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Overview of Fugitive Emissions

 Large number of valves, pumps, and other 
equipment associated with natural gas production 
and processing can be a significant source of VOC 
emissions

 Equipment leaks occur from pumps, pressure relief 
devices, valves, flanges, and connector seals. 

 Source of leaks include open-ended lines and valves 
as well corrosion of connections, flanges, and valves. 
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Overview of Fugitive Emissions

 Leaks are caused by: 
 poorly fitted connection points or deterioration of seals and 

gaskets or
 changes in pressure, temperature, or mechanical stresses. 

 Components emit fugitive emissions from valves; 
connectors; pressure relief devices; open-ended lines; 
access doors; flanges; closed vent systems; thief hatches 
or other openings on storage vessels; agitator seals; 
distance pieces; crankcase vents; blowdown vents; pump 
seals or diaphragms; compressors; separators; pressure 
vessels; dehydrators; heaters; instruments; and meters.
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Overview of Control Options

 Fugitive emission sources can be addressed through 
implementation of an emission leak detection and repair 
(“LDAR”) program. 

 LDAR programs reduce emissions by requiring owners 
and operators to inspect their facilities to find and repair 
leaks. Leak detection methods include:
 Audio, visual, and olfactory (“AVO”) inspections;
 Instrument monitoring according to EPA Reference Method 

21, 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A-7 (“EPA Method 21”); and
 Monitoring using optical gas imaging (“OGI”).
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Overview of Control Options

 AVO inspections rely sight, sound, and smell to identify 
leaking components

 EPA Reference Method 21 identifies leaks using a 
portable instrument that detects the presence of organic 
gases and measure their volumetric concentration.

 OGI is a newer method for leak detection that utilizes 
forward-looking infrared (“FLIR”) cameras to inspect 
equipment components to identify leaks.

 OGI can be used to survey large numbers of components 
in a short amount of time, whereas EPA Method 21 only 
allows inspection of one component at a time with an 
instrument probe.
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Overview of Control Options

 The effectiveness of an LDAR program at controlling 
emissions is based on the frequency of monitoring 
and the leak definition. 

 More frequent monitoring means more leaks are 
detected and repaired sooner, resulting in less 
emissions of harmful air pollutants.
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Summary of Requirements for Fugitive Emissions

 Default monitoring requirements apply to 
inspections of equipment and leaking components. 

 Facilities with production greater than 10 barrels of 
oil (bbls) per day, or production greater than 60,000 
standard cubic feet per day of natural gas:

Weekly AVO inspections
 Facilities with production equal to or less than 10 

bbls per day, or production equal to or less than
60,000 standard cubic feet per day of natural gas:

Monthly AVO inspections
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Summary of Rule Provisions for Fugitive Emissions

 The following facilities must be inspected using EPA Method OGI 
according to the following schedules:

 Well sites and tank battery facilities: 
 annually at facilities with a PTE less than two tpy VOC;
 semi-annually at facilities with a PTE equal to or greater than two 

tpy and less than five tpy VOC; and
 quarterly at facilities with a PTE equal to or greater than five tpy

VOC.
 Gathering and boosting stations, gas processing plants, and natural 

gas compressor stations: 
 quarterly at facilities with a PTE less than 25 tpy VOC; and
 monthly at facilities with a PTE equal to or greater than 25 tpy VOC.
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Other Parties’ Testimony on Section 20.2.50.116

 Industry and the eNGO Parties submitted extensive testimony related to the 
LDAR inspection frequencies

 Both groups cited studies related to LDAR with competing datasets on LDAR 
effectiveness, emission factors, leak rates, component counts, fugitive 
emissions, costs, representativeness of EPA's data in NM

 NMED was unable to thoroughly review all this competing technical testimony 
and associated exhibits provided by the Parties

 NMED proposed an inspection schedule closely aligned with Colorado's LDAR 
program in order to provide the EIB with an option between the two Parties 
competing sets of data

 NMED was unable to sufficiently demonstrate the basis for the revision and is 
maintaining the original July 28, 2021 proposal

 The Parties' subject matter experts should provide testimony regarding the 
cited peer reviewed studies, cost estimates, leak rates, effectiveness, 
etc. directly to the EIB for the EIB's consideration
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Revisions to Applicability and Monitoring Provisions
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Revisions to Monitoring Provisions
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Revisions to Monitoring Provisions
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Revisions to Monitoring Provisions
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Revisions to Monitoring Provisions
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Revisions to Recordkeeping Provisions
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Reporting Requirements
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