VOCs.  It is worth noting that, even if DEP included the average annual emergency 
release emissions in the PTE calculation for the West Cold Flare, DEP’s determination that the single aggregated 
project is not subject to PSD requirements would not change. 
 
6. “The proposed [P]lan [A]pproval does not encompass all equipment that was modified by the [single 
a]ggregated [p]roject, causing it to evade applicable requirements.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that, in (the previous draft of) its technical review memo for revised Plan 
Approval No. 23-0119E, dated February 28, 2020, DEP incorrectly identifies which sources and equipment of the 
single aggregated project were modified.  Specifically, Joint Commenters state that the 15-2B cooling tower and 
auxiliary boilers were modified.  Regarding this, Joint Commenters claim that DEP: 
 

 “First, … denies there is a modification of the cooling tower despite the fact that the [single aggregated] 
project changed the flow of the cooling water.” 

 

 “Then, … asserts there is no modification of the cooling tower because the emissions units still perform the 
same functions as before, despite the fact that the [single aggregated] project causes an increase in demands 
for new steam (and therefore, emissions from the [auxiliary] boilers) and an increase in demand for the 
cooling water.” 

 

 “[Makes] this assertion despite admitting that [SPMT] made a ‘physical change’ leading to a change in 
emissions and an increase in demand on the [auxiliary] boilers and cooling tower, reasoning in a circular 
manner that there was no physical change because it asserted that the [IACs] did not relate to the [NGLs] 
operations.” 

 

 “Finally, … contradicts itself again when it states that the 15-2B cooling tower was modified by the [single 
aggregated] project.” 

 

 “[C]oncludes that the [single a]ggregated [p]roject modified the 15-2B cooling tower … based on an admitted 
physical change to the cooling tower that results in an increase in demand for steam and cooling water …, but 
pretends that this physical change does not exist, justifying it leaping to the legal conclusion that the 15-2B 
cooling tower ‘did not experience a physical change or a change in the method of operation related to’ the 
[single a]ggregated [p]roject.” 



Sunoco Partners Marketing & Terminals, LP—Marcus Hook            February 5, 2021 
Plan Approval Nos. 23-0119E (Revised) & 23-0119J 
 

17 

 “[F]ails to apply LAER to the cooling tower.” 
 

In addition, Joint Commenters assert that: 
 

 “Under the federal PSD [Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality] regulations, … a physical 
change … that results in a decrease in emissions is as much ‘construction’ as one that increases emissions.” 

 

 “[W]hether the [IACs] are in VOC service is an unreasonable basis for [DEP] ignoring the intermediate 
conclusion that there is a physical change to the cooling tower that results in an increase in emissions.” 

 

 “[DEP] was correct the first time when it concluded that the auxiliary boilers were physically and 
operationally modified by Project E,” and that “[t]he validity of this conclusion is underscored,” as follows: 
 

 “[I]n a previous review of an earlier plan approval application [No. 23-0119A] by [SPMT], where [DEP] 
had adopted the position that an increase in steam demand constituted a change in method of operation, 
sufficient to qualify as a ‘modification.’” 

 

 “EPA also agreed there was a modification when it provided comment on the proposed plan approval for 
another project — Project B.” 

 

 “[T]hese [previous] determinations [from DEP and EPA] were consistent with guidance letters from EPA, 
which require that incremental emissions from utilities attributable to a project are to be considered in the 
determination of whether there is a significant increase at Step 1 of the [PSD] analysis. … If the boilers were 
not a part of the modification, … the EPA guidance … would not make any sense.” 

 

 “The EHB [Environmental Hearing Board] has rejected … [DEP’s] earlier litigation position that the boilers 
are only modified by an increase in air emissions to the extent that it exceeds existing permit levels. … Its 
earlier arguments having been rejected by the [EHB], [DEP] states that its previous technical review 
memoranda from Plan Approvals 23-0119A, B, and E, spanning 2013 through 2016, ‘were in error,’ and that 
the auxiliary boilers were not, in fact, modified.” 

