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�
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CONTACT(S)  Terry Fluke (813-247-3429)�
�
I visited this facility to review the records associated with the 2002 Statement of Compliance (SOC) and to conduct a FCE.  Upon arrival I met with Mr. Fluke in his office and explained that I was interested in reviewing records as required by their permit.





Citgo operates a petroleum bulk storage and truck loading operation that requires control of the VOC’s from vapors emitted during loading.  Vapors are collected through vent lines attached to the trucks and are directed to a vapor combustion unit (VCU).  In addition to the VCU, a vapor recovery unit (VRU) was formerly in use to process vapors; however, the VRU was shut-down in December 2000 and has been retired from service, although it still remains intact on-site.  There is no back-up unit currently in place.





I initially inquired about the periodic monitoring plan and about what parameters have been established to ensure proper operation of the control equipment.  Mr. Fluke showed me a copy of the plan and noted that it was submitted to our office for approval in December 2000 without an official response.  He noted that he was last told that the plan was being reviewed by DEP and that EPC was awaiting their response.  I informed him that EPC has analyzed the plan since my last inspection, but no formal response has been issued.  He said that the system is automated and has not been notably adjusted since the performance tests.  He also noted that all of the compliance tests have shown emissions well below the 10 mg/l limit.  Mr. Fluke stated that they ensure that the VCU is in compliance by performing consistent maintenance and observations of the automated system to verify proper operation.  He provided me with copies of the weekly inspection sheets for the VCU, loading racks and tanks as required by the permit.  Copies of the Aug-Sep 2002 and May 2003 records were acquired for the report.





I then asked to see the continuous monitor for measuring temperature of the VCU.  I observed the monitor and it appeared to be recording the continuous temperature as required by the permit.  There has been no specific guideline temperature established as required by the permit because Citgo is awaiting response to their monitoring plan that was previously submitted.  Citgo believes that there is not a definitive relationship between the VCU temperature and destruction efficiency because of the inconsistent loading the VCU undergoes.  They do monitor the temperature mainly during consistent loading to verify expected values based on the compliance test.  A copy of some typical temperature readings were acquired for September 2002, the same month of the compliance test on the VCU.  Since no formal response to their proposal has been issued, the VCU’s operation was considered acceptable.�
�
INSPECTOR(S)


                         Jeff Sims�
REPORT DATE


6/6/03�
�
�



�PRIVATE ��	ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION CONTINUATION SHEET   PAGE  2  OF 3�
�
FACILITY  Citgo Petroleum Corporation


�
	REPORT NUMBER


�
�



I then reviewed their station set-up for maintaining the database to ensure proper compliance of all vehicles that are loaded at the facility.  The permit requires a series of conditions to ensure up-to-date leak tests are performed on all trucks requesting filling.  Their system monitors all trucks and has a series of “lock-outs” in the event a truck doesn’t meet safety or documentation requirements.





A review of the recorded data for throughputs and emissions showed that they were well within limits for loading racks and tanks.  A sample of typical loading numbers are:


                                                       2002 Actual        May-2003 (12 month)               Permit


    Loading Rack – Gas                 448,023,000             449,302,860                     875,000,000


    Loading Rack – Diesel              110,856,000             111,076,628                     300,000,000


    Gas Tank Group                       668,605,184             687,153,532                    1,000,000,000





Records of the vapor pressure measurements also appeared within limits.  This required some explanation, however, because initial values seen for gasoline were above the expected 11 psia limit (Cond. B.4).  The limit is based on the average annual vapor pressure, so Citgo established maximums relative to each month that blanket 11 psia but ensures the year-end total won’t exceed it (see attachment).  I acquired copies of pressure measurements for Dec 2002 and Jan-Feb 2003 which were above the 11 psia limit; however, a look at the summer months showed readings well under the limit.  A crude average calculated for the year did appear to be under the limit.  I inquired about the requirement on the loading racks for a maximum true vapor pressure of 7.4 psi for gasoline (Cond. A.4).  This limit appears to be an average function of the gasoline products relative to temperature and, based on definitions found within the files, within compliance as long as the Reid vapor pressures are met.





I reviewed their logbook as part of required inspection for general equipment leaks and proper documentation and response to detected leaks was noted.  I inquired about any deviations in operation that possibly wasn’t addressed in the SOC and none were noted.  Tank 05 was taken out of service in September 2002 for scheduled maintenance and replacement of both seals and returned to service in March 2003.  This was not considered a deviation because no loading was attempted during the repairs.  He indicated that no roofs had dropped onto their legs during the year, except Tank 05 for scheduled maintenance.  





Ed Slaman, their main maintenance employee, joined us as we then went to the loading racks to observe their operation.  Everything appeared to be functioning properly without any noticeable leaks.  I attempted to use the Gastech GT201 VOC detector to measure leaks, but the unit was unable to power up properly.  The vapor pressure gauges were mounted as required by permit and read between 7”-10” H2O on various lanes of Rack #2 as trucks were being loaded.  Next we followed the lines to the VCU.  The unit appeared intact with all of the expected fittings to meet operation requirements: burner, thermocouple and louvers on the exterior of the VCU stack.  Before entering the combustion unit, the vapors are fed through a 50/50 glycol/water vessel that the vapors bubble through that acts as a device to prevent flashback.  The unit is designed so that it automatically turns on when a ground plug at the loading rack is put on a truck.  
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After a truck is filled and the ground plug is removed, the unit remains on for 15 minutes to combust remaining vapors prior to shutting down.  There is also a 2nd burner that is ignited and receives vapors to handle larger flows. If the pressure difference in the main combustor line exceeds a limit or if a 5th loading arm is activated, the 2nd burner kicks on to relieve the pressure on the main line.  The instantaneous temperature reading at the time of inspection was 920oF and the pressure gauge which can trigger the second burner read 2”.  No visible emissions were noted from the flare.
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