
Public Comment Regarding DEP’s Intent to Issue Draft Plan Approval 26-00413B
Texas Eastern Uniontown Compressor Station

James E. Rosenberg
555 Davidson Road
Grindstone, PA  15442
jr@amanue.com
(724) 785-9398

Pursuant to PA Bulletin 44 Pa.B. 36, Saturday, January 4, 2014, I take strong objection to issuance of Plan 
Approval 26-00413B (“Plan”) as drafted, on grounds detailed below. As shown in eFACTS Authorization 
Record 9404271, on August 29, 2012, the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) received an 
application (Application) on behalf of Texas Eastern for a horsepower upgrade for its Uniontown Compressor 
Station in North Union Township, Fayette County. This project is part of a larger interstate natural gas 
transmission line project known as “TEAM 2014”, which is before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) under Docket CP13-842. By Texas Eastern’s own account, Uniontown Compressor Station is classified 
as urban for air modeling purposes3. In support of this classification, a Fayette County property map showing 
the vicinity of Uniontown Compressor Station is here attached as Attachment A. A glance at this map will 
readily show that there are significantly many nearby properties, including many residences. Most compressor 
stations in Pennsylvania are in rural locations, but this one is not. Accordingly, I respectfully request a hearing 
be held on this issue in the affected community. As will be seen below, there is a pattern of compressor station 
incidents regarding both Texas Eastern in general and Uniontown Compressor Station in particular which are of 
profound concern to the community’s concern for clean air.

Specific grounds for objection:

1. There is a material omission from Application in failing to list a Notice of Violation for Inspection ID 
21203194 in its Air Pollution Control Act Compliance Review Form.

As part of its application, Texas Eastern properly lists “Bernville Station” under Air Pollution Control Act 
Compliance Review Form Section B, General Information Regarding “Applicant”. On October 29, 2012, there 
occurred a truly shocking incident at Texas Eastern’s Bernville Compressor Station (“Bernville 10/29/2012”) in 
which no less than 61 tons of VOC were emitted in less than an hour. This is a truly astonishing amount of 
emissions — greater than the amount needed to classify a facility as Major Source for VOC! — and there is no 
indication whatsoever that DEP has taken this incident into account in any way in evaluating Application. It is 
quite possible that this is the single largest one-day release of VOC from any compressor station in the history of 
Pennsylvania, has major ramifications for the Plan Approval process, and will be referenced multiple times 
throughout this comment. File Review documents related to this incident are here attached as Attachment B. As 
part of the APCA Compliance Review Form Section B, an applicant must list “all documented conduct of 
violations or enforcement actions identified by the Department pursuant to the APCA, regulations, terms and 
conditions of an operating permit or plan approval”. This section of Application is completely blank. As noted 
above, DEP did issue a Notice of Violation (NOV) for this incident:

“Construction, Modification, Reactivation and Operation of Sources, Operating Permit 
Requirements, Compliance requirements. A person may not cause or permit the operation of a 
source subject to this article unless the source and air cleaning devices identified in the 

1 http://www.ahs.dep.pa.gov/eFACTSWeb/searchResults_singleAuth.aspx?AuthID=940427.
2 http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/docket_search.asp, enter Docket Number CP13-84.
3 “TEAM 2014 Project, Response to FERC June 5, 2013 Data Request, Resource Report 9, Question 5”,

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=13284485, page 16.
4 http://www.ahs.dep.pa.gov/eFACTSWeb/searchResults_singleViol.aspx?InspectionID=2120319
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application for the plan approval and operating permit and the plan approval issued to the source 
are operated and maintained in accordance with specifications in the application and conditions in 
the plan approval and operating permit issued by the Department. A person may not cause or 
permit the operation of an air contamination source subject to this chapter in a manner 
inconsistent with good operating practices.” [Emphasis added.]

A penalty in this case was assessed in the amount of $15,000 under Enforcement ID 296561. By failing to 
disclose this information in its APCA Compliance Review Form, Texas Eastern has rendered Application 
materially deficient. Texas Eastern must be instructed to submit an amended application in which this deficiency 
is corrected, and Plan must be withheld until DEP can redraft its Review Memo (“Memo”) taking into account 
the ramifications of the Bernville 10/29/2012 incident. These ramifications are many. Particularly notable are the 
following:

• The number 61.31 tons of VOC emitted in this one incident is Texas Eastern’s own number5.

• File Review documents for the Bernville 10/29/2012 incident establish a formula for converting an amount 
of uncontrolled release of methane into an emissions amount for VOC resulting from blowdown.

• Texas Eastern admits this case was due to human error, and thus preventable.

• Bernville 10/29/2012 proves that emissions in excess of PTE from a single incident not only can happen, it 
did happen.

• Bernville 10/29/2012 establishes conclusively that blowdown and malfunction must be included in any 
analysis of PTE.

Omission of consideration of Bernville 10/29/2012 in both Application and its review is not just a minor lapse. 
This is an incident of historic proportions that shows conclusively that DEP must review its procedures from end 
to end to take proper account of blowdown and malfunction in the calculation of PTE for VOC.

Unfortunately, Bernville 10/29/2012 is not the only such incident. There is a documented case of a neighbor of 
the Uniontown Compressor station being injured by the noise from an uncontrolled release of methane 
(“Uniontown 12/31/2010”). From Thomas Koziel vs. Texas Eastern Transmission, L.P., United States Court for 
the Western District of Pennsylvania, Docket # 13cv1197, the plaintiff alleges:

      Plaintiff resides in Uniontown, Pennsylvania, approximately 500 feet from the Uniontown 
Compressor Station. Doc. No. 1-3, ¶ 1. The Compressor Station is owned and operated by 
Defendant and used in the natural gas industry. Id. at ¶ 3. Plaintiff’s property includes a garage 
which is approximately 670 feet from the Compressor Station. Id. at ¶ 1. The garage is 
constructed of metal. Id.
         On December 31, 2010, a high-pitched sound was emitted from the Compressor Station for 
approximately fifteen (15) minutes. Id. at ¶ 5. Plaintiff was in his garage at the time; the noise 
was amplified by the metal structure. Id. Plaintiff phoned an emergency number related to the 
plant and was told that a response team was on its way. Id. at ¶ 6. Plaintiff also dialed 911. Id. at ¶ 
7. Emergency services responded. Id.
         Employees of Spectra Energy confirmed the sound had emanated from the Compressor 
Station and told Plaintiff that the noise was caused by a frozen valve. Id. at ¶ 9. Plaintiff has 
experienced severe health problems related to his hearing and sleep because of his exposure to the 
noise. Id. at ¶¶ 10-13.

5 See letter, Sean E. Cramer to William Weaver, 11/20/2012 in the attached File Review Documents.
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(This matter is still in litigation.) While I recognize that noise is not normally considered to be a regulated 
parameter under the Air Pollution Control Act, blowdown noise may act as the perceptible indicator of 
uncontrolled release of methane; the Bernville documents provide a method of converting from the duration of 
excess blowdown noise to an emissions amount for VOC. If the amount of methane emitted per minute from 
Uniontown 12/31/2010 is comparable to the amount of methane emitted per minute from Bernville 10/29/2012, 
the 12/31/2010 incident at Uniontown Compressor Station would have released no fewer than 21 tons of VOC, 
making a mockery of a PTE of 49 tpy and demonstrating that Plan Approval 26-00413A should have been 
classified as Major Source for VOC.6

2. The decision not to evaluate VOC in Memo is incorrect, due to failure of the analysis of VOC for the 
prior permit to take account of all information (e.g. blowdown and malfunction).

The pre-project number for Uniontown Compressor Station VOC PTE is 49 tpy. I have myself in the past, more 
than once, in plan approval public comments, complained that PTE amounts are published without a margin for  
error. This is particularly fallacious where a PTE amount, as in this case, is so close to the Major Source 
threshold. A certain number of blowdowns per year is a predictable outcome of compressor station operations. 
As above, a proper analysis of PTE for VOC should:

• Provide a number giving a reasonable estimate of the anticipated number of minutes of blowdown per year.

• Verify the number above against the historical record for the facility if it has a prior permit.

• Convert estimated minutes of blowdown per year into an amount of methane released per year from 
blowdown.

• Apply the Bernville 2012 formula to convert the amount of blowdown emissions per year into an amount of 
VOC released per year for blowdown.

• Add the amount of estimated blowdown VOC release to the PTE for VOC.

• Apply the same analysis as above to malfunction including malfunction from other related facilities from the 
same industry; where there have been malfunctions due to human error, evaluate corrective actions to determine 
the probability of the malfunction recurring.

None of this analysis has taken place for Plan.

3. A correct analysis of Plan PTE for VOC must conclude that Uniontown Compressor Station is a Major 
Source of VOC.

PTE for VOC is listed as 48.5 tpy. An error of a mere 1.5 tpy must yield the conclusion that Uniontown 
Compressor Station is a Major Source for VOC. Bernville released 61.31 tons of VOC in 41 minutes in the 
10/29/2012 incident. Using that number as a standard of comparison, 1.5 tons of VOC corresponds to 1.003 
minutes of uncontrolled release comparable to Bernville. Are we to believe that Uniontown Compressor Station 
will experience less than one minute of blowdown per year? Such a number is not credible.