 

 “In addition, [DEP] now suggests that because the boilers still boil and the cooling tower still cools, there has 
been no modification.  This suggestion is wrong because the definition of modification does not require a 
source to change its fundamental purpose in order to be modified.” 

 

Therefore, Joint Commenters state that “[DEP] should revise its analysis and draft [P]lan [A]pproval to reflect the 
modification of these emissions units.” 
 

Response: DEP does not concur with Joint Commenters’ claims and assertions.  DEP’s first mention of the 
15-2B cooling tower in the PSD Analysis section of the technical review memo makes clear that it considers the 
15-2B cooling tower to have undergone construction.  DEP’s subsequent discussion of the 15-2B cooling tower 
does not contradict or ignore this position, as it states that “the physical change [under RFD No. 5597] resulted in 
emissions increases of PM, PM10, and PM2.5 for the 15-2B cooling tower.”  However, DEP seeks to convey the 
following three points to support its decision to, for calculation purposes only, evaluate the 15-2B cooling tower 
as if the physical change did not occur (i.e., and determine the associated incremental emissions increases of PM, 
PM10, PM2.5, and VOCs rather than evaluating the 15-2B cooling tower as an existing emissions unit): 
 

 The addition of new cooling water lines does not constitute a physical change to the cooling tower itself, and 
the new cooling water demands previously authorized under (the original) Plan Approval No. 23-0119E and 
RFD No. 5597 do not affect the function of the cooling tower (i.e., it still circulates cooling water) or the 
VOC (only) emission restriction (unchanged from TVOP No. 23-00001). 

 

 As discussed in DEP’s response to Comment 3 on Draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119E (revised), above, the 
increase in cooling water capacity authorized under RFD No. 5597 was primarily intended to serve the IACs, 
and does not directly serve the sources and equipment of the single aggregated project. 
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 The IACs are not in VOC service and do not directly relate to the NGLs processing, storage, and distribution 
operations at the facility. 

 

As noted in DEP’s technical review memo and its response to Comment 3 on Draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119E 
(revised), above, this approach results in the determination of greater emissions increases of PM, PM10, PM2.5, and 
VOCs for the 15-2B cooling tower than if RFD No. 5597 is considered part of the single aggregated project. 
 

Additionally, Sub-section A.5. (Cooling towers) of the NSR [New Source Review] Requirements section of the 
technical review memo discusses LAER requirements for the cooling towers of the single aggregated project, 
including the 15-2B cooling tower.  [Note: See DEP’s responses to Comments 8 and 10 on Draft Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119E (revised), below, for further discussion of applicable requirements for the cooling towers.] 
 

DEP concurs that the increase in demand for new steam from the auxiliary boilers is tangentially related to that 
for cooling water from the 15-2B cooling tower.  However, as with the 15-2B cooling tower, the addition of new 
steam lines does not constitute a physical change to the auxiliary boilers themselves, and the new steam demands 
do not affect the function of the auxiliary boilers (i.e., they still produce steam) or the emission restrictions (either 
reduced or unchanged from TVOP No. 23-00001).  Suffice it to say, the fact that the functions of the 
15-2B cooling tower and auxiliary boilers are unchanged is not the only basis for determining whether these 
sources have undergone construction/were modified. 
 

To the extent that DEP’s position regarding the 15-2B cooling tower and auxiliary boilers, as reflected above and 
in the technical review memo, conflicts with previous technical review memoranda or DEP’s litigation position in 
Clean Air Council’s appeal of (the original) Plan Approval No. 23-0119E, the present reviewer was not involved 
with these and is unable to provide further insight.  Regardless, and particularly in this case where (the original) 
Plan Approval No. 23-0119E has been remanded and SPMT’s entire permitting history at the MHIC is being 
reconsidered, DEP is obligated to address and correct any errors observed in its previous determinations. 
 

As a point of clarification, DEP does not concur with Joint Commenters’ assertion that a physical change that 
results in a decrease in emissions constitutes construction for PSD purposes.  The EPA applicability determination 
included in the technical review memo as Attachment #4 states that “a project … would not be a modification 
under PSD … if there were not an associated emissions increase.”  This position is consistent with how a 
modification is considered or defined in other regulations, including, but not limited to, 40 CFR § 60.14 and 
25 Pa. Code § 121.1. 
 

Lastly, DEP does not concur with Joint Commenters’ assertion that, “[i]f the boilers were not a part of the 
modification, … the EPA guidance [requiring that incremental emissions attributable to a project be considered at 
Step 1 of the PSD analysis] … would not make any sense.”  The EPA guidance letter referenced by Joint 
Commenters, which is also included in the technical review memo as Attachment #1c, states that “[t]he total 
increase in emissions that will result from the proposed changes at the source includes: … other increases at 
existing emissions units not being modified which could experience emissions increases as a result of the 
change.”  Additional EPA guidance cited in the letter, which is also included in the technical review memo as 
Attachments #1a–1b, essentially discusses the exact situation at hand (i.e., where the auxiliary boilers are not 
modified, but emissions from them are affected by the single aggregated project due to an increase in utilization).  
Indeed, this scenario is what DEP refers to in the technical review memo as incremental emissions increases, 
which DEP considers for the auxiliary boilers in Step 1 of the PSD analysis. 
 
7. “The netting calculations have improper time periods and inputs.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that DEP “err[ed] in considering the reference point for the change in 
emissions to be the date of the issuance of the original Plan Approval [No.] 23-0119E, [and that, f]or any 
application for a plan approval, the date when ‘construction on the particular change commences’ necessarily 
must occur in the future, rather than in the past.”  To this end, Joint Commenters assert that the appropriate 
reference point is the date of issuance of revised Plan Approval No. 23-0119E, and that “[DEP’s] netting of 
increases and decreases from 2012 is impermissible.” 



Sunoco Partners Marketing & Terminals, LP—Marcus Hook            February 5, 2021 
Plan Approval Nos. 23-0119E (Revised) & 23-0119J 
 

19 

In addition, Joint Commenters assert that, because “[t]he installation of controls for CO [carbon monoxide] 
emissions [on pumps for wastewater treatment under Plan Approval No. 23-0001AD] is required under the 
NESHAP standard found in 40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ for existing CI Engines,” “[t]he emissions decrease 
associated with the CO controls is not creditable and its inclusion in the netting calculations [(i.e., Step 2 of the 
PSD analysis)] is an error that [DEP] should correct.” 
 

Response: DEP concurs in part.  Regarding the reference point for the PSD and NSR analyses, DEP does not 
concur with Joint Commenters’ contention that “[f]or any application for a plan approval, the date when 
‘construction on the particular change commences’ necessarily must occur in the future, rather than in the past.”  
Though not the ideal situation, DEP has issued numerous Plan Approvals to companies for the after-the-fact 
installation or modification of sources (i.e., those for which the companies did not obtain the required Plan 
Approvals prior to the installation or modification).  In these cases, the look-back period for determining the net 
emissions increase under the PSD and/or NSR analyses is correctly based on the actual (past) date that 
construction commenced.  Therefore, as DEP states in (the previous draft of) its technical review memo for 
revised Plan Approval No. 23-0119E, dated February 28, 2020, “[s]ince the original Plan Approval No. 23-0119E 
has been remanded, DEP has chosen to establish the timeframes for the single aggregated project based on the 
actual dates that DEP received the complete application for, construction commenced under, and operation 
commenced under the original issuance of Plan Approval No. 23-0119E.” 
 

Regarding the emissions decrease of CO associated with controls installed under Plan Approval No. 23-0001AD, 
DEP concurs that, pursuant to 25 Pa. Code § 127.207(1)(i), emissions decrease of CO is not creditable.  
Therefore, DEP has removed it from the netting calculations. 
 
8. “The LAER analysis is flawed.” 
 

