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INVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
\GENCY

|0 CFR Part 61
AD-FRL-3509-3]

{ational Emission Standards for
{azardous Air Pollutants; Revislons to
Yinyl Chiotide; Equipment Leaks of
volatile Hazardous Air Pollutants

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Proposed rule and public
hearing: petition for reconsideration.

SUMMARY: On November 26. 19886, the
Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc.
{SPI) filed with EPA a petition for stay
of enforcement and administrative
reconsideration of seven provisions in
the final rule revising the national
emission standard for VC (September
30, 1986, 51 FR 34904). The SPI and three
manufacturers (Dow Chemical
Company, Georgia Gulf Corporation,
and Vista Chemical Company})
concurrently filed a petition for review
of the revisions to the VC standard with
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia Circuit. The petitioners
requested review of the definitions of
*“ethylene dichloride purification."
“leak,” “exhaust gas.” “relief valve
discharge,” and "3-hour period;” the
scope of the relief valve discharge - -
provisions; and the leak detection and
elimination provisions (area
monitoring). The EPA has evaluated the
petitions, and the Administrator
proposes to grant the petitioners'
request for clarification of certain of
these provisions, Minor revisions are |
being proposed to comrect ambiguities in
several definitions and in the
applicability of certain regulatory
requirements in the VC gtandards, The
proposed revisions would not increase
the emissions (and the associated health
risks) allowed by the standards as
promulgated in September 1986. No
changes, however, will be made with
regard to area monitoring requirements
or the relief valve discharge standard.
This action provides EPA's responses to
petitioners’ requests, and the resulting
minor proposed revisions to the
standards are set forth in this notice.
This action also serves as notice that
the petitioners’ request for stay of the
1986 revised provisions is being denied.
In addition, this notice is not intended
to address the recent decision by the
D.C. Circuit Court on the VC standards,
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
v. EPA, 824 F.2d 1146 (1987). Any
response to that decision will be made
in a future notice in the Federal Register.

A public hearing will be held to-
provide interested parties-an
opportunity for oral presentations of ..
data, views, or arguments concerning
the proposed revisions.

DATES: Comments. Comments must be
received on or before November 20,
1989.

Public Hearing. If anyone contacts .
EPA requesting to speak at a public
hearing by October 11, 1989, a public -
hearing will be held on October 18, 1989,
beginning at 10:00 a.m. Persons
interested in attending the hearing
should call Ann Eleanor at {919) 541~
5578 to verify that a hearing will be held:

Request to Speak at Hearing. Persons
wishing to present oral testimony must
contact EPA by October 11, 1989,

ADDRESSES: Comuments. Comments
should be submitted in duplicate (if
possible) to: Central Docket Section
(LE-131). Attention: Docket No, A-81~
21, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington,
DC 20460,

Public Hearing. If anyone contacts
EPA requesting a public hearing, it will
be held at EPA's Office of
Administration Auditorium, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina. Persons
interested in attending the hearing or
wishing to present oral testimony should

.notify Ms. Ann Eleanor, Standards
Development Branch (MD-13), U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Caralina
27711, telephone {919) 541-5578.

Docket. A docket, number A-81-21,
containing Information considered by
EPA in the development of the
promulgated standards and the petition
for stay and reconsideration, to which
this notice is responding, is available for
public inspection between 8:00 a.m. and
3:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, at
EPA’s Central Docket Section, South
Conference Center, Room 4, 401 M
Street SW., Washington, DC 20460, A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACTT
For further information and
interpretations of applicability,
compliance requirements, and reporting-
aspects of the revised standards, contact
the appropriate Regional, State, or local
office contact as listed in 40 CFR 80.4.
For further information on the
background for the proposed revised
standards, contact Ms. Shirley Tabler,
Standards Development Branch,
Emission Standards Division (MD-13},
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, .
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone (919) 541-5258.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
L. Background

In December 1975, EPA designated VC
as a hazardous air pollutant under
section 112 of the Clean Air Act (42
U.8.C. 7412) and promulgated final rules
for VC on October 21, 1976 (40 CFR
61.60-61.71). The standards limit
emissions of VC from plants producing
ethylene dichloride (EDC]) via
oxychlorination, VC, and polyvinyl
chloride (PVC) or other polymers
containing VC. These piants are subject
to a combination of emission limits.
equipment, and work practice
requirements at numerous points in the
manufacturing processes.

On September 30, 1986 (51 FR 34804),
EPA promulgated several administrative
and clarifying revisions to the national
emission standard for VC. Subsequently,
on November 28, 1986, SPI filed with
EPA a petition for stay and
administrative reconsideration of seven
provisions in the final revisions to the
VC standard. The SPI, Dow Chemical
Company, Georgia Gulf Corporation.
and Vista Chemical Company
concurrently filed a petition for review
of several provisions of the revised
standard with the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the D.C. Circuit. The SPl is a
nonprofit corporation whose members
include processors and manufacturers of
plastics or plastic products, suppliers of
raw materials, processors and
converters of plastic resins, and
manufacturers of accessory equipment
for the plastics industry. The Vinyl
Institute, a division of SPI represents
the major domestic producers of VC and
PVC.

1L Summary of SPI's Petition for Stay/
Reconsideration and EPA's Response

. The SPI requested that EPA issue a
stay of the 1986 revisions to the VC
standard pending review of those
revised provisions. Their request for a
stay was based on the following factors:
{1) Certain provisions of the 1985
proposal were changed without
adequate notice or justification by EPA;
(2) industry members represented by SPI
would suffer irreparable harm if the
effectiveness of the 1986 revisions are
not stayed during the review petiod: and
{3) a stay will cause no harm to other
parties or the public interest.

The EPA has considered the factors
presented by SPI in support of their
request for stay of the 1988 VC revisions

. pending EPA's review of the revisions.

" Having considered the likelihood of
. SPI's success on the merits of its petition
. for reconsideration, the likelihood that

SPI would be irreparably harmed absent
a stay, the prospect that others would be
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harmed in the event of a stay, and the
public interest, the Administrator has
not stayed the 1986 revisions of the VC
standard at issue here. This is consistent
with long-standing EPA policy to
continue to enforce an existing
regulation until and unless a revision
becomes formally effactive. The EPA's
policy has been consistently approved
by the courts in the context of State
Implementation Plans. See Train v.
NRDC, 421 U.S. 60, 92 (1975) (“This
litigation, however, is carried out on the
polluter’s time not the public's, for
during {the pendency of a SIP revision|
the original regulations remain in effect,
and the polluter's failure to comply may
subject him to a variety of enforcement
procedures.”) The rationale in Zrain
applies with equal force 1o regulations
promulgated under section 112.
Therefore, EPA hereby denies SPI's
request for a stay pending EPA's
raconsideration of the VC standard.

In the petition for review of the
r2vised standard. SPI claimed that the
1966 promulgated revisions differed
significantly from the revisions that
were proposed on [anuary 9, 1985 (50 FR
1182),

The SPI asserted that without
adequate notice, EPA's 1986 revisions
changed key provisions of the VC
standard in a manner that: (1) Violated
case law; (2) imposed new penalties: (3)
created multiple penalties for the same
event; and (4) expanded the types of
equipment subject to the standard. The
following discussion summarizes their
concerns and EPA's responses.

Definition of “Exhaust Gas™

The SPI requested a review of several
definitions in the VC standard.
According to SPI, the 1986 final
definition of “exhaust gas.” 40 CFR
61.61(x), deleted a key sentence from the
propased definition without adequate
cxplanation. By omitting the sentence,
“Aleak * * * is not an exhaust gas," SPI
was concerned that leak emissions
could result in violations of the exhaust
z2as standard if more than 10 ppm of VC
2re emitted. Reconsideration was
requested because leaks from equipment
in VT service would exceed the 10 ppm
nmission limitation for exhaust gases,
thereby subjecting industries to a
lpotﬁntial fine of $25,000 per day for each
IAK.

It was not EPA’s intent to categorize
every leak of greater than 10 ppm as an
exhaust gas. The sentence was omitted
in the final definition because some
emissions which are required to be
vented to a control device cannot be
automatically categorized as either a
leak or exhaust gas by a general
definition. As stated in the promulgation

BID for the revised standards (pp. 2-534
and 2-55), the facts of the sitvation
resulting in these emissions needed to
be considered when deciding which part
of the VC standard applied. Upon
reconsideration, EPA agrees with SPI's
concern that the final definition of
“exhaust gas" does not provide for
exemption from the exhaust gas
standard (10 ppm) when such an
emission is judged to be a leak.
Therefore, EPA is proposing to modify
the definition by adding two sentences
which clarify that a leak is not an
exhaust gas, and that equipment
containing exhaust gas must comply
with § 61.65(b)(8) requiring leak
detection and prevention, whether cr
not that equipment contains 10 percent
by volume VC. This proposed addition .
assures that leaks from exhaust gas
streams are subject to the leak detection
and elimination requirements, but that
such leaks will not also be classified as
“exhaust gas.”

Definition of “Relief Valve Discharge”

The SPI objected to a sentence added
to the 1986 final definition of “relief
valve discharge.” 40 CFR 61.61(y), which
stated that a relief valve discharge
would be exempt from regulation if
vented to a control device, but only if
the control device meets the 10 ppm
emission limit. The SPI pointed cut that
a double violation could occur {i.e. of
the relief valve discharge and exhaust
gas standards) if a relief valve discharge
is vented to a control device not meeting
10 ppm. If interpreted to impose double
penalties, this provision, in SFI's view,
would exceed EPA's statutory authority
and unlawfully increase the maximum
statutory penalty set by Congress for a
single event that leads to a violation of a
NESHAP. The SPI believes that owners/
vperators of regulated facilities have
sufficient economic incentive
(preventing releases of their product) ta
ensure that pressure relief valves work
as designed. regardless of the standard
promulgated. Moreover, the final
definition contradicts past regulatory
interpretation that relief valve
discharges ducted to flares and nther
corntrol devices are exempt from the
exhaust gas standard.,

The EPA agrees that venting a relief
valve discharge (RVD) to a combustion
device achieves significant emissicn
reduction benefits. These devices, when
properly designed and operated.,
generally have efficiencies of 98 percent
or greater. The use of combustion
devices are not expected to increase the
number of RVD's. Thus, because
regulated facilities do have some
economic incentive to engure that RVD's
are minimized, the net RVD emission

reduction resuiting from the use of
combustion devices should approach 98
percent or more. Therefore, minor
revisions to the definition of “relief
valve discharge” and to the RVD
provisions (§ 61.65(a)} are being
proposed to clarify that an RVD reuted
to a properly designed and operated
contral device would be exempted from
the provisions of the RVD standard.
This change would prevent
misinterpretation of the regulatory
requirements and imposition of a double
penalty.

In addition, new provisions
(% 61.65(d)) have been added for an RVD
that is ducted to a control device that is
continually operating while emissions
from the release are present at the
device. An RVD that is ducted to a
control device, other than a flare, would
be subject to the 10 ppm limit and the
continuous emission monitoring system
requirement contained in § 61.68
and to the reporting requirements of
§ 61.70. In the case of flares. emission
monitoring is not possible. Therefore. for
RVI)'s routed to a flare, the design
requirements for flares (40 CFR 60.18)
would apply. The EPA recognizes that
measurement of relief valve discharge
volumetric flow rates and gas stream
composition is not possible using the
methods set forth in § 60.18 (f)(3) and
{f}(4). Estimates of these parameters
will, therefore, need to be based an
empirical or other bases, subject to EPA
approval. Flare operations would be
monitored in accordance with the
requirements of §§ 60.18(d) and
€0.18(f)(2). For the purpose of § 60.18(d),
the volume and component
concentration of each RVD would be
estimated and calculations would be
made to verify ongoing compliance with
the design and operating requirements
of § 60.18 (c)(3) through (c)(8). If more
than one relief valve is discharged
simultaneously to a single flare, these
calculations would account for the
cumulative effect on all such RVD's, If
the results of the monitoring contained
in § 60.18(f)(2) or any other information
show that the pilot flame is not present
100 percent of the time during which an
RVD is routed to a flare, the RVD is
subject to the provisions of § 61.65(a). A
report describing the flare design must
be provided to the Administrator not
later than 90 days after the adoption of
this provision or within 30 days of the
installation of a flare system for control
of RVD's, whichever is later.