4. Plan fails to meet DEP’s own standard for Leak Detection BAT.

Memo correctly states: “Although GP-5 cannot be used for this project since the facility is TV and a 
transmission station, it has been referenced in this review since GP-5 can be used for similar equipment and 

6 While granted that Plan Approval 26-00413A was originally issued on 03/01/2010 — prior to Uniontown 12/31/2010 — it was 
extended via Authorization 891008, received 08/17/2011 and issued 8/30/2011.
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function.” (p. 4.) Unfortunately, DEP has failed to apply this reasoning to leak detection. To quote from GP-5, 
section J 2: “At a minimum, the owner or operator of the facility shall on a quarterly basis, use forward looking 
infrared (“FLIR”) cameras or other approved leak detection monitoring devices approved by the Department for 
the detection of fugitive leaks.” Where is this language in Plan? FLIR inspection once per quarter is not often 
enough. By not mentioning FLIR inspection at all in Plan, DEP is not following its own guidelines for leak 
detection BAT. This is not the first time it has been left to an alert citizen to remind DEP of its own standard 
BAT for leak detection. In response to public comment such as this one, DEP included in Plan Approval 26-
00588A, Shamrock Compressor Station, SECTION C, Site Level Plan Approval Requirements, the following 
provision:

VI. WORK PRACTICE REQUIREMENTS.
# 014      [25 Pa. Code §127.12b]
Plan approval terms and conditions.
The Owner/Operator shall incorporate a leak detection and repair or maintenance program at the 
Facility. Components subject to this program shall include but not be limited to valves, 
connectors, open ended lines, pressure relief valves, and meters. Frequency of leak detection shall 
be on a quarterly basis. Acceptable leak detection methods include any of the following:

a. Optical gas imaging instrument. Use an optical gas imaging instrument for equipment leak 
detection in accordance with 40 CFR part 60, subpart A, § 60.18 of the Alternative work practice 
for monitoring equipment leaks, § 60.18(i)(1)(i); § 60.18(i)(2)(i) except that the monitoring 
frequency shall be annual using the detection sensitivity level of 60 grams per hour as stated in 40 
CFR Part 60, subpart A, Table 1: Detection Sensitivity Levels; § 60.18(i)(2)(ii) and (iii) except 
the gas chosen shall be methane, and § 60.18(i)(2)(iv) and (v); § 60.18(i)(3); § 60.18(i)(4)(i) and 
(v); including the requirements for daily instrument checks and distances, and excluding 
requirements for video records. Any emissions detected by the optical gas imaging instrument is a 
leak unless screened with Method 21 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A-7) monitoring, in which case 
10,000 ppm or greater is designated a leak. In addition, you must operate the optical gas imaging 
instrument to image the source types required by this subpart in accordance with the instrument 
manufacturer's operating parameters. Unless using methods in paragraph (b) of this condition, an 
optical gas imaging instrument must be used for all source types that are inaccessible and cannot 
be monitored without elevating the monitoring personnel more than 2 meters above a support 
surface.

b. Method 21. Use the equipment leak detection methods in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A-7, 
Method 21. If using Method 21 monitoring, if an instrument reading of 10,000 ppm or greater is 
measured, a leak is detected. Inaccessible emissions sources, as defined in 40 CFR part 60, are 
not exempt from this subpart. Owners or operators must use alternative leak detection devices as 
described in paragraph (a) or (b) of this condition to monitor inaccessible equipment leaks or 
vented emissions.

c. Infrared laser beam illuminated instrument. Use an infrared laser beam illuminated instrument 
for equipment leak detection. Any emissions detected by the infrared laser beam illuminated 
instrument is a leak unless screened with Method 21 monitoring, in which case 10,000 ppm or 
greater is designated a leak. In addition, you must operate the infrared laser beam illuminated 
instrument to detect the source types required by 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart W in accordance with 
the instrument manufacturer's operating parameters.