Comment: First, Joint Commenters contend that SPMT’s “[LAER] analysis [for the piping and components] is 
flawed because the [LDAR] provisions in 40 CFR 60 Subpart VVa are less stringent than LAER requirements 
found in the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse [(RBLC)] and used traditionally in SOCMI [the Synthetic 
Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry].”  To this end, Joint Commenters state that “[DEP] should require 
[SPMT] to adopt the technologies required by TCEQ's 28LAER, which is actually LAER for fugitive 
components, and comply with 40 CFR Subpart VVa to the extent it is more stringent or a component is not 
covered by 28LAER.” 
 

Next, Joint Commenters contend that “[t]he only LAER requirements identified by [SPMT] for cooling towers 
relate to inspection and maintenance.  But a search of the RBLC shows that ‘Indirect Design,’ is considered 
LAER for VOCs at several facilities, including the Equistar Chemicals Channelview Complex, RBLC 
ID TX-0865.  Indirect system (or closed-loop/closed-circuit) cooling towers are designed such that there is no 
contact between the cooling fluid and the air.”  Therefore, Joint Commenters state that “[DEP] should consider 
indirect design as LAER for the cooling towers in the present application.” 
 

Lastly, while Joint “Commenters commend [DEP] for using 99% DRE for the Project Phoenix flare in Project J, 
which is LAER for flares burning flows of methane, ethane, and propane (molecules with 3 or fewer carbon 
atoms (C3-)),” Joint Commenters contend the following: 
 

 “With respect to cold flares discussed in the [single a]ggregated [p]roject (i.e. the West and East Cold Flares), 
it is inappropriate for the facility to use a [DRE] of 98% for sweep, purge, and pilot C3-.” 

 

 “[SPMT’s] assertion that the cold flares cannot achieve a [DRE] greater than 98% because ‘the flows to the 
Project Phoenix Cold Flare will always contain trace amounts of hydrocarbons with three carbons or more,’ 
… is flawed because flares at other facilities with comparable streams and compositions consistently use a 
[DRE] of 99%. … This is now also the case for the Project Phoenix cold flare.” 

 

Therefore, Joint Commenters state that “[DEP] should perform the same analysis for these cold flares as was done 
for the Project Phoenix Cold Flare[ and, i]f the trace amounts of heavier hydrocarbons are similar in the East and 
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West Cold Flares to the trace amounts found in the Project Phoenix Cold Flare, a 99% DRE should apply 
provided that the calculated weighted VOC DRE is approximately 99%.” 
 

Response: Regarding the piping and components of the single aggregated project, Sub-section A.2. (Piping and 
components) of the NSR Requirements section of (the previous draft of) DEP’s technical review memo for Plan 
Approval No. 23-0119E (revised), dated February 28, 2020, maked clear that, beyond the provisions of 40 CFR 
Part 60, Subpart VVa, DEP has incorporated certain “more stringent LDAR requirements indicated in … TCEQ’s 
28LAER program as LAER, and has incorporated them into SPMT’s existing LDAR program for the facility.” 
 

While the RBLC indicates indirect design under RBLC ID TX-0865 (permit issued September 9, 2019) as LAER 
for VOCs from cooling towers, the RBLC also indicates a VOC leak detection system under RBLC ID TX-0823 
(permit issued June 7, 2017) and monthly monitoring of the cooling water under RBLC IDs TX-0863 and 
TX-0886 (permits issued September 3, 2019, and March 31, 2020, respectively) as such.  By and large, SPMT’s 
heat exchanger LDAR program for the cooling towers of the single aggregated project meets these latter LAER 
determinations.  Therefore, DEP does not concur with considering indirect design as LAER.  However, Condition 
# 003(e)(2), Section D (under Source ID 112), of TVOP No. 23-00119 (and the draft Plan Approval), currently 
permits a reduction of the monitoring frequency for VOC leaks from monthly to quarterly after 6 months with no 
leaks detected.  As this proviso does not comport with LAER, DEP has removed it from the condition in the draft 
Plan Approval.  In addition, the requirements in the draft Plan Approval for the “new” cooling towers (i.e., Source 
ID 112) have been extended to the 15-2B cooling tower (i.e., Source ID 139).  [Note: See DEP’s response to 
Comment 10 on draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119E (revised), below, for further discussion regarding this last 
point.] 
 