Definition of a “Leak"”
The SPI objected to EPA's defining

“indications of liquid dripping" as a
“leak."” 40 CFR 61.61(w). The SPI1
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requested that the phrase be deleted or
revised to refer to VC since dripping
liquids may not always contain VC.

In the VC standard, the portion of the
leak definition referring to “indications
of liquid dtipping” applies only to pumps
in VC service. The EPA believes that
“indications of liquid dripping" are an
appropriate criterion for requiring repair
actions on double mechanical seal
pumps in VC service and, therefore,
should be included in the definition of a
leak. As stated in the BID for the 1986
promulgated revisions, visible leakage
from all types of pump seals. including
double mechanical seals required by the
VC standard, is generally indicative of
seal wear even if no VC is present in the
leaking fluid. To prevent further seal
wear resulting in major seal failure
allowing VC emissions into the -
atmosphere, the seals should be
repaired soon after leakage is initially
detected. After further consideration of
SPI's concern, however, EPA agrees that
some amount of barrier fluid leakage is
normal. Therefore, EPA proposes to
revise the standards for pumps
(§ 61.242-2(d)) to clarify the
requirements for pump seal drips.
Section 61.242-2(d)(4) addresses drips
from pump seals that contain VC, and
§ 61.242-2(d)(6) addresses drips from
pump seals that do not contain VC.

The proposed revised provisions of
§ 61.242--2(d) are designed to accomplish
two purposes. One i3 to ensure that VC
leaks from pump seals are detected and
eliminated This is accomplished by
paragraphs (d}(4) (i). (i), and (iii). The
other purpose is to identify and prevent
pump seal failures by causing abnormal
dripping (even when VC is not
contained in the dripping liquid) to be
detected and repairs to be made, This is
accomplished by paragraphs (d)(6} (i},
{ii), (iii). and (iv). These paragraphs
require the facility owner/operator to
establish criteria associated with normal
operation,

The intent of the proposed revised
provisions is identical to the existing
provisions. The difference is that the
proposed § 61.242.2(d)(6)(i) allows an
owner/operator to take into account the
small number of liquid drips that may
occur when new seals are in place or
are otherwise associated with normal
operation,

Definition of “3-hour Period”

The SPI noted that. in the September
1986 final rule, EPA added a definition
of “3-hour period” 40 CFR 61.61(z), to
clarify that the emission limits in the
exhaust gas standard (10 ppm} is & 3-
hour average. The definition creates
“rolling” averages (24 3-hour averages
per day) rather than “block" averages {8

3-hour averages). The SPI objected that
a single. 1-hour 10 ppm exceedance
could result in three violations of the 10
ppm exhaust gas standard, under the
revised definition of "3-hour period.”
This could lead to double or triple
penalties, “thereby exceeding the
maximum pepalty permissible under the
Clean Air Act.” .

Upon reconsideration, EPA proposes
to further revise the definition of “3-hour
period” to ensure that a single event of
1-hour or less at 10 ppm or greater could
result in no more than a single violation
of the exhaust gas standard. A phrase
has been added to the definition in
61.61(z) to accomplish this. The
EPA did not intend to penalize a plant
three times whenever a 10 ppm event
occurs within 1 hour. Rather, EPA
wanted to ensure that a combination of
two or more 10 ppm events which would
result in a 3-hour exceedance do not go
unpenalized just because they occurred
over two separate 3-hour “blocks.” The
proposed revised definition of “3-hour
period” satisfies EPA’s intent without
unintentionally subjecting a plant
owner/operaior to multiple violations.

Definition of “Ethylene.Dichloride
Purification”

According to SPL the 1988 final
revisions changed the definition of EDC
purification, 40 CFR 61.61(0). The
promulgated definition excluded product
storage following the final VC finishing
column, and thug exempted such storage
from the exhaust gas standard. The SPI
believes that EPA intended to exclude
not only EDC final product storage but
also intermediate product storage
(before the final finishing column} based
on EPA's response to comments
contained in the BID (pp. 2-43 and 2-44)
and in the BID summary of
since proposal (pp. 1-2). Although it
supports the exemption of final ENC
product storage from the definition, SPI
requested that EPA also exempt
intermediate EDC product storage. In
addition, one SPI company, a major
producer of VC monomer and PVC
polymer. provided information on nine

crude and intermediate storage tanks at

one of its facilities. The information
included tank sizes, design, emissions
estimates, and costs. This company
requested EPA to exclude intermediate
and crude, as well as fina] EDC storage
tanks, from the defirition,

The EPA agrees that it intended to
exempt crude and intermediate storage
tanks from the exhaust gas standard.
The delinition of “EDC purification” has
been revised to clarify that emisgions
from crude, intermediate, and final
storag tanks following EDC formation
are not subject to the standards. In

addition, § 61.65(b}(6), Opening of
equipment, has also been revised to
clarify that the requirements in this
section do not apply to crude,

intermediate, or final EDC storage tanks.

As stated in the BID respouse (pp. 243
through 2—45), EPA evaluated the
reasonableness of regolating EDC
storage tanks under the VC standard.
Based on emissions data submitted by
the commenters, uncontrolled VC
emissions from intermediate and final
EDC storage tanks at a typical EDC/VC
plant were estimated to be 0.1 to 2 Mg/
yT. An emission reduction as high as 14
Mg/yr from all plants would be
achieved based on venting existing EDGC
storage tanks to an existing primary

control device (incinerators). Prior to the.

September 1986 rule, EPA concluded
that regulation of these tanks under the
VC standard was not watranted.

In response to SPI's petition for
reconsideration, EPA has evaluated the
data submritted by one SPI company
(Docket Entry No. VI-B—4) for nine
crude and intermediate EDC storage
lanks before the final finishing column
at one of its facilities. These tanks are
currently uncontrolled. The data
included tank sizes, design, emissions
estimates. and costs. The company’s
estimates of the total uncontrolled
emissions {0.002 to 0.323 Mg/yr VC) for
the nine crude and intermediate tanks
fall at the low end of the range of
individual VC tank emission estimates
made by EPA for EDC final product
storage tanks. This information is
consistent with EPA’s position that the
regulation of crude and intermediate
storage tanks is unnecessary because
emissions are extremely low.

Leak Detection and Elimination

Under the 1976 VC standard, 40 CFR
61.65(b)(8), companies installed area
monitors and developed plant-specific
leak detection and elimination programs
that included the routine use of portable
monitors. Subsequently, EPA developed
a generic leak detection and elimination
program (subpart V, 40 CFR 61.240—
61.247) based on equipment and data for
the organic chemical and petroleum
industries. Tne 1986 revisions .
incorporated the subpart V provisions
into the VC standard. The SPI opposes
the addition of the subpart V provisions
to the VC standard. The SPI argued that
existing programs are effective without
the subpart V provisions and that EPA’s
decision to retain area monitoring
requirements from the 1976 standard is
questionable since they have not been
required for other industries subject to
subpart V. In addition, according to SPI,
no justification has been given for
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requiring retention of area monitors in
addition to subpart V. Although a

alves leaking is considered “effective,”
such a program is exempt only from
certain parts of subpart V. For these
reasans, SPl requests reinstatement of
the leak detection and elimination
requirements contained in the 1976 VC
standard.

Upon reconsideration, EPA proposes
to make no changes in the application of
subpart V to the VC standard and the
requirements for fixed area monitoring
{§ 61.65(b)(8)(i}). The basis for adding
subpart V to the VC standard was
explained in detail in the preamble to
the proposed revisions (50 FR 1190-1192,
January 9, 1985}, and the justifcation for
those requirements has not changed
since that time. The EPA believes that
the area monitoring and subpart V
approaches both have benefits and are
not redundant. In particular, area
monitors allow for quick detection of
certain large VC leaks that might
otherwise go undetected until the next
routine portable monitoring screening,
as well as detection of large leaks from
equipment not affected by subpart V
(e.g., agitators). The area monitors have
already been purchased by subject
facilities and the additional cost of

onitor operation is relatively small.

herefore, a comparison to other’
industries is not relevant. Also, area
monitoring is often used as part of a
program to reduce leaks to below 2
percent, and therefore, as discussed
below, an owner/operator does not
have to conduct the leak detection and
repair provisions of subpart V.

Any plant with an effective existing
program under § 61.65(b}{8} for detecting
and repairing leaks can control
equipment leaks without complying with
the subpart V provisions. Specifically, if
an owner/operator can demonstrate
that less than 2.0 percent of valves are
leaking in any process unit, then that
process unit is exempt from §§ 61.242—
1{d) (marking), 61.242-7(a) (monitoring).
61.246 (recordkeeping), and 61.247
(reporting). To demonstrate that less
than 2.0 percent of valves are leaking,
the owner/operator must conduct a
performance test initially, annually, and
at any other limes requested by the
Administrator. If, during any
performance test, the percentage of
leaking valves exceeds 2.0 percent, then
the owner/aperator must comply with
subpart V within 90 days. This
exemption only applies to the standards

dr valves (§ 61.242-7(a){b)(c)) because

e other standards in subpart V
interface with specific equipment

requirements/performance measures in
the VC standard {e.g., leaks from relief
valves, § 61.85(b){(4) and rotating pumps,
§ 61.65(b)(3)(i)). However, this
exemption includes all of the
recordkeeping and reporting
requirements of §§ 61.246 and 61.247
becanse these requirements mainly
affect valves. The exemption for
marking, recordkeeping. and reporting
applies to the entire process unit. The
exemptions {provided in the VC
standard) to subpart V were designed,
based on comments made during the
public comment petiod. to avoid
unnecessary changes to existing leak
detection plans which are effective in
detecting and repairing VC leaks.

Scope of Relief Valve Discharge
Provisions

The SP1 opposes EPA’'s withdrawal of
the 1985 proposed numerical limits for
reiief valve discharges and has
requested that EPA reconsider its
decision to retain the emergency
discharge Provision of the 1976
standard, 40 CFR 81.63(a}. The SPI
claimed that the 1976 standard
“impermissibly delegates rulemaking
authority to enforcement personnel and
is unconstitutionally vague and that. as
applied. the regulation is unfair,
unlawful, arbitrary and capricious.” The
SPI prefers the proposed numerical
limits because they would remedy these
problems and reduce the administrative
burden on EPA and industry. The SPI
also believes that the proposed
numerical limits are stricter than the
1976 emergency discharge provision
because "each discharge causing an
exceedance of any numerical
limit * * * would be considered a
violation without regard ta whether any
individual discharge was preventable.”

The EPA has reviewed the basis for
the decision not to promulgate
numerical limits for RVD's and has
decided that the 1976 standard is still
reasonable and appropriate. The 1976
standard permits only “emergency”
RVD's, those that could not have been
avoided by taking measures to prevent
the discharge.

A detailed discussion of the basis for
not promulgating the numerical limits for
RVD's is contained in the preamble for
the promulgated amendments (51 FR
34905-34906, Septembrer 30. 1986}, and
SPI has not provided any new
information that would affect EPA's
decision. In summary, the decision to
retain the original 1976 RVD standard
was made after considering the
revisions in light of public comments on
the numerical limits, and afer review of
the basis for the decision to reformat the
standard.

In particular, several public comments
cn the 1985 proposed amendments
expressed concern that preventable
RVIY's would be allowed under the
revised standard and that the
performance allowed under the revised
standard could be inconsistent with that
allowed under the otiginal standard.
Other comments expressed concern that
the revised standard included no
mechanism for regulating very large
RVD)'s. The basia for the statement that
a large EPA resource commitment is
required for enforcing the 1976 RVD
standard was also questioned.

The EPA's review revealed that the

" "burden on its resources had diminished

as experience with the implementation
of the standard increased and as the
industry’s understanding of the
provisions of the existing standard
became clearer, Thus, it was not
necessary to revise the format of the
RVD standard. Compared to the 1985
proposal, the existing standard also has
the advantages of affecting all
preventable RVIXs and providing better
regulation of large volume RVD's.
Therefore, for the reasons stated, EPA's
review of the record supports the
existing standard.

Based on the EPA's experience with
administering the VC standard of
§ 61.65(a), one major deficiency with the
type of information submitted in many
of the 10-day reports of RVD's has been
recognized. This concerns that
information required to be reported by
the standard regarding, “the action that
was taken to prevent the discharge.” For
purposes of clarification, this portion of
the standard requires information on the
action taken to prevent or address the
cause leading up to the RVD release and
not only the action taken after an event
or cause occurs that results in an RV
release,

Emission Monitoring Clarification

In addition to the changes made in
response ta the petition for
reconsideration, a minor clarification
has been made in § 61.68, Emission
monitoring. The existing regulation,

§ 61.68(b), states that the VC monitoring
system(s) that is used to meet the
continuous monitoring requirements in
paragraph () (of § 61.88) for emissions
from sources for which emission limits
are prescribed is to be a device which
obtains air samples on a continuous
sequential basis and analyzes them.
Since it is obvious that paragraph (a) of
§ 61,68 calls for the monitoring of the
emissions from prescribed sources for
viny| chloride and not ambient air
sampling as required under § 61.65(b)(8)
for leak detection/elimination, § 61.68(b)
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has been clarified to require that
representative (not air) samples from
one or more applicable emission points
be obtained and analyzed. This revision
more accurately reflects the original
intent.

111. Administrative Requirements
4. Public Hearing

A public hearing will be held, if
requested. to discuss the proposed
rulemaking in accordance with section
307(d)(5) of the Clean Air Act. Persons
wishing to make oral presentations
should contact EPA at the addréss given
in the ADORESSES gection of this
preamble. Oral presentations will be
limited to 15 minutes each. Any member
of the public may file a written
statement with EPA before, during, or
within 30 days after the hearing. Written
statements should be addressed to the
Central Docket Section address given in
the ADDRESSES section of this preamble.

A verbatim transcript of the hearing
and written statements will be available
for public inspection and copying during
normal working hours at EPA's Central
Docket Section in Washington, DC (see
ADDRESSES section of this preamble).

B. Docket

The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
submitted to or otherwise considered in
the development of this proposed
rulemaking. The principal purposes of
the docket are: (1) To allow interested
parties to identify readily and locate
documents so that they can effectively
participate in the rulemaking process;
and (2) to serve as the record in case of
judicial review, except for interagency
review materials (section 307(d}(7)(A)).

C. Office of Management and Budget
Reviews

1. Paperwork Reduction Act. There
are no information collection
requirements associated with this
proposed rulemaking.

2. Under Executive Order 12291, EPA
must judge whether a regulatory action
is “major" and, therefore, subject to the
requirement of a regulatory impact
analysis. This proposed rulemaking is
not major because it makes minor
clarifying revisions to an existing
regulation and. therefore, results in none
of the significant adverse economic
effects described in the Order.

This rulemaking was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for review as required by
Executive Order 12291. Any wriiten
comments from OMB to EPA and any
EPA response to those comments are
included in Docket No. A-81-21, The

docket is available for public inspection
at EPA's Central Docket Section that is
listed under the ADDRESSES section of
this notice.

D. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1960
requires the identification of potentially
adverse impacts of Federal regulations
upon small business entities. The Act
specifically requires the completion of a
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis in those
instances where small business impacts
are possible. Because these proposed
minor revisions impose no adverse
economic impacts, a Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis has not been
conducted.

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C.
605(b). I hereby certify that the proposed
rule will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 61

Air pollution control, Asbestos,
Benzene, Beryllium, Hazardous
materials, Mercury, Vinyl chloride.

Dated: September 12, 1989.
William K. Reilly,
Administrator.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, it is proposed to amend 40
CFR part 61 as follows:

PART 61-—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 61
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sections 101, 112. 114. 118, 301.
Clean Air Act as amended: 42 U.5.C. 7401,
7412, 7414, 7416, 7601.

2. Section 61.61 is amended by
revising paragraphs (o), (w). (x). (y). and
(2) to read as follows:

§61.61 Detinitions,

- - L4 - -

(0) Ethylene dichloride purification
includes any part of the process of
ethylene dichloride purification
following ethylene dichloride formation,
but excludes crude, intermediate, and
final ethylene dichloride storage tanks.

L L ] L * -

(w) Leak means any of several events
that indicate interruption of confinement
of vinyl chloride within process
equipment. Leaks include events
regulated under subpart V of this part
such as:

(1) An instrument reading of 10,000
ppm or greater measured according to
Method 21 (see appendix A of 40 CFR
part 60):

(2) A sensor detection of failure of a
seal system, failure of a barrier fluid
system, or both:

{3) Detectable emissions as indicated
by an instrument reading of greater than
500 ppm above background for
equipment designated for no detectable
emissions measured according to Test
Method 21 (see appendix A of 40 CFR
part 60); and

{4) In the case of pump seals regulated
under § 61.242-2, indications of liquid
dripping constituting a leak under
§ 61.242-2.

Leaks also include events regulated
under § 61.65(b)(8)(i) for detection of
ambient concentrations in excess of
background concentrations. A relief
valve discharge is not a leak,

(x) Exhaust gas means any offgas (the
constituents of which may consist of any
fluids, either as a liquid and/or gas)
discharged directly or ultimately to the
atmosphere that was initially contained
in or was in direct contact with the
equipment for which exhaust gas limits
are prescribed in § 61.62 (a) and (b):

§ 61.63(a): § 61.64 (a)(1). (b). (c). and (d);
§ 61.65 (b)(1)(ii), (b)(2), (b)(3), (b)(5).
(b)(6)(ii). (b)(7) and (b}{9)(ii): and

§ 61.65(d). A leak as defined in
paragraph (w) of this section is not an
exhaust gas, Equipment which contains
exhaust gas is subject to § 61.65(b}(8),
whether or not that equipment contains
10 percent by volume vinyl chloride.

(v) Relief Valve Discharge means any
nonleak discharge through a relief valve.

(z) 3-hour period means any three
consecutive 1-hour periods (each
commencing on the hour), provided that
the number of 3-hour periods during
which the vinyl chloride concentration
exceeds 10 ppm does not exceed the
number of 1-hour periods during which
the vinyl chloride concentration exceeds
10 ppm.

3. Section 61.65 is amended by
revising paragraphs (a) and (b)(6)
introductory text. and adding paragraph
(d) to read as follows:

§61.65 Emission standard for ethylene
dichioride, vinyl chloride and polyvinyt
chioride plants.

1 L] - * .

(a) Relief valve discharge, Except for
an emergency relief discharge, and
except as provided in § 61.65(d}, there is
to be no discharge to the atmosphere
from any relief valve on any equipment
in vinyl chloride service. An emergency
relief discharge means a discharge
which could not have been avoided by
taking measures to prevent the ~
discharge. Within 10 days of any relief
valve discharge, except for those subject
to § 81.65(d). the owner or operator of
the source from which the relief valve
discharge occurs shall submit to the
Administrator a report in writing
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containing information on the source,
nature and cause of the discharge, the
date and time of the discharge, the

.zcalpproximate total vinyl chloride loss

uring the discharge, the method used
for determining the vinyl chloride loss
{the calculation of the vinyl chloride
losg), the action that was taken to
prevent the discharge, and measures
ad&;;ted to prevent future discharges.

(8) Opening of equipment. Vinyl

chloride emissions from opening of
equipment {excluding crude,
intermediate, and final EDC storage
tanks. but including prepolymerization
reactors used in the manufacture of butk
resins and loading or unloading lines
that are not opened to the atmosphere
after each loading or unloading
operation) are to be minimized as
follows:

- . - - -

(d) A RVD that is ducted to a control
device that is continually operating
while emissions from the release are
present at the device is subject to the
following requirements:

(1) A discharge from a control device
other than a flare shall not exceed 10
ppm (average over a 3-hour period) as
determined by the continuous emission
monitor system required under § 61.68,
Such a discharge is subject to the
requirements of § 61.70.

{2) For a discharge routed to a flare,
the flare shall comply with the
tequirements of § 60.18.

(i) Flare operations shall be monitored
in accordance with the requirements of
§§ 60.18(d) and 60.18(f)(2). For the
purposes of § 60.18(d), the volume and
component concentration of each relief
valve discharge shall be estimated and
calculations shall be made to verify
ongoing compliance with the design and
operating requirements of §§ 60.18 (c)(3)
through {c)(6). If more than one relief
valve is discharged simultaneously to a
single flare, these calculations shall
account for the cumulative effect of all
such relief valve discharges. These
calculations shall be made and reported
quarterly for all discharges within the
quarter. Failure to comply with any of
the requirements of this paragraph will

be a violation of § 61.65(d)(2).
Monitoring for the presence of a flare
pilot flame shall be conducted in
accordance with § 60.18(f)(2). Lf the
results of this monitoring or any other
information shows that the pilot flame is
not present 100 percent of the time
during which a relief valve discharge is
routed to the flare, the relief valve
discharge is subject to the provisions of
$ 61.65(a).

(ii) A report describing the flare
design shall be provided to the
Administrator not later than 90 davs
after the adoption of this provision or
within 30 days of the installation of a
flare system for control of relief valve
discharge whichever is later. The flare
design report shall include calculations
based upon expected relief valve
discharge component concentrations
and net heating values (for PVC this
calculation shall be based on values
expected if a release occurred at the
instant the polymerization starts); and
estimated maximum exit velocities
based upon the design throat capacity of
the gas in the relief valve.

4, Section 61.68 is amended by
revising the first sentence in paragraph
(b} to read as fallows:

§61.68 Emission monitoring.

« * - L] L]

(b} The vinyl chloride monitoring
system(s) used to meet the requirement
in paragraph (a) of this section is to be a
device which obtains representative
samples from one or more applicable
emission points on a continuous
sequential basis and analyzes the
samples with gas chromotography or. if
the owner or operator assumes that all
hydrocarbons measured are vinyl
chloride, with infrared
spectrophotometry, flame ion detection,
or an alternative method. * * *

5. Section 61.242-2 of subpart V is
amended by revising paragraph (d)
introductory text, (d)(5) and (d)(6) and
by adding paragraphs (d)(4) (i), (ii) and
(iii) to read as follows:

§61.242-2 Standards: Pumps.

* « . - -

(d) Each pump equipped with a dual
mechanical seal system that includes a
barrier fluid system is exempt from the
requirements of paragraphs (a) and (b}
of this section, provided the following
requirements are met:

(4) - * -

(i) If there are indications of liquid
dripping from the pump seal at the time
of the weekly inspection, the pump shall
Le monitored as specified in § 61.245 to
determine the presence of VOC and
VHAP in the barrier fluid.

(ii) If the monitor reading (taking into
account any background readings)
indicates the presence of VHAP, a leak

-~ is detected. For the purpose of this

paragraph, the monitor may be
calibrated with VHAP, or may employ a
gas chromatography column to limit the
response of the monitor to VHAP. at the
option of the owner or operator.

(iii) If an instrument reading of 10.000
ppm or greater (total VOC) is measured.
a leak is detected.

(5) Each sensor as described in
paragraph (d)(3) of this section is
checked daily or is equipped with an
audible alarm.

{6){i) The owner or operator
determines, based on design
considerations and operating
experience, criteria applicable to the
presence and frequency of drips and to
the sensor that indicates failure of the
seal system, the barrier fluid system, or
both.

(ii) If indications of liquids dripping
from the pump seal exceed the criteria
established in paragraph (d)(6)(i) of this
section, or if, based on the criteria
established in paragraph (d)(6)(i) of this
section, the sensor indicates failure of
the seal system, the barrier fluid system.
or both, a leak is detected.

(iii) When a leak is detected, it shall
be repaired as soon as practicable, but
not later than 15 calendar days after it is
detected, except as provided in § 61.242-
10.

(iv) A first attempt at repair shall be
made no later than five calendar days
after each leak is detected,

* * - * -

{FR Doc. 89-22187 Filed 9-20-89; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-4
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Hazarious Air Pollutants (oo UM
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AGEHCY Envxronmental Protectmn :

. . Agency (EPA). ;

- EPA in developmg of the’ promulgated :
Iz .. revisions to the standard for VC, is .