d. Acoustic leak detection device. Use the acoustic leak detection device to detect through-valve 
leakage. When using the acoustic leak detection device to quantify the through-valve leakage, 
you must use the instrument manufacturer's calculation methods to quantify the through-valve 
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leak. When using the acoustic leak detection device, if a leak of 3.1 scf per hour or greater is 
calculated, a leak is detected. In addition, you must operate the acoustic leak detection device to 
monitor the source valves required by this subpart in accordance with the instrument 
manufacturer's operating parameters. Acoustic stethoscope type devices designed to detect 
through valve leakage when put in contact with the valve body and that provide an audible leak 
signal but do not calculate a leak rate can be used to identify non-leakers with subsequent 
measurement required to calculate the rate if through-valve leakage is identified. Leaks are 
reported if a leak rate of 3.1 scf per hour or greater is measured.7

I call upon DEP to not only add a similar provision to Plan, but also to amend its word processing template used 
to construct plan approvals so that this provision is present by default in future plan approvals. It is simply not 
acceptable that it should be left to citizens to remind DEP of its own policy in a matter as important as leak 
detection.

5. There have been no submittals attesting to adequate training of all Texas Eastern personnel who work 
at Uniontown Compressor Station in the prevention of incidents such as Bernville 10/29/2012.

As noted in Plan Section B #013: 25 PA Code §127.25 states: “A person may not cause or permit the operation 
of an air contamination source subject to this chapter in a manner inconsistent with good operating practices.” 
As noted above, Texas Eastern has admitted that Bernville 10/29/2012 was the result of human error. 
Consequently, there is simply no question that in the case of Bernville 10/29/2012, Texas Eastern was in clear 
violation of this §127.25 clause. The proper remedy for such a violation (apart from the assessed penalty) is for 
Texas Eastern to undertake a rigorous training program of all compressor station personnel to make certain such 
human errors do not recur. And: it is incumbent upon DEP to evaluate whether such due diligence on the part of 
Texas Eastern has occurred. In the face of such an extreme violation, for DEP not to undertake an evaluation of 
whether personnel who operate and will be operating Uniontown Compressor Station have received such 
training is simply negligent. DEP must withhold issuance of 26-00413B until it receives submittals from Texas 
Eastern attesting to proper training for prevention of human errors such as Bernville 10/29/2012.

6. Memo fails to evaluate Texas Eastern’s air model for Uniontown Compressor Station submitted under 
FERC Docket CP13-84.

On 6/17/2013, Texas Eastern submitted to FERC under Docket CP13-84 its report “Response to FERC June 5, 
2013 Data Request, Resource Report 9, Question 5”8 containing air modeling studies for all of the compressor 
stations in the TEAM 2014 project, including Uniontown Compressor Station (“Air Model”). DEP has been 
unjustifiably lax in requiring air modeling studies for evaluation of compressor station plan approvals — 
particularly where, as in this case, the facility is a Major Source. For an applicant to have submitted an air 
modeling study in a related proceeding and DEP not to have considered that document in its regulatory review is 
simply inexcusable. Memo shows no indication that DEP is even aware of the existence of this document.

In fact, there are a number of reasons for questioning Air Model. For its weather data, Air Model relies on a 
monitoring station in Washington, PA as the closest monitoring station. (Lack of any air monitoring station in 
Fayette County is a frequent citizen complaint, that is appropriate to repeat here.) There are some significant 
differences in weather between Washington and Uniontown which may affect the risk of exposure to air 
pollution. Washington is often several degrees cooler than surrounding areas (as reported as “current conditions” 
by the National Weather Service NOAA Weather Radio). Proximity of Uniontown to Chestnut Ridge needs to 

7 See also Plan Approval 63-00968A, Smith Compressor Station, Washington County, Section C #013, also added as the result of 
public comment. It should be noted that Shamrock Compressor Station is a similar facility to Uniontown Compressor Station, having 
two Solar Mars turbines, as well as 6 1380 bhp reciprocating compression engines.

8 FERC Accession Number 20130617-5178, RR9 DR5 Air Modeling Analyses Narrative.PDF, http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/
OpenNat.asp?fileID=13284485.

Public Comment of James E. Rosenberg on Draft Plan Approval 26-00413B, Uniontown Compressor Station -5-



be evaluated for its special wind patterns and susceptibility to stagnant air. Similarity in weather between 
Washington and Uniontown is simply assumed in Air Model; this needs to be evaluated.

Independent air modeling studies have shown in the past that compressor station exposures can significantly 
exceed permitted amounts. See for instance “AERMOD Modeling of NO2 Impacts of the Barto Compressor 
Station”, Clean Air Council, January 24, 20139. DEP has given no indication whatever that this information has 
been taken into account in evaluating Plan. DEP must withhold issuance of 26-00413B until it has properly 
evaluated all available information related to air modeling for Uniontown Compressor Station.