Regarding the cold flares of the single aggregated project, DEP concurs that the appropriate VOC DRE restriction 
for the pilot, purge, and sweep gas flows would be 99% if these were the only flows.  However, DEP has not 
indicated a separate VOC DRE restriction for the pilot, purge, and sweep gas flows because the operational flows 
to the cold flares are assumed to occur on regular, routine, or continuous basis.  As such, the appropriate VOC 
DRE restriction for the respective cold flares is dictated mainly by the percentage of VOCs containing more than 
three carbons in the operational (and maintenance) flows.  Specifically, based on correspondence between DEP 
and Ms. Anne Inman, P.E., Air Permits Division, TCEQ, a VOC DRE restriction of 99% is appropriate for flares 
processing flows where the portion of VOCs containing more than three carbon atoms is less than or equal to 1%. 
 

DEP has analyzed the flows to each of the cold flares of the single aggregated project, and has calculated the total 
percentages of hydrocarbons and VOCs containing more than three carbon atoms for each cold flare tip (see 
Attachment B).  Based on the total percentages of VOCs containing more than three carbon atoms, the VOC DRE 
restrictions for the cold flares will remain as is, except that, based on the flows to the West Cold Flare, DEP has 
changed the language of Condition # 002, Section D (under Source ID C01), of the Plan Approval No. 23-0119E 
(revised), such that the associated VOC DRE restriction is 99.0% whenever flows are being sent to the low-
pressure (LP) cold flare tip only (and 98% otherwise). 
 
9. “The estimated greenhouse gas emissions should be adjusted upward based on the use of an updated 
global warming potential factor for methane.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that “[DEP] should use the latest and best data for calculating emissions of 
all air pollutants.  In calculating emissions for the present application and other projects in the future, [DEP] 
should use the GWPs [for methane and nitrous oxide (N2O)] as set forth in the latest IPCC report, … AR5,” 
instead of AR4. 
 

Response: See DEP’s response to General Concern 6, above.  
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Additional Comment on Draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119E (Revised) from EPA 
 
10. “[PM] Emissions – Existing Cooling Towers (Source ID 139).” 
 

Comment: EPA requests that DEP “discuss whether the PM emission restrictions and associated MRR 
[monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting] conditions currently in the draft plan approval for the New Cooling 
Towers should also apply to the Existing Cooling Towers.” 
 

Response: As indicated in Sub-section A.5. (Cooling towers) of the NSR Requirements section of (the previous 
draft of) DEP’s technical review memo for Plan Approval No. 23-0119E (revised), dated February 28, 2020, the 
heat exchanger LDAR program for the ‘new’ cooling towers has been extended to the 15-2B cooling tower as 
well.  However, DEP failed to likewise extend the requirements for the “new” cooling towers in TVOP 
No. 23-00119 (and the draft Plan Approval) to the 15-2B cooling tower.  DEP has corrected this error, and has 
added these requirements to the Plan Approval for the 15-2B cooling tower. 

 
Comments on Draft Plan Approval No. 23-0119J from Clean Air Council, Environmental 

Integrity Project, and Sierra Club 
 
1. “[DEP] should not act on the [r]evised [a]pplication until a public hearing can be held.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that DEP made the correct decision to schedule a public hearing on the 
proposed Plan Approval, as well as to not hold the public hearing as originally scheduled due to the COVID-19 
pandemic.  However, Joint Commenters assert that, by canceling the public hearing, DEP has shortchanged public 
process while leaving the permitting process otherwise as is.  Therefore, Joint Commenters request that DEP 
postpone rather than cancel the public hearing, extend the public comment period, and take action on the revised 
application only after a safe public hearing can be held. 
 

Response: See DEP’s response to General Concern 2, above. 
 
2. “[DEP] should provide clarification regarding the amount of emissions from the demethanizers.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters assert that “[DEP] should clarify the amount of emissions related to the 
demethanizers.  Neither the Application nor the [technical r]eview [m]emo [for Plan Approval No. 23-0119J] 
discusses whether the demethanizers would generate emissions.  In contrast, [SPMT] made it clear that the 
deethanizer installed as part of Project A required steam generated by the auxiliary boilers, and it calculated the 
associated emissions. …  [Therefore, DEP] should calculate any associated emissions and relevant offsets, 
adjusting regulatory analyses as needed.” 
 