" Chloride; Equipment Leaks of Volattle

SUMMARY: Thé EPA proposed

. to the national emission standard for :
" vinyl chloride (VC) an January 9, 1985,

Ry ot

e ,..... Ty

T leak detectton and repalr plans l'or each

54 VC and PVC manufacturing facility and

available for public inspection between —:to submit these plans to EPA for review,
8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through *= An analysis of the plans submitted

Friday, at EPA's Central Docket Section ¥

" {LE~131), West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1,

“ 401 M Street, SW., Washington, D

' 20460. A reasonable fee may be charged
for copying. CERE

- revealed that these plans varied widely
£rom plant to plant. Further, some plans

»="were considered to be inadequate and

- ineffective approaches ta the control of
—VC leaks. -, _

FOR FURTHER lNFOR“AﬂON CONTACT' FLEY 3 'rhe mcorporahon of Subpart v by the .z

#:: ! For further information concerhing the

- enforcement aspects of the promulgated
*."revisions, contact Mr. Richard Biondi, ", e
. Compliance Monitoring Branch
- Stationary Source Compliance
AT (EN-341), ULS. Environmental Protectlon‘
""administrative and clarifying revisions =

ity
e

bmston. e

ﬁ?tandard for VC emissions establishes’ .' e

" standardized procedures for identifying
“"*leaks of VC and for taking steps to .-.;;1,"". i
/minimize emissions and repair leaks. ::" :

-z Further, the incorporation of Subpart V ..
will also'accomplish a standardization ‘

Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washmgton. = of the definition of what constitutes a

- DC 20469, telephone number (202) 382 =% leak for routine leak detectian.
r. 2826. For further information concerrung

- the background technical mformanon

LR

~However, to avoid unnecessary changes

. (50 FR 1182). Certain revisions to the '§

_standard are being promulgated in -"‘; : supporting the promulgatéd revisions, ==
~contact Mr. Robert E- Rosenstéel, E-E:

Subpart F through this action and, to aj

+

minor extent, in Subpart V of 40 CFR 5 *:Chemtcals and Petroleum Branch. e

L ===t to existing plans which are effective in .
=, ™ detecting and repairing VC leaks, the % .
<.’standard contains provisions whereby "

zZany facility may demonstrate through .
=== annual (or more frequent, if requested =~ <

o e,

: Division (MD-13), U.S. Environmental ===

ZZ% by the Administrator) performance tests '

art 61. Fxnally through this action the’ :1; "Emission Standards and Engineéring =
£ w5 Agency is denying the petition of the : $IR
%5 Natural Resources Defense Council : 3 _Z_‘: Protection Agency, Research Triangle 7o~
{NRDC) and the Environmental Defense ~- Park, North Carolina 27711, telephone e
%"*’b Fund (EDF) which sought ¥ &y ~. ‘number (919) 541-5671. For other Z=£=55
_ g’g reconsideration of the EPA's withdrawal *, information on the regulation of VC and =
££%77% of the'amendments to the VC standard : %< the promulgated revisions, contact Mr. X=y N
i }xl)_rcl: were, propoqed in 1977, '(1 %‘Ff-“‘* ¢* Fred Dimmick, Standards Development iz

o EFFECTI’VE DATE! 'September 30, ‘1988.'?'35’1 . Branch, Emission Standards and S:E550
= -&Wz - Undef section 1 307(b)(1) of the Clean Alr * Engineefing Division (MD-13). U. S- TERD

3 Act. iudrc:al review of the’ actlons taken “& :. Environmental Protection A,gency. o
#E by this Tiotice is available only by filing ‘§:Research Triangle Park, North Carolmat'i' :ﬁ:gf the quired, nor do they necessarily =

:"”‘A

¥ of 4 petition fof review in the United® r-7¥,27711, telephone number (919) 541-5578.

7 States Court of Appéals for the sttnct*g_
-of Columbia circuit within §0°ddys of 5

. today's pubhcatxon of thig rule, Under
= sectlon‘.iO?(b)[Z) of the'Clean Air Act.

-F‘-‘:;“-'\“t..ﬁ—- Tl sy e i e

e Sum.mary of Remrons to the Standard
i};g‘he VC standard was promulgated on

e

4,_»‘; et TNy Ty . .

{3umsm‘ny INFORMATION: :m“Compllance Test Procedure and Speczf:c TE

- that the percentage of leaking valves .izi:.

remams at2 percent as an alternative to
Jollowmg the Subpart V procedures. An
'C.:ZZowner may continue to follow the - ':'.,,1

: extstmg leak detection and elimination ~
e program for that facility for the purpose’
of achieving the 2 percent performance .
¢Zlimit. However, existing plans are no %7

promulgated requirements, '’

Opemng Loss Limit for PVC Reactar.s
Used as Stnppers e 3

"l'he Federal Reglster nohce that -

"-- LI

" the requirements_that &ré the'subject for L.

%2:: later in civil or criminal proceedmgs
ey brought by ] EPA to gnforce these
equxrements BT T,
o byt
Incorparation by Refetzcu

e L TN T Ly

% e
" publications in these standards [s approvéd
<. by the Director of the Office of the Federal :{

:Regxster as of September 30, 1988. RARE

- document (BID) for the promulgated * :
. standards may be obtained from the *

’ 'I‘nangle Park, North Carolina 27711, .. :
.. telephone number (919) 541-2777. Please

% 004, The BID contains: (1) A summary of
5~ all puhhc comments on the proposed =
25 revtstons and the Administrator's  : °

% ¢ response 1o the comments, and (2) & o

ummary of the changes made to the
evised standard since proposal,

. Dockets. A docket, number A—81—21.
c:ontammg tnformatlon considered by

"lr plant producing VC, and plants S22 5=
=¥ producing polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or
éother polymers containing VC, These
“i,*--‘~ “:4 ZHyplants are subjecttoa combination of ;
: The u:corporatron by reference of certain o performance, ‘equipment and wor

irements at numerox ) BRI
Sk specified to determine what part of the .

'8)jnrachce requi
'ADORESSES: Background Information 3

Dacument. The background ml'ormatxon " original standard, EPA proposed several =

.. .administrative and clari revisions “Z.
- fying FR s opening loss that accounts for stripping

-USS. EPA Library (MD-35), Research - g
*. actions taken on these proposed ‘-

refer to “Viny! Chloride Standard; ;- Pt v

- October 21,1976 (41 FR 46560) and 32

today s riotice may ot be challenged ;»5;: apr;ﬂlies to plants producmg ethylene ::TH “promulgated the current VC standard 77 * %
‘zl'dichloride (EDC) via oxychlorination, &:3a:

i;stated that VC escaping from PVC resin -

ce14 Ze=that has been stripped in the reactoris

points in the manufactu.nng processes.”
ZBased on its review of the tech.nolog:cal
.basis and administrative aspects of the —=

»1182). The comments received and ™

revxsrons are dxscussed below. T

SR T P T
s Y

*?TAs pmposed in ]anuary 1985, VC ig %
bemg added to the list of substances -

Zfrom certain equipment in volat).le
" hazardous air pollutant (VHAP) semce

,. ~ Previously, plant owners sub]ect to the &=

".VC standard were required to prepare

1-?‘ L=
m=sveactor opening loss requirements. For’

ey Py

....__t.en:nonbulk PVC reactors which are used as " -

n-.z-.w—

g‘;mﬁ ‘Another proposed change in the

- *atrippers applred to the production of
? covered by 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart V,* __.,_..bulk PVC resins. Two separate vessel
~which contains regulettona for leaks ?"‘“‘# areused in bulk resin productton.

1:.:*p0lymenza!ton vessel. Under the

Snot intended to be included as part of -:

"~ the VC emissions measured under.the °;

~%strippers, however, no method was

; «VC in the vapor space of the reactor had "
escaped after the stripping was =

I completed Consequently, a method was

proposed for determining the reactor

z~tin the PVC reactor for use by all
‘Tnonbulk resin producers. After

S omin consxdermg the comments on this =
3 . IR TATTE ..t.:proposed revision, EPA decided to
* Responses to Comments on Januaty 1985 Reqmrements far Leak De(ectlon ‘and 5= "promulgate the revision. | 7 -

: Proposed Revisions," EPA—450/3-86- <<}, R‘-’Pa’f Programs " i

atandard affecting PVC reactors used

prepolymenzatxon vessel and a*

880000 S¥Y

=t.ptandard promulgated in 1976, both o'
T these vessels were subject to the reac
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: opemn,g loss reqmrements. However, an - only allowed when the combmed stmam have been consxdered carefully and. Seye

analysis of the operation of -t ;: is ducted to & control device. ~uewet - whete determined to be appropriate by =
prepolymerization vessels revealed that .- The inprocess wastewater s ¢ _EPA, changes have been made to the : .
these reactors are opened less tir+iir . requirements for gasholder seals are ".:: proposed revisions to the standard. )

frequently than other types of reactors, ©  also being revised to exclude the <! s _ ngmﬁcant Comments Smce Pmposal

6€£0000 S®?H

-~ and that the determination of gross <~ -+ exposed water seal of gasholders. {-.i %7 At et
v product (required for the calculation of ' Experience with the VC standard - -- ; . Most of the comment Ietters oontamed
" reactor opening loss) is impractical. In - ; - indicates that water contained in the _ 1:x ‘multiple comments. In general, the =.:32
.7 January 1985, EPA proposed to apply the exposed water seal of a gasholdermay ;" comments supported the proposed -~ -
'\:‘-':::__— eqﬂ]pment openlng loss mqmrmenw. P, exceed the 10 ppmv limit durmg normal - . adxmmstratlve and clanfy'tug revisions,

- rather than the reactor opening loss ._';f ... operation and that compliance wtth the . A detailed discussion of the comments _

", requirements, to these PVC reactors. .+ .atmospheric exposure limit is not . " and responses can be found in the BID .. . .
- The equipment opening loss tdwisix« vis; practicable for this source. The atis v~ for the promulgated standard, which is ..

" requirements are more appropriate for .. ity i1y referenced in the ADDRESSES section

- the operating characteristics of the -2 requirements, however. will COKUmUE to .. of this preamble. The cormments and -

* prepolymerization reactor vessels and vy apply to wastewater after removal fmm . responses in the BID serve as the basis

.. .do not change the overall VC emission i, the SEShOIdef seal. .-’v.'?fj' L "« "for the changes that have been made to

.. control stringency applicable &sgan: i OtherAdmmlsb-atJve Reviszons ok the revised standard between pmposal

. - prepolymerization reactors. After "' %s Other ad strative revisions fo the” " and promudgation. {n ssgesinid s e "

;. considering the comments on this 5 standard include: (1) The elimination of ;* <’ Almost all commenters addressed the

* the 30-day limit for existing’ sources lo _m, proposed revisions to the relief valve .5 .