7. There has been no proper analysis of probability of exposure to acute-effect toxic substance disease 
from the amounts of pollution permitted as Uniontown Compressor Station PTE.

PTE calculations are listed as total tons per year. As we have seen (Bernville 10/29/2012), actual emissions from 
a single event of less than one hour’s duration can exceed the PTE. Meanwhile, agencies such as ATSDR and 
OSHA list unsafe exposure levels to chemicals capable of causing toxic chemical exposure disease in units such 
as parts per million for a given number of hours. DEP has provided no method of extrapolating between a tpy 
figure and a probability of being exposed to e.g. a ppm for 8 hours figure. It is exactly a dispersion study which 
would provide that link. As we have seen, DEP has not undertaken that analysis for Uniontown Compressor 
Station.

In several recent compressor station Comment Response Documents or Review Memos, DEP has attempted to 
refute this argument by loosely referencing dispersion/screening studies that “the department has received” 
concerning landfill gas fired engines10. This analysis is severely flawed for the following reasons:

(a) These studies are not cited in a form that the public can access.

The studies have not been published by DEP. They have not even been attached to Public Comment Response 
documents and provided to commenters who have raised this issue in the past. Where they are presumably 
available at all to the public through the process of File Review, they are not cited with actual permit numbers so 
the public can know which files to review. In short, DEP has treated these studies as if they were private 
information which cannot be challenged by any process of Public Comment. This is inexcusable.

(b) The fuel supply for the engines in question is not directly relevant to natural gas fired compression engines at 
compressor stations.11

(c) The studies were supplied by industry or applicants and have not been peer-reviewed.

(d) As noted above, the studies have not been subjected to public comment.

(e) The studies only address formaldehyde, and not e.g. benzene. Benzene is known to become dangerous at 0.5 
ppm.

(f) The studies take no account of the actual kind of equipment actually installed at compressor stations12. For 

9 http://cleanair.org/sites/default/files/AERMOD%20NO2%20Modeling%20of%20Barto%20Compressor%20Station%20-%20Jan
%2024,%202013%20(2).pdf

10 See e.g. Review Memo from Alan A. Binder to Air Quality Permit File PA-63-00968A (Smith Compressor Station, Washington 
County), December 13, 2012, p. 14; Review Memo from Alexander Sandy to Air Quality Permit File GP5-26-00587C (Springhill #2 
Compressor Station, Fayette County),  pp 9-10.

11 Uniontown Compressor Station does not presumably receive natural gas with significant natural gas liquids content. However, these 
same studies have been used to defend plan approvals for facilities that do.

12 Uniontown Compressor Station does not apparently include any dehydrators. However, these same studies have been used concerning 
compressor stations where dehydrators are installed, even though they provide no guidance whatsoever concerning the acute toxic 
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instance, they take no account of the kind of malfunction that occured at either Bernville 10/29/2012 or 
Uniontown 12/31/2010.

What does DEP project the health effects would be on residents near the Uniontown Compressor Station (of 
which there are many!) of an event of the magnitude of Bernville 10/29/2012 or Uniontown 12/31/2010 under 
conditions of temperature inversion, no wind, and low cloud cover? There is nothing that “the department has 
received” that even attempts to assess this situation.

8. Because noise caused by blowdown and uncontrolled release is a perceptible indicator of emissions 
which may include regulated air pollutants, excessive blowdown noise must be explicitly included in the 
factors requiring reporting of malfunction.

Where noise results from blowdown or other form of uncontrolled release, it clearly fits the definition of air 
pollution in 25 PA Code §121.1: “The presence in the outdoor atmosphere of any form of contaminant, 
including, but not limited to, the discharging from stacks, chimneys, openings, buildings, structures, open fires, 
vehicles, processes or any other source of ... gases, vapors, ... in a place, manner or concentration ... which 
unreasonably interferes with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property.” Therefore: DEP must take account 
of the Uniontown 12/31/2010 incident and all similar such incidents in evaluating whether Uniontown 
Compressor Station has caused air pollution. DEP may not exclude noise from those parameters monitored for 
air pollution compliance if that noise is caused by uncontrolled release of natural gas.

Respectfully submitted,
James E. Rosenberg,
2/3/2013

substance disease exposure potential from dehydrators.
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Attachment A
Fayette County Property Map Showing the Vicinity of Uniontown Compressor Station
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Attachment B
File Review Documents Pertaining to the Bernville Compressor Station Incident, 

10/29/2012

Public Comment of James E. Rosenberg on Draft Plan Approval 26-00413B, Uniontown Compressor Station -9-












