Response: DEP does not concur with Joint Commenters’ contention that “[n]either the [a]pplication nor the 
[technical r]eview [m]emo discusses whether the demethanizers would generate emissions.”  First, both indicate 
that the demethanizers are proposed to have maintenance and emergency connections to the Project Phoenix Cold 
Flare, and emissions from these connections are accounted for in the overall emissions indicated for the Project 
Phoenix Cold Flare in both.  Moreover, the application specifies fugitive VOC and CO2e emissions from 
“methane/ethane system components” (i.e., piping and components associated with the demethanizers) of 
0 tons/yr and 2,141.36 tons/yr, respectively, and these are accounted for in the overall fugitive VOC and 
CO2e emissions indicated for piping and components in the technical review memo. 
 

DEP has confirmed with SPMT that while the deethanizer (subsequently permitted as a demethanizer, as 
discussed in DEP’s response to General Concern 4, above) uses steam from the auxiliary boilers, the 
demethanizers proposed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J are not proposed to do so.  Finally, as specified in the 
newspaper notice regarding DEP’s intent to issue Plan Approval No. 23-0119A, as published by SPMT in the 
Delaware County Daily Times on July 13–15, 2013, “[p]otential VOC emissions will not exceed 3.04 tons and 
will be fugitive from valves, flanges, and fittings.” 
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Therefore, DEP has accounted for all emissions from the demethanizers in its review of Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119J. 
 
3. “[DEP] should require [SPMT] to provide more information regarding the components of the proposed 
amine treatment system, and revise the project to reflect a modification of the existing amine treatment 
system, if appropriate.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that the amine treatment system proposed under Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119J “appears to be identical [to that proposed under the withdrawn application for Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119I] except for one thing—[SPMT] does not disclose the emissions units of the Project Phoenix Amine 
Treatment System.  This is a material omission, because [DEP] cannot do a full regulatory analysis of emissions 
without knowing what are the emissions units and components.  [DEP] should require [SPMT] to disclose the 
emissions units and components of the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment System.” 
 

Moreover, Joint Commenters assert the following: 
 

 “[T]he appropriate analysis for Project I was that the existing amine treatment system installed as part of 
Project A was being augmented with a new amine contactor and flash drum, which constitutes a modification 
of the existing system.” 

 

 “Evidence provided by [SPMT] suggests that this really is a modification of the pre-existing amine treatment 
system that was a part of Project A.  [SPMT] acknowledges that it will ‘have the ability to connect to existing 
amine equipment.’” 

 

 “Most likely, the proposed change (including the connection to the old system) would pass the ‘wrench test’ 
and render this a modification of the existing amine treatment system, rather than as [sic] new emission unit. 

 

Therefore, Joint Commenters assert that, “[b]ecause the [single a]ggregated [p]roject is a major modification 
under [NSR], [DEP] should apply LAER to the amine treatment system.” 
 

Response: DEP does not concur with Joint Commenters’ contention that “[SPMT] does not disclose the emissions 
units of the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment System.”  In the narrative accompanying its application for Plan 
Approval No. 23-0119J, SPMT discloses the emissions units of the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment System, as 
follows: 
 

 Section 2: SPMT indicates “an incremental increase in steam used in the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment 
System [from the auxiliary boilers by the] amine stripper tower reboiler,” as well as maintenance and 
emergency connections for exchanger and filter source categories of the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment 
System to the Project Phoenix Cold Flare and West Warm Flare. 

 

 Section 3: SPMT indicates component counts and fugitive VOC emissions from valves, pump seals, pressure 
relief valves, and flanges/connectors associated with the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment System. 

 

 Appendix C: SPMT lists connections from pumps, filters, exchangers; the amine stripper tower reboiler, and 
other equipment associated with the Project Phoenix Amine Treatment System to the Project Phoenix Cold 
Flare. 

 

As compared with the amine treatment system proposed under the withdrawn application for Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119I, that proposed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J includes equipment to regenerate the amine, and 
uses significantly more steam from the auxiliary boilers.  Regarding the proposed connection to existing amine 
equipment originally installed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119A, SPMT has stated that this is for reliability 
(i.e., emergency backup) purposes only and is not expected to result in an increase in the capacity of or 
incremental emissions from the existing amine equipment.  Therefore, the proposed connection would not 
constitute a modification.  
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4. “[DEP] should require proper accounting of emissions from the utilities.”  
 

Comment: Joint Commenters contend that, while “[SPMT] states that “Project Phoenix will utilize the available 
capacity of existing utilities at the site including … instrument air, … [DEP] does not describe or count the 
emissions associated with the instrument air system. …  The instrument air system involves compressors that 
require the use of cooling water (see RFD 5597) and some source of energy, which is not described but which 
may generate incremental emissions.”  Furthermore, Joint Commenters contend that, “because [SPMT] does not 
identify any incremental emissions from the instrument air system, … [DEP] states that the [IACs] ‘do not relate 
to the NGLs processing, storage, and distribution operations at the facility.’  But that conclusion is wrong because 
the Application admits that Project J uses instrument air.”  Therefore, Joint Commenters assert that “[DEP] should 
properly account for [the] incremental emissions from [IACs] in its [NSR] analysis.” 
 

Response: DEP concurs that “Project Phoenix will utilize the available capacity of existing utilities at the site 
including … instrument air.”  However, SPMT has confirmed that this statement means that the current 
instrument air capacity/cooling water demand at the facility is sufficient to handle the instrument air needs of the 
sources and equipment proposed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J. 
 
5. “[DEP] should require a proper accounting for sulfur dioxide [SO2] and [GHG] emissions from the 
amine treatment system.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters assert that “[f]or [SO2], [DEP] should apply the same methodology it used for the 
review for Project A,” in which it “quantified the expected emissions from the amine treatment system, explaining 
that the acid gas would be directed to the fuel supply line for the existing permitted auxiliary boilers, and relying 
on the control efficiency of boiler combustion to quantify the ultimate emissions.”  While Joint Commenters state 
that, for “Project A, it is not clear that [DEP] accounted for the additional [SO2] emitted from the [auxiliary] 
boilers that will result from the combustion of hydrogen sulfide [H2S] from the amine treatment system,” they 
assert that “[f]or Project J, [DEP] should calculate the incremental [SO2] emissions (and other emissions) 
generated by the amine treatment system through the additional [acid] gas to the [auxiliary] boilers.” 
 

Moreover, Joint Commenters contend that, “[i]n [DEP’s technical r]eview [m]emo [for Plan Approval 
No. 23-0119J], the [GHG] emissions appear to not have been counted at all. This does not sound right because 
the purpose of the amine treatment system is to remove [CO2].  That [CO2] must be directed somewhere, but 
[SPMT’s a]pplication does not explain where it is directed.  [DEP] should clarify what is happening to it and … 
adjust the emissions calculations to include emissions from the amine treatment system.” 
 

Response: DEP concurs that the emissions calculations for the auxiliary boilers do not reflect the additional SO2 
and GHG emissions from the amine treatment systems installed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119A and proposed 
under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J.  To this end, DEP has obtained the following information from SPMT: 
 

 Updated short-term emission rates and factors for the auxiliary boilers (as previously discussed in DEP’s 
response to General Concern 6, above). 

 

 Estimates of the maximum SO2 and CO2 emissions from the auxiliary boilers associated with the amine 
treatment system proposed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J (based on maximum H2S and CO2 
concentrations in the ethane feedstock). 

 

Since the updated short-term emission rates and factors are based on 2018–2019 auxiliary boiler performance, 
they provide for the best representation of the emissions from the auxiliary boilers, including connections from 
the amine treatment system installed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119A.  Therefore, DEP has applied the 
updated emission factors in its calculations of the emissions increases due to the single aggregated project. 
 

In addition, SPMT has indicated that “the amine treatment system [proposed under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J] 
will be connected to the fuel gas drum which provides fuel to the auxiliary boilers.”  Based on maximum H2S and 
CO2 concentrations of 10 ppm and 1,000 ppm, respectively, in the ethane feedstock proposed to be processed by 
the amine treatment system under Plan Approval No. 23-0119J, SPMT has determined the maximum associated 
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SO2 and CO2/GHG emissions from the auxiliary boilers to be 3.0 lbs/hr and 740 lbs/hr, respectively.  While 
SPMT has indicated that “those [H2S concentration] levels are not normal or expected,” and “[e]thane feedstock 
which meets the product specification for CO2 (<100 ppm) prior to treatment may bypass the … [a]mine 
[t]reatment [s]ystem,” DEP has nonetheless calculated the corresponding annual SO2 and CO2 emissions 
(i.e., 13.14 tons/yr and 3,240 tons/yr, respectively) and included them in its calculations of the emissions increases 
due to the single aggregated project. 
 
6. “[DEP] should clarify the amount of fugitive VOC emissions from the natural gas and methane / ethane 
system components, which are unlikely to be zero.” 
 

Comment: Joint Commenters assert/contend that “[DEP] should clarify the amount of certain emissions from the 
natural gas and methane/ethane system components.  [SPMT] provides insufficient or inaccurate information in 
its application [for Plan Approval No. 23-0119J], … [while] [DEP] makes no reference to those systems in its 
[associated technical r]eview [m]emo.  [SPMT] estimates the total VOC emissions from these two systems to be 
zero, based on a claimed ‘0%’ by weight VOC content. … This appears to be an error because the gas used at the 
facility has a VOC content greater than 0%.  Furthermore, it is unclear what the “Methane / Ethane System” is, 
but it is highly unlikely that the methane and ethane presumably flowing through it also has a VOC content of 0%.  
[Therefore,] [DEP] should require [SPMT] to provide a realistic non-zero estimate of those emissions, and [DEP] 
should update its emissions calculations based on the information provided.” 
 

Response: [Note: General Concern 7, above, is largely similar to this comment, except that it expresses a concern 
that “neither [system] generates any air pollution.”  Therefore, DEP’s response discusses all pollutants proposed 
to be emitted from the natural gas system and methane/ethane systems (i.e., VOCs and GHGs).]  In Tables D-4 
and D-5 of its application for Plan Approval No. 23-0119J, SPMT includes calculations of fugitive VOC and 
GHG emissions from various piping and component systems, including the natural gas system and methane/ 
ethane system.  While the VOC emissions from the natural gas system and methane/ethane system are indicated 
as 0 tons/yr, (non-zero) GHG emissions from each of these systems are specified.  These calculations are based in 
part on the gas speciation information presented in Table D-6.  DEP does not have any specific objections to the 
gas speciation information presented for the methane/ethane system, for which SPMT has stated the following: 
 

“[T]he demethanizer consists of a methane stripping tower which removes methane from dry ethane feed.  At 
a high level, the feed to the demethanizer consists of methane rich off-gases.  Components which are part of 
the piping which transports this feed were labeled ‘methane/ethane system’ when summarizing counts used 
for fugitive emissions calculations.  The engineering contractor has confirmed that these streams are not 
expected to have a VOC component.” 

 

However, DEP does not concur with the gas speciation information presented for the natural gas system (and flare 
system).  As part of its review of the application for Plan Approval No. 23-0119J, DEP requested gas speciation 
information from SPMT for the natural gas used at the facility.  To this end, SPMT provided daily average gas 
chromatograph (GC) data for 2019 (included in the associated technical review memo as Attachment #5).  
Specifically, the average methane/GHG and VOC contents from the GC data are 97.43% and 0.08%, respectively 
(versus 90% and 0%, respectively, from the gas speciation information in Table D-6).  The differences between 
these GHG and VOC contents amount to increases in total emissions from the natural gas system and flare system 
of less than 2.7 tons/yr CO2e and less than 0.0012 tons/yr VOCs, respectively. 