} - N "
2 '1 ,.t. e i
e ) promulgate the revision. -qsf:ﬁ?,‘ L i3 < gubmit reqisests for the iise of equivalent _discharge standard. Although many of 1

e;,;" pil, R I 1 BT T U .\:ll_‘!ﬁ“n ¥ g d . :
Clarifica cation of Defzmtzons and ¥ *%E‘L'v i 1, control meaires;'(2) & change from 7% gemo&mrg:tn&e?;gzﬁf ;g‘vg;ﬁl“‘ft_’ffh;a
S e H.Q’IL ;semidrinual G quarte.rly feportinig of VC > :commenters objected to various a;;:t;cts g
315" Based on the EPA's experience with 3 7, emissions from résiii stripping, reactor ?: of the discharge limits. Based on Iiicatr A
oL ‘i openings, and exhaiist gases; and (3) | o
- = administering the VC standard, several llowance of reporting of periods of ,)‘-‘L-’» consideration of these comments, EPA /v
VA provisions of the standard are being "ﬂ_g;;*a 2 P op .':decn:led not to promulgate the proposed
SN ¢ revised to reduce ‘any ambiguity in their ;. execae::rgzzssttons ”Piﬁf‘d _;lf aﬂﬁ?lisf? ~u’ revision to the relief valve discharge 3
2%%%  implementation. For example, spemfic ria-. R e ult'y nj,,mfmw.ﬂ'ﬁ_wml‘{:}’i standard. The comments on this and -
5 'i‘-:";" det';lmhons ofd‘]‘letla)k." exhau;t gas,” and . Summary of Impacts to the Standard fim other proposed revisions are addressed
rae i “relief valve discharge” are being added -&:«ﬁl‘{e;ﬁ;xom to the s ;?andard & re:?ént Y% in detail in the BID for the promulgated :
zg%"; to clanfy the applicability of the qtdﬂ' fs a dmmxstratxve “and clanfymg c%anges- 37 gtandard and in summary in the next PEsLITES
ulmm:}ogs offthe standards to t;aélh otf B NI PN i section of this preamble.’ ..*’h'&a:g 45‘:«
- these types of emissions. Similarly, to 4> b
eliminate mxsunderstandmgs about the .
.applicition of the standard to "Wk g

,.‘~‘ : punﬁcahon equipment followmg EDC -

Y

' ‘Therefore, the environmental, energy
;%7 and economic impacts of the original /¥ .1 \
*standard remain generaﬂy ,mchg’nged ‘A7 "+ amer:dments to the VC standard which "%’

“summary of the im acts of the original _' were proposed in 1977, This petmon for
%, and VC formation, the definitions of standag can be foind in'the’ prea%nble £ ;,reconsideration was based on :33¢y

7..-3 T ,‘ ’v"EDC P‘mﬁcau‘m" and ' VG ‘*‘*‘i",t" ,,:{%i to the proposed standard revisions (50 ‘ﬂ_ ob;echons to the Agency s use of data
L punf‘ cation” are being re\nsed to more .; FR 1182). ‘*"nﬁ“" 2 gf O-TUI; Lo 2w F 6 Y on costs and economic impacts in the
“ cledrly indicate which equlpment _13.‘}5'“. ek T ) w”qm.‘ituf i;:u&m ,f decision to withdraw the proposed *

sub]ect to the standard. D Public Participation "-*-ﬁ“l.t?"* Sxsavdids” amendments, and to the Agency's 5 <

'l;rfor to-iamﬁoaal of 1 revunona to the ‘«~‘~'-“ determination of the technological basis "
of the standard. The commenters stated

o st‘andard. interested parues were ‘&7
:‘.adwsed by public notice in the Federal % - that the EPA’s actions in mthdrawmg

-7 emission limit, rather than an Vs ovd v S Register {49 FR 26807, fune 29,1984) of & ', the'proposed amendments were 422 %
instantaneous limit, The pérformance ;% ** meeting of the National Air Pollution &, :inconsistent with the requirements of i+ -
& test provision in § 61.67(g)(1) has alsocf:l -Control Techmques Advisory’ -‘?’f?“ﬂ" fsectmn 112 of the'Clean Air Act. As - 1‘-- ‘~;-:j o
been clarified to specify | that fest results 5 ig '
should reflect a5 close to'a 3-hour .57
average as practicable, Further, the 10 52
: ppmv standard regulatlon iz being “r"7:" " was held on August 30, ]9&4 The 'i!_..-;n
. revtsed to specify that all exhaust gas * ‘2 meeting was open to the public and edch
."streams are covered by this “eastagu: ,*'- attendee was given an opportunity to e
. “requirement, including control device 35*!". comment on the revised standard ~“w:l:: - The EPA has decxded notto iz,
"~ bypass streams. In order to implement i’ : recommerided for proposal. '.r"-’-tﬁ"’w‘x" [ promulgate revisions to the relief valve . -
" this clarification; provisions are also "of; The revised standard was ‘proposed i m *-discharge standard proposed in the =i .
-, being incorporated into the standard for b the Federal Register on January 9, 1985. ° ]anuary 9, 1985, Federal Register notice.”
- calculanng the VC content in bypassed ¥ The public tomment period was from it . The revisions would have established a -

",' emlssxons A final revision to the 10 302 CL. January 9, 1985 to March 25, 1985. A ti# - - different type of numerical limit for w7

"ppmv requirement is mtended t6 e ]- itotal of 16 comnient letters were -7% -{_ - relief valve discharges. The decision to °

. prohibit plants frém diluting & VC #109%2. 2 recewed Industry representatives -~=7 .retain the original relief valve dtscharge

. exhaust gas stream with other exhaust iy subniitted most of the comment letters. "} - standard was made after considering -
gases in order to meet the 10 ppmv limit.X - Also’ commenting" were representatives 7 “the revisions in light of public comments
" Under the revised staridard, combining "3«.'01' the U.S. Congress,'a State Leglslature. " and other findings.-Although many *
, * an exhaust stream containing more than - a’Staté air pollution agency and an " ~+:5¢ “public comments favored the pmposed
e 10 ppmv VC with another gas stream ig 4 ‘e enwronmental | group. The comments "7 revisions, others opposed the change. In

%10 ppmv ‘standard is d 3-hour’ averege

#:* Agency is denying the petition for 3%
reconsxderatton. "I Ty ek oie

I'?roposela‘kevmon.s ta Relief Valve o
_Dtscharge Standard o ’;u',‘, 4 :

.-
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expressed concern that preventable - .-..

that the performance allowed under the
revised standard could be inconsistent *
with that allowed under the original ::

included no mechanism for regulating .».

.- very large relief valve discharges..The . = “advantages that the existing standard *a%.~" - In some instances, it may be possxble e
_basis for the statement that a large « t**

"Agency resource commitment is 75155}

"discharge standard was also questioned.

g recommendations that led to the . BTt
=.. " decision to propose to reformat the |
"~ standard. First, as dlscussedmthe -
- Federal Register notice proposing -: ;“J.

~* resulted in a significant commitment of =
- Agency resources to the review and 7o

ischarges of VC from relief valves (i.e.,:
%.the relief valve discharge could not be : ;

" evaluated individually to determine 33 -

facility has implemented the measutes

;.standard has been made more efficient, ,
This ia due in large part to experience =4

«.As a result, EPA enforcement personnel -
_consider implementation of this 3 .« ;.4

~standard to be much less resource and
labor intensive. m R T e i

982 study was that industry did not =
have a clear understanding of what the. -

and what measures they needed to
* implement in order to comply with the
. standard. During the 4 to 5 years since ."*

4 enforcement actions have been taken ;.

*  against individual plants for violations :
" of the standards. Those actions have .~
‘culminated in consent decrees which |
-incorporate requirements for remedial
actions to prevent further relief valve .=/
* discharges. The provisions of these "1

"7 ‘consent decrees have not only reduced «-

% the number of relief valve discharges at ;

““"specxﬁc plants, but they have also .~ & -'

served as guidelines in determining the -
" types of measures appropriate for - i1

partrcular. ‘several commenters o s

" relief valve discharges would be -.; =+
allowed under the revised standard and .

" standard. Qther comments expressed _i:=:
- concern that the revised standard r:imzn

" required for enforcing the relief valve :1x:. that all preventable relief valve ™

= _As aresult of these conunents. EPA s
* reviewed the basis for the " 15725 4%, w6

revisions to the relief valve drscharge i b _with the standard. As pointed outin *~."
“standard (50 FR 1187), the review of the :"“public comments, it is theoretically #
- standard conducted between 1980 and _ .5 possible that discharges resulting from
"1982 found that the existing standard "-::: gross neghgence could go unpenalized ..° VC emissions in exhaust gases which -

“evaluation of discharges of VC from i~ T pmposed revisions. The retention of the' .' ppmv standard would exempt the : w~5.
elief valves. Because the ex:sting 'uqi'.‘*r " existing relief valve dlscharge standard . discharge from the relief valve drscharge
tandard allows only “‘emergency" q.:.;r-‘

:-avoided by tﬂkm& preventative E‘Lbr‘cta -'dlscharge standard provides a better PSR % the relief valve dxscharge standard. st
measures), every discharge must be "}i$}? mechanism for regulating large relief ™. Demal of Petition For Reconsideration

whether the owner or operator of the 3i5 .

ecessary to prevent that relief valve -4 regard to the size or duration of the 7~
: discharge. During the 4 to S years since - discharge. Consequently, as long as the

the review study was conducted, the .-’ -
“enforcement of the relief valve discharge

established in enforcing the standard. .5 "+ control of the amount of VC dlscharged ' rulemaking; and (2) the petition must o

N

.. however, the duration and size of the .

.- As a result, & plant owner or operator ),
.. has a greater incentive under the current -
relief valve discharge standard required .. .

. the review study, a number of. =73 n.iy"

- Register notice. This decision was -iy * announcement of the withdrawal of the :

" ‘comments received on the praposal, and : without being preceded by a notice which
=+ after a review of the basis for the -, T . proposed the withdrawal and allowed S

mlmmnzmg ‘the dxscharges Because of .5 the part of mdustry should be clearer, : -
these two developments, EPA concluded  the necessity for revising the format of

that the original findings of the review = the relfef valve discharge standard is no -
study aré no longer valid and should not  longer apparent. The existing standard

be the basis of a revision to the format .- _also has the advantages of penahzmg all .
of the relief valve discharge standard. .- - “preventable relief valve discharges, -u::-

The decision to retain the existing -z . providing better regulation of large :
relief valve discharge standard as a pari volume relief valve discharges, and . z
of the standard for VC emissions is --r'« promoting continuity in the ongomg et
"_further supported by two additional "' "~ enforcement of the standard. - .» .+, ~:3

has over the proposed revisions. . First, .

for a plant operator to contain a relief .
the existing standard provides ,-m ‘

% valve discharge and to ventittoa .=z . -
; - ‘contral device. Where this can be done - -
discharges are subject to enforcement without exceeding the exhaust gas 3 e

. action. Under the proposed revisions, " “* emission limit of 10 ppmv, EPA .:7" =511

" which would have allowed a small -: ' concluded that this approach shou]d be -

number of discharges per year whether *. encouraged and, therefore, the discharge
preventable or not, it is possible thata = should be exempt from the relief valve ::
plant could experience preventable ..’  discharge standard. Venting the ‘:..-2:.

- discharge through a control device can -~
result in a 99.9 percent reduction in the -3
7= VC content of the relief valve discharge .
"~‘ * without interfering with ‘the control of oo ,'

. discharges and still be in comphance :

o
e dd¥

“under the revisions to the'standard. 'I'he . are also vented through the control *, 3~
:_EPA did not intend this effect in the’ device. Although compliance with the 10

‘allows EPA to continiie the current S * standard, exceeding the 10 ppmv 3.1~ Py
enforcement approach. s5mil ‘reRsee  standard would be considered both a’nh
¥ Second, the existing relief valve r~.:: % - violation of the 10 ppmv standard and of

0170000 S’?H

[8

‘valve dxsc.harges. The" propo:;ed revision -
“would have allowed a certain number of
. relief valve dxscharges per year, without

.. The NRDC and EDF peutmned EPA to

- reconsider the decision to wnhdraw the - ‘v )
~-2% 1977 proposed revisions tothe VC /" '- oL
: “-4 ‘standard. The criteria for granting such e
a petition'are: (1) The petition must be '{Z- '
*- ‘based on information that was not and .
"could not reasonably have been

number of releases were within the A
. numerical limits of the proposed .5 +-i/;
 revisions to the standard, there were no dd th 1 -
mechanisms in the standard to enforce - - presented during the original ;.

-

provide substantial support for the ‘ I
_argument that the challenged action _ﬁ el
" should be changed. See Denialof '3 " 1.7
_Petition to Revise NSPS for StaUOnary e o o
- Gas Turbinés, 45 FR 81853 (December 1, ¢
*. 1980). As described below, this pehhon ;

w1

~ fails to meet either cntenon, and it xs Yy

standard for taking action to reduce the .. - therefore, denied,
_quantity of a discharge. & s-qx- FiAd L a Cans:demt:an af Peutron in i
:In summary, EPA {s not pmmulga(mg - The NRDC/EDF petmon for e
the revisions ta the relief valve ;. pzrnz:h - reconsxderatwn of the withdrawal was -
discharge standard which were <+, - based on four main premises. First . .-

. proposed in the January 9, 1965, Fede.ral NRDC/EDF objected to the EPA's ... .1

—

» to the atmosphere. Under the exxsnng
“relief valve discharge standard, ¥%,<

]

“discharge are factors in determining th\
~severity of a violation of tlie standard. .

- reached after consideration of public *: proposed amendments as a final action,’

- decision to reformat the standard. -, &
." Because this review revealed that the
- burden on Agency resources has Zyinei. -

+.> for public comment on the action, -- .~ 1 .-
Second, NRDC/EDF objected to the Lo
-Influence of cost considerations in the‘ IR

. diminished as experience with the :=:+; - decision to withdraw the proposed _ ... - 4 s
. implementation of the standard -i-..:/*; ~amendment, stating that the balancing : - "=
* increased, and that understanding of the. .of costs and benefits in the setting of the

pmvxsxona of the e)ustmg standard on .- VCstandard is contrary to the - .. .. -

Jo PR - - .

I . . .
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.. - requirements of Section 112 of the Clean :
. ~Air Act, Third. NRDC/EDF took i tssue

with what it took to be the EPA's :
assumption that Section 112 of the Clean
. Alir Act establishes a requirement that a
. level of control must have been -+ .- =
.« 'consistently achieved" in the past in

. order to form the basis of the standard
. Finally, NRDC/EDF stated that the {4.;
.., .EPA’s decisions on specific porttons of 8
the proposed. amendments were in ..;,.-
.conflict wtth the evidence on those .
.issues. ...

»
1

_.uan {..“' ‘0";‘“1'-"&‘ B

<2 In. the first objection. NRDC/EDF state .
_that the propased amendments to the ¢ RiYTY
++-1977 VC standard should not be ..&i5 i -
" withdrawn because no notice of such. ;
.- -withdrawal had been published and .
_there had been no opportunity for pubhc R
- .comment on the withdrawal. During the :
8 years which have elapsed since the 5 .:'
_proposal of thos¢ amendments, there ‘it ,,-.
. has been ample opportunity afforded for
: public comment and input on the §.553327
. amendmeénts and their withdrawal. The
"amendments, their protenfial T6¥335 AT
“consequences: and the decisions that the .
‘Agency might take with regard to them "
;.w‘-, "were all before the public. Specrﬁcally >
5. NRDC and EDF réceived draft igels, € L
_documents relating to the rulemakmg Fae:
distributed prior to the NAPCT. AC**.:-.J’!W

fsupportmg rattonale for believing that sir:

- yteld any relevant new informatjon or -
"argiments. Therefore, EPA does not, *;-,;,‘-
: beheve that addltronal time orprovtsr .c:
- for réteiving furthér pubhc comments

"4: could have been either’ necessary or’ b‘ q*
2% helpful for the'resolution of the issues ne
< involving the proposed amendments to' ‘f—_’
the VC standard. " * - 7 :.Y—. "UH-ffh:-;f
%.'The'sécond issue faised by NRDC/,

_EDF tnvolves the mcluslon of cost %

P

"dehberattons under Sectton 112, The™ &

provides‘an ample margin of safety to *
‘the public précludes consideration'of the *
%, costs of control. In the EPA's ]udgment _
the V( standard protects the public” "
. health with an ample margin of safety *
" within the meaning of Section 112, and :
'EPA may consider cost and feastbltty in *
. - . .setting the siandard. The EPA views "= -
‘% ., were explained in the 1975-76 VC 1%~
* ‘rulemaking. The NRDC/EDF provnded !
% no new inforthation on this issue.? 4t =2
~. The NRDC/EDF's third objection was "
- the EPA wais incofrect 'in stating thata =
7" "*rlevel of control must be “consistently ¢
e -~achteved in ‘order to form the basis of
+. - . .the standard. Specxﬁcally NRDC/EDF -”':
v . - -pointed to the language in the Federal -
"¢ .. Register notice that “10 ppmv represents ‘

e
- ¥

- been consistently achieved"

- ‘the VC standard for exhaust gas : '
2 .emissions is that this level of control is "' The petition points to a statement in the .

" the lowest’ achievable emission limit

-basis. Althoiigh'5 ppmv may be”
v'.achleved by some systems overa . X
limited tithe period. the existing data’ "'_,

! standards. In addition to being " -

«““that the standard satisfies the "' ...,

1 reconsnderatwn addressed three speczf" ic |

-, stated that the withdrawal of these AN

meetmg Finally, NRDC did not give any 3=

‘emission limit for exhaust gas emrssxon

% promulgation. The petition also pornted

__be foregone. ..

.NRDC/EDF maintaing that the language .
: ; ic ires’ i+ %, emission for three primary reasons.
! First, as stated above. the 10 ppmv _

** . rates to 5 ppmv would not signifi cantly
"reduce the average emissions, and -

the lowest level of control which has” 'V the Agency's decision to withdraw the -
<N proposed 5 ppmv emission limit.
indicating that EPA was applymg such !+ - The second decision addressed by the
requtrement in evaluating alternative’ . petition for reconsideration as ' ’

exhaust gas requirements. However, the - conflicting with the considered evndence
basis for EPA’s selection of 10 ppmv as  --'is the withdrawal of the 5 ppmv * i

"\,;-..-

* emission limit for oxychlorination vents

a7

-1977 proposal that this emission limit
' could be attained based on the use of
: oxygen as a feed material rather than .~
$:f-* air, and maintains that no discussion or -
-evidence were presented which would --.
)usttfy withdrawal of this proposal. 1

attainable on a never-to- be-exceeded :

,..‘._\‘ R

indicate the this level of control cannot | -
be maintained over a long-term. sever- In the Federal Register (50 FR 1185), - ;

to-be-exceeded basis; as required by the‘ ’ EVldEHCE was presented by the Agency

" supporting the conclusion that more - : .,

stringent control of emissions from .- :.

- achievable on & consistent, long- term i
" basis, o oxychlorination vents was unnecessary.’
. determined by EPA to provide the public | First, no new technologtcalhcontmts R
with the dmple margin of safety fequired © have been developed which are 2.1

. by section 112. Thérefore, EPA betetves - applicable to these vents. Second, the
> costs of incinerating oxychlonnahon hity

e 3 - yvent streams were reevaluated and —..{v‘-;q:
determined. as before, to be “HiL ju:i e

“unreasonable eompared to. the small e
reduction in VC emissions. And finally, -

ie tion of one plan .
provrsrons of the proposed amendments - wnth the posmb ¢ exception of one plant, . "

no_new EDC/VC plants with ¢3 v imsnigr
which were withdrawn. The NRDC/EDF . 3.,-'oxychlonnatton reactors are expected to 3

%1 be constructed, and any tha{ may be -uu.qf
provisions was.in confhct with the 1 'm! constructed will be adequately regulated iz
evidence bet’ore the Agency. The fi rst ﬁm by the requtrements of new:source stch o
spectﬁc portton Df the standard HEE ALY "'." review regulatlons. No new mformatlon A -
addressed in the petttton isthe it was presented in the pétition for..(=%i: :.'
"reconsideration relevant to the decision
2. to retain the existing oxychlormatxon n,-
.in favor of the existing 10 ppmv’ sisjr3in vent standard. PEEReY
“emission limit. The NRDC/EDF stated .. ", .. The third decision which ‘Was 155G
that the evtdence in the record supports o addressed in the petition for ﬁ*‘*??{‘; 3
a finding that the 5 ppmv limitis . +< 145 reconsideration as conflicting with the 'a
achievable by new sources, and by” ;""" “considered evidence is the withdrawal’ W
exisling sources within 3 years of 3 Y37 of the proposal to lower the residual VC -
hmit for new dispersion resins from ~w3n®
<. 2,000 ppmv to 500 ppmv, and the limit '.r.'-: .
" for other new resins from 400 ppmv to - 75"
100 ppmv. The petition states that -1 *:-?‘ oo
existing facilities are currently meeting, -
. the lower limits, and that both new and i*-
'-'extstmg facilities could be brought into
. ‘comphanee with the more stringent .#95
*"limits by dsing the equipment and .
. procedures currently used by the teadmg :
* facilities.”: UL B
° . The EPA wnthdrew the proposed more -
! maximum emissions of VC is set at 10 :-" strmgent stripping level requirements for
ppmv, the average and most short-term -  two main reasons. The first is that the -
emissions will be considerably lower |<: nature of PVC production makes it 7 *
than this level. Third, lowering the . ' difficult to distinguish “new" from “old" -* -
emission limit on maximum emission ‘- * resins. Resin composlttons are adjusted
‘. routinely, arid completely *new" resins '°
- are rarely, if ever, made. Second, EPA -
_concluded that there is no improved
technology which would provide the
.basis for more stringent siripping
* - requirements for all resins. The - ~-_' ‘o
"-"technologies which are'effective for .
specific resins may not be effective for -~ -

A

reqmrements of sectxon 112, ¥ _.‘.:_
“The final points raised by NRDC_/EDF
in support of the petition for .i = 3;-: w,-

e =

" <

LT
Y
X

v'_
iR

s u—) o -\.“-"’

to the more stnngent emission limit not ;

.h_‘\“

) -r'“-' ES

..’ The EPA decrded to maintain the 10 3,

R o

ppmv emission limit for exhaust gas

:-;-

,‘".
X

*®
Ll
4. + 3

emission limit has been determined to °
be consistently achievable by tndustry.
" whereas the 5 ppmv emission llmtt e
cannot be consistently achieved. -
" Second, even though the limit on -

.’
.-.\..A

AP PR v ,-‘... S

Y

o

therefore, adopting the lower standard
-was determined by the Agency not to -/
have a stgntﬁeant impact on ‘emissions -
of VC or, aécordingly, on public health -
-risks. The petition for freconsideration
‘presented no new evidence relevant to

N
N
'\
l

i
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other resins. The consequence of .. -, adverse economic effects set forthin .  product containing vinyl chloride or
establishing a more stringent standard . Section 1 of the Order as grounds for - - polyvinyl chloride but which has not .
would be that certain hard-to-strip . finding a regulation to be a “major rule.”. | been discharged to a wastewater "+ - .
resins could no longer be produced. In . The revised regulation is not ma;or : treatment process or discharged -:: -
the EPA’s opinion, such a result would | ~ because: (1) Nationwide annual . untreated as wastewater. Gasholder ‘
be an unwarranted economic impact _.,'l,'.,' compliance costs, including capltal -“seal water is not inprocess wastewater
. whichis unnecessary to providean 7 charges resulting from the standard total . unul 1t is removed from the gasholder

- ample margin of safety for public heallh. . less than $100 million; (2} the standard Lo lqeisiie ey i v £ o
No new relevant information was _ * ...  does not cause a major increase in:: - )
presented in the Pemlﬂﬂ for - . .:.li-. .. prices or production costs: and (3) tﬁe
. reconsxcteratxon : s ., standards domot cause significant -’
Admtmstmtwe e : :dv?rse et’fects on :iometstu: c&)mpetxthon: 4 'percent vinyl chloride by weight or a gas
The docket is a5 o amzed and . employment, investment, productivi Y'. :’;» that is at least 10 percent by volume °

'3 . innovation or competition in foreign " *. Dy
“vinyl chloride as determined according

. complete file of all the information” * * 7%, k |
considered by EPA in the development ﬁ?;m‘:t;; x.lrgh:ozg:,{gii z{iggézgt?\:f %] to the provisions of § 61.67(h). The -

(l) "ln vmyl chloride service” means " -
; -‘.' . that a piece of equipment either contains

Trabaieb At

o dynamic file, since material is added - - Th y 3. to detérmine that a piece ofeqmpment 1s
: e Re u!atory Flexibility Act of 1980 - B
throughaut the rulemaking development. N requxres tie identification o’;' potentially not in vmyl chloride service. For the ™

.:‘l}l‘g:‘:ﬁgﬁfgg:ﬁ(g: ;’Lg}:ﬁ'ﬁ‘? 'c:,,'"' :i7 ~adverse impacts of Federal regulations

530 - must be used in place of the definition of '
: HNAR “upon small business entities. The Act ”_ - h
..industries involved to identify and e d'-"; “spécifically requires the completxon of x v 'in VHAP SEX'V“ICE in 1§ulg_part v of thxs_.-
- locate’dociiments so that they can &S5 SLINL RIS IRLITETIG S UTAANY e JAT e

* effectively participate in the rulemakmg . Regulatory l;;lexxblhty Analysis in those ", p iRy -’T‘a\"{q}--ﬂu.:. tri
“process. ‘Along with the statement of - 8 instances where small business impacts I il S rim e S B R ) e LR T
basis and purpose of the proposed and “ ' 2 < possible. Becausé this revised -~ (0] “Ethylene dichloride purification” i
: p propo - standard iimposes na adverse economic

pmmu]gated standards and EPA 5esmiis .
o —-- impacts, a Regulatory Flexibility - —--J"’----_ ethylene dichloride production which -
masr responses fo’ sighificanl ‘commeénts, [he Analysxs has not been conducted.~ 3

- contents of the docket, except for 44303
" interagency review materials, will serve 2t - Pursuant to the provisons of § U-S C- - excluding product storage following the =

5% s the record in case of judicial review #4. 605(b). 1 hereby Certify that the pmposed ﬁ“al finishing colamn. ‘scisegityh: ¢ ""‘" :
' section 307(d)(7)(A)} H5 Sabeanared. ‘tule will not have a significant economic 2 +.~(p) “Vinyl chloride purification” i
Sr:tThe effective date of these revisions Is > [mpactona substaritial number of small ; incUdES any part of the process of vinyl .%
i September 30, 1986, Section 112 of the : hﬁﬁentme&.:ﬁi&; %Ef—E:“‘ ”F'D%:f’f}é}""’:’“' ‘,"' ‘ chloride producuon whu:h follows vmyl ¥
. Cléan Air Act provides that national K‘f‘,r List of Sub)ects ia 40“CFR Part 61. ;

emission standards for hazardous air & G T o
= pollutants become effective upon ' ics “Air pollutxon control, Asbestos.
: Benzene, Beryllium, Hazardous |

romaulgation and apply to all existing ‘7 of
; and new sources. f, P .):e\ 3TN ,sm_\, matenals. Mercury Vinyl chlonde

! As prescribed by section 112, u;a,fﬁ,,_b %

romulgation of this standard was “izz53 Lee M. Thomax. :&:‘33!*.'.‘..“1?’.
receded by the Administrator's hstmg - -Admm:st.mtaﬁ 2] IHESR
f VC under section 112 of the Act on ey J <% ey (= o N S R
> December 24, 1975 {40 FR 59477): In # "PART 61—NATIONAL EMISSION
ccordance with section 117 of the Act, A ni} STANDARDS FOR HAZARDQUS AIR
* publication of these promulgated e iz, POLLUTANTS ‘B 3oy IR
. g .3‘-.4-. e -'|L s Plagwegn

revisions was preceded by consultation 2%{"For the r:asona set forth In theL—y ey axr pollution control device. ! ';,:
with appropriate advisory committees, . et
ndependent experts, and Federal aq—',,.a,‘r_, preambl%mﬂf’a‘rtﬁ‘t oy i‘?’%’ﬁid.i‘i ;o (w) "Leak" means any ‘of several
o4 depariments and agencies. u..t,.,,.w,,,;: .-~ follows: (T F St el e ] e ..‘ events that indicate interruption of
5% 1 Information collection requirements . 1. The authonty citation for Pﬂ‘:‘ 8]
assaciated with this revised regulation -7 contunuea toread as follows:

b e oA

" {those included in 40 CFR Part 61, -{ giy=ii - Authonty- Secs. 101, 112, 134, ua. 301, -

‘!1:"'- “"‘l"‘- "‘*.

-.‘_, e

i pressure ‘telief device including | pressure !
‘,., “relief valves. rupture disks and other - %
pressure rehef ‘systems used to protect o
: . process '(;qmponents from overpressure

M,G - conditions. Relief valve” does not '_"‘ !
, include polymenzauon shortstop -
systems, referigerated water systems or
- - control valves or other devices used to .
i control flow tg an incinerator or other

process equipment. Leaks include events‘
+ regulated under Subpart V of this part ...

. approved by the Office of Management -1 7412,7414, 7418, 7601). . oviio a1 5s 4 10,000 ppm or greater measure according
- . ,and Budget (OMB] under the provisions ;, 2 Sectmn '61.61 is amended by . ‘-‘ .. to Method 21 (see Appendix A of 40 CFR
“ "of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, revising paragraphs fj), (1], (o} and (p) ..~ Part60); (2} indications of liquid .
. 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., and have been ... and by adding paragraphs (v}, (w). [x) - dripping; (3) a sensor detection of fanlux'e
. assigned OMB control number 0186. 'I'he = (), and (z) to read as follows: ~z.::2.~ ; of a seal system, failure of a barrier fluid
-revised standard is estimated to result .. - AR T A A system. or both; and (4) detectable ... .
.in a paperwork burden of about 36 s+ ‘§ § 61-51 DQﬂﬂlUOM- e ; .* emissions as indicated by an instrument .
_person-years which is roughly the same ,-._',_ ST, SINEY Mgy Wt iz ;< -i5,. reading of greater than S00 ppm above
“as the original standard. swi52.90 L s (j) ‘Inprocess wastewater ‘means any - background for equxpment designated -
:Under Executive Order 12291, EPA is , ‘water which, during manufacturing or - s+~ for no detectable emissions measured
requtred to judge whether a regulation is ;- processing, comes into direct contact ; .., according to Test Method 21 (see - .- ,.', .'
.53 “major rule” and therefore subject to _.s. with vinyl chloride or polyvinyl c.hlonde .- Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 60}, Leaks :
" .certain requirements of the Order. The L« or results from the production or use of ... also include events.regulated under -
EPA has determined that the revised ... -any raw material, intermediate product. § 61.85(b)(8)(i) for detection of ambient
" . "i-regulation would result in none of the *.. finished praduct, by-product, or waste ... concentrations in excess of background

H

N

follows ethylene dichloride formation, % J

zvoooo S’ga

,r: confinement of viny! chloride within ;.. ’

 or contacts a liquid thatis a least10 '~ -~

of this rulemakmg The docket is 3 .rr..“ - Order 12291. S e --"'.4 -41" provisions of § 61. 67(h) also specify how *’

‘purposés of this subpart, this définition = s

includes any part of the process of .- ;"

" Subpart A and Subpart F) have been . iy Clean Air Act as amended (42 U S.C. 7401 <.~ such as: (1) An instrument reading of .. -
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cuncentratlon A relxef valve dlscharge from any equipment used in vinyl - ‘. prevent the discharge, and measures
Cisnotaleak. - -t .... chloride formation and/or purificationis  adopted to prevent future discharges.
(x} “Exhaust gas” means any offgas * . ‘not to exceed 10 ppm (average for 3-hour ' (b) Stripper. The concentration of
(the constituents of which may consist . period), except as provided in § 61.65(a). ", vinly chloride in each exhaust gas -
of any fluids. either as a liquid and/or . .. This requirement does not preclude - * - stream from each stripper is not to
- - gas) discharged directly or ulumately to : combining of exhaust gas streams 7. exceed 10 ppm {average for 3-hour
._the atmosphere that was initially .. .- :" provided the combined steam is ducted . period), except as provided in § 61.65(a).
*“‘tontained in or was in direct contact : .. through a control system from which the ' This requirement does not apply to -
- with the equipment for which exhaust ',“ _concentration of vinyl chloridein the. .. equipment that has been opened, 1s out :
" gas limits are prescribed in § 61.62 (a) ... exhaust gases does not exceed 10 ppm, * of operation, and met the -~ - - e
,"' and (b): § 61.63(a); § 61.64 (a)(1). (a)(2), .:. or equivalent as provided in § 61.66. ,;'- ~ requiremention § 61. 65(b](6)(|] before T
"(b). (c). and (d): § 61.65(b) (1}(ii), (b)), i _ This requirement does not apply to_", ... bemg opened. ~~1vw 2 " wend e .
~+_(b)(5). (b)(6)(ii) and (b)(9)(ii). --;~+%: ., - | equipment that has been opened, is 'out tus (o) Mixing, wezghmg and holdmg
" (y) “Relief valve discharge" means 'Ifilx of operation, and met the requirement in ‘containers. The concentration of vmyl
" any nonleak discharge through arelief ». § 61.65(b_)(6)(i) before being opened. " - - chloride in each exhaust gas stream
. .+ valve, “Relief valve discharge” does not . . 5.Section 61.64 is amended by - ;- . from each mixing, weighing, or holdmg
"5 include discharges ducted to a control '-.J " revising paragraphs (a), (b) (c) and [d) ‘- container in vinyl chloride service which
**'system from which the concentration of i .to read as follows:” 14 a7 Ao - ‘precedes the stripper (or the reactor if
*vinyl chloride in the exhaust gases does 7,7 % S T . [Ji the plant has no stripper) in the plant -
". not exceed 10 ppm (average for 3-hour i “§61.64 "Emission standard for polyvlnyi ;= process flow is not to exceed 10 ppm ..~ -
! period), or eqmvalent as pmvxded in oy x C’“Oﬂde * plants. i A i lisdoniair®y (average for 3-hour period), exceptas . ;
ENETS «,-f, RN TO T .;-_ AN o ta st ey e a3y’ provided in § 81.65(a). This requxrement 5
- (a) Heactar The followmg o .,:.: does not apply to equipment that has =,
MCOHSECUUVE 1-hour periods [each hour ) -reqmrements apply to reactors: raiigsw =;: been opened. is out of operation. and
‘commiencing on the hour), % 55727 *"'_,,, » (1) The concentration of vinyl chlonde »- met the requirement in § 61. 55(b)(5)[1)
277 8. Bection 61.62 is amended by “’in each exhaust gas stream from each "= before being opened. Y 3RO ,,#
.V"e"‘smg paragraphs (ﬂ) and (b} to read .= reactor is not to exceed 10 ppm (average vuw- (d) Monomer recovery system. “The’ n-‘r-—__
: ant }_1'4 for 3-hour ‘period), except as provided in : *"concentration of vinyl chloride i in each’ A
: : i3, paragraph (a)(2) of this section and  %2u#v ‘L 3 exhaust gas stream from each monomer .
§ 61 62 Emlsslon standard for ethylene R, f"§ 61.65(a). —J,w{ ug‘;g:é.- Gy R ,-p recovery system is'not to ‘exceed 10 ppm

‘dichioride plants. ;' 'J‘!"'L‘ii..f_tr e n191_ .+ (2) The reactor opening loss from each %, (average for 3-hour period), except as 5*,'-,'_

proyT iy e e o "
NG P LaPR T e RS :
] s SRR

Lo .o

T

R

35 (a) Ethylene dichloride purification. 3, reactor'is miot {0 exceed 0.02 g vinyl 2 24%; provided in § 61.65(a). This requirement ;-
he concentration of vinyl chloride i in s . chloride/kg (0.00002 lb vinyl ch.londe/lb) #~does not apply to equipment that has’ 77
7 each exhaust gas stream from any {J;u— “of polyvinyl ¢hloride product, except as ++ been opened, is out of operation, and ). i

g . quipment used in ethylene dxchlonde SRS pmvnded in paragraphs ()(1) and (f)(2) ;%2 met the reqmrement‘m § 61.85(b)(6)(i
‘ i - purification is not to exceed 10 ppm . “4:1 of this section, with the product - ':u:;m-trs_( before bemg opened Hde R
g7 (average for 3-hour period), except as determined on a dry solids basis. This "t'.‘t K
:a-;“" “provided in § 61.65(a). This requirement £ requirement does not apply to instenndiah
n - does not preclude combining of exhaust o prepolymenzatxon reactors in the bulk %y lntroduc(ory text, and adding
B ~,‘~835 streams provided the combmed :32¢7 'process. This requirement does apply to paragraphs (e)(3) and (f) to § 51 54 to
-7 ¥} steam is ducted through a control - “postpolymerization reactors in the bulk 13:read as follows: ; »‘, wé_&
o system from which the concenu'atwn Of i process, where the product means the ..«p.,n el LAY LSRGV T e
‘vinyl chloride in the exhaust gases does :* gross product of prepolymerization and * § 61.64 Emission mﬂdaﬂd f°f PO‘YV“"Y' -
-wnot exceed 10 ppm, ar equwalent as ,_ & postpolymerxzahon ianz bl onum T chlorido pl‘anu. ; 3 :
7 (3) Manual vent valve discharge. i #2535 o2 : .
¢+ does not apply to equlpment that has .. ! Excep( for an emergency manual vent - wag (e) Soun:es fallowzng the smpper(s]
:i* been opened, is out of operation, and jvalve discharge, there is to be no 5% ~::2 The followmg requirements apply to
“met the requirement in § 61. 65(b)(6)(x) -discharge to the atmosphere from any emissions of vinyl chloride to the -4+’
%1 hefore being opened. 'V-rm-*.r Faantuis g manual vent valve on'a polyvinyl -+ R atmOSphere from the combination of all S
" (b) Oxychlormauon reactor Except as _ chloride reactor in vinyl chloride ¢ ::; m.: “sources following the stripper(s) [or the
provnded in § 61.85(a), emissions of vmyl .service, An emergency manual vent 1% z.'.‘ “reactor(s) if the plant has no stnpper(s)]
. chloride to the atmosphere from each - '-,.~. “valve discharge means a discharge to + . in the plant process flow mcludmg but -
oxychlonnauon reactor are not to .. ‘.*.. .« the atmosphere which could not have ..., notlimited to, centrifuges, « =~~~ ", Tele
- exceed 0.2 g/kg (0.0002 1b/1b) (average - been avoided by taking measures to .. .- concentrators, blend tanks, filters, -~
'. ~. for 3-hour period) of the 100 percent . ... . prevent the discharge. Within 10 days of  dryers. conveyor air discharges, baagers. :
i ethylene dichloride product from the any discharge to the atmosphere from - / storage containers, and i inprocess - - -
~: oxychlorination process. ... < "." +.. .. any manual vent valve, the owner or wastewater, except as providedin -~
2 4, Sectxon 61.63 ls rewsed to read as . . operator of the source from which the - paragraph {f) of this secﬁon. 3:': o o
' : - .%¢<2,. discharge occurs shall submit to the . 2727 (1) * %% .
vt oeees, i Administrator a report in writing - ; 2)" e )
/§61.63  Emission standard fOf V‘"Y' . containing information on the source, *..:; .(3) The) provisions of this patagraph -
" . chloride plants. ... .4 .l . >.-% nature and cause of the discharge, the = apply at all times including when off-
..*| -~~~ An owner or operator of a vmyl LA .' date and time of the discharge. the =~ specxﬁcahon or other types of resins are
= chloride plant shall comply with the . . approximate total vinyl chloride loss .~ : made, .y - TN TATCS AR E MRS
- requxrements of this section and § 61.65. . during the discharge, the method used s« - (f) Reactor used as stnpper When b
e

£$0000 S%H

L8

*(a) Vinyl chloride formation and " :; for determining the vinyl chloride loss %% nonbulk resin reactor is used asa” :*
purxﬂcatlon The concentration of vinyl - (the calculation of the vinyl chloride - .- stnpper this paragraph may be appli
- chloride in each exhaust gas stream  « . loss), the action that was takento * -~ ‘in heu of § 61.64 (a](Z) and (e)(1): "~ -
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{1) The wexghted average emissions of perxod) or equxvalent as provxded in .

- vinyl chlotide from reactor opening Ioss -, § 61.66. w3

and all sources following the reactor” S At

used as a stripper from all grades of ., q_ ‘.. -
polyvinyl chloride resin stripped in the

. reactor on each calendar day may not

. exceed: Ly -3 A ST

-..,..-

g (i) 2.02 g/kg (0.00202 Ib/1b] of

g

u . :
. TR PR R

L. L

L’L-F” - 'vi.

-
41\-._:\. M

%~ [(b)(s). )6). (b){7). (b)(8). (b)(9l(ul. and
(c) to § 61.65 as follows: .. )

R

_,-.

e ) M

£ polyvinyl chloride product for dxspersmn
polyvinyl chloride resins, excludmg st
latex resins, with the product ......- ;; .

dichloride, vinyi chloride and polyvlnyl
chlodde plants, .

An owner or operator of an et.hylene
*:+ dichloride, vinyl chloride, andfor. -, .

; detemined on ?odwow°4°zlf§71§f :‘f"' £ polyvinyl chloride plant shall comply

“ polyvinyl chloride prodict for all other’ - -

. polyvinyl chloride resins, including latex % Eg; : : :-'; s L i
- resing, with the product determmed ona . e c:.ﬁ'_:

" dry solids basis. -5.353 £ At - )

14,,. - {2 WA
7. Section 61.85 is amended by it
revising paragraphs (a), (b](l}[u) and
(b)[z) to read as follows. ERTERE

a.-:"] 4;- ‘f'.‘
;  (3) Leakage from pump. compressor.
" and agitator geals: |, °
BedTein (i) Rotating pumps. mel chloride * .
T g1 65 Emlsslon mndard for emy(ene- +3; emissions from seals on all rotating B

. dichloride, vinyl chiaride, and potyvinyl 5% AL‘_ _pumps in vinyl chloride service are to be
chioride plants. 3%/t Sx 1o 'q\l,_r;}u.( " minimized by installing sealless pumps,

S R PE

= (a) Relzef valve ( dzscharge Except for Qg_ Eﬂg:ﬂﬁg?ﬁg:éﬁﬁ??’g Lge;:}s or.
j - ?:f::;gggg;gf{odgih:ﬁ%s?}f;i S, ',fu double mechanical seals are used, vinyl

_': =~ "from any relief valve on any eqmpme'i;t”
| - in vinyl chloride service.'An emergency
 relief discharge means a discharge “>'=="

et

“which could not have been avoided by

7 be minimized by maintaining the =
pressure between the two seals so that
‘any leak that occurs is into the pump: by ~

dlscharge Within 10 days of an): réhef 7@, two seals through a control system from

*"valve discharge, the owner or operator” in

> of the source from which the relief valve -

. discharge occurs shall submit to the” ‘,'j::

<" Administrator a report in writing ™ 5 -

: “containing information on the source,"-" .

* nature and cause of the discharge; the ™* demonstrates compliance with the

; date and time of the discharge, the "' ne7yit provisions of this paragraphv “f o

«~approximate total vinyl chloride loss 5"“ ., {ii] Reciprocating pumps. Viny 0=
- during the discharge, the method used S 25 chloride emissions from seals on all
: . - reciprocating pumps in vinyl chloride -

> for determining the vinyl chloride loss’ -“-' mize
.., (the calculation of the viny! chloride % ¢ service are to be mini or ;lqlg‘:;it:tl l:;g

;_\,.,a; double outboard seals

-, loss), the action that was taken to 737 1
- prevent the discharge,’ and measures ™. 1. pro;nded n 53'1 -86. ¥$Ub? autboard :

. :, adopted fo prevent futiire dlscharges {*ﬁ" seals are used, viny onde en'ussxons
o () * + b et e e imiT from the seals are to be minimized by -

N b e auiohabitold

; ._-{1)) o Posrsi ey aliiant ’J‘-ﬁqe:"‘.:.::- two seals so that any leak that occurs is
R R Lty $ Mt HEL A L duiee into the pump: by ducting any viny} -4

(ii) Any vinyl chloride ‘removed from a. chlonde%etxeexl: the nlﬁg seay.ls th¥uugh

Hloadmg or unloading line in accordance -: a control system from which the .2ty

with paragraph (b)(1)(i) of this section is . o _ concentration of vinyl chloride in the . .
. to be ducted through a control system - ,

. from which the concentration of vinyl _-,

provxded in § 61.66. Compliance with (he

"exceed 10 ppm (average for 3-hour .. gr»2. CFR Part 61 Subpart V demonstrates . -
period), or equwalent as provided in zuyz.. compliance with the pmvxswns of this - :
- §6166. . .. paragtaph. :

.. ---"~J:53"“‘&-5
'_;- (2) Sllp gauges Dunng loading or * 2. (iii) Rolatmg compressor. mel e
.<, - chloride emissions from seals on all -

unloadmg operations, the vinyl chlonde !

. -« emissions from each slip gauge in vinyl -, rotatmg compressors in vinyl chloride 5
chlonde service are to be minimized by . ¢ service are to be minimized by mstallmg

Fe ducting any vinyl chloride discharged o7 COmPressors with double mechanical .

.ﬂ"..t-’ 1.rmt'. ANt S S

i system from which the concentration of +7 §61.88. If double mechanical seals are :
vinyl chloride in the exhdust gases does -; used, vinyl chloride emissions from the
.not exceed 10 ppm (average for 3—hour , r; seals are to be minimized by

A

-

.8. By rewsmg pal;agraphs (b)(a) (b)(4)

" §61.65 Emission atandard for ethylene

with the reqmrements gf this sectmn '_ o

> chloride emissions from the seals are to 7= concentration of vinyl chloride in the ",
: <t exhaust gases "doés not exceed 10 ppm.
3 or equivalent as'provided in § 61.66.

- taking measures to pmvem R WETIRZ S ELLD "ducting any vinyl chloride between the .-
«st, which the concentration of vinyl <& e
. chléride in the exhaust'gases does not ; 2
exceed 10 ppm; or equivalent ag_Lsnivgs

; provisions of 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart V

*,a' £ ju amcieeiys, maintaining the pressure between the .-

s

exhaust gases does not exceed 10 ppm, -

5 . or equivalent as provided in §61.86. ' -. -.-
* chloride in the exhaust gases does not ;a:. Comphance with the provisions of 40 '--_ ‘:-..

i from the slip gauge through a control | 3., - seals, or equivalent as provided in. 457U

- mamtammg the pressure between the ~

two seals so that any leak that occurs {3 ~

into the compressor; by ducting any - -
vinyl chloride between the two seals
through a control system from which the

“concentration of vinyl chloride in the :---

[y

exhaust gases does not exceed 10 ppm;”
ot equivalent as provided in §61.66.
Compliance with the provisions of 40
CFR Part 61 Subpart V demonstrates

- compliance with the PrOVlslons of thJs U

T paragraph.” .
(iv} Recxpracaung compnessom mel
-"chloride emissions frdm seals on all -

-;.-..v -

!

. chloride service are to be minimized by
- installing double outboard seals, or -

«
1

':.ﬂ" .

- recxprocanng compressors in vinyl * 7

TP

Ty

" equivalent as provided in § 61.66. If -~ 2'1' -

double outboard seals are used. vinyl .
chloride emissions from the geals are ta -

+ _be minimized by maintaining the o
"pressure between the two seals so that
. any leak that occurs is into the -+ = .-+
-4:"comptessor: by ducting any vinyl
-f:- i~ chloride between the two seals througb

{ "a control system from which © /1037

'Compliance with the provisions of 40

t
v
1

compliance with the provisions of thls v
. paragraph, 3 ;,*:;_. AT BT U TR

from seals on all agitators in vinyl "

’cv:J }
CFR Part 61 Subpart V demonstrates #%(% 12,

LA .'

(v) Agitator. Vinyl chloride emissions _-"_;

e

% chloride service are to be mlmmlzed by

. installing agitators with double - - _
. mechanical seals, or equivalen{ as '
provided in § 61.66, If double ~2i=0
mechanical seals are used. vinyl 7

pressure between the two seals so that * -

¢ any leak that occurs ig into the agitated

Ceete

_vessel; by ducting any viny! chloride
I between the two seals through a contml

.« system from which the concentration of .
_vinyl chloride in the exhaust gases does
-2 not exceed 10 ppm; or equwalvnt as it

provided in § 61.66. .#bn@TT L (0l
(4) Leaks from relief valves. Vinyl -~ _

; chloride emissions due 1o leaks from " :
- -each relief valve on equipment in vmyI
chloride service shall comply with - -
§ 61.242-4 of Subpart V of this part, -

.{5) Manual venting of gases. F.xcept as *
. provided in § 61.64(a)(3); all gases which °
are manually vented from equipment in
- vinly chloride service are to be ducted

‘. through a control system from which the
= concentration of viny! chloride in the ™

‘exhaust gases does not exceed 10 ppm -
{average for 3-hour period); or '~ .-

. equivalentas provided in § 61.86. - _'":" -
. (6) Opening of equipment. mel BT

"+ chloride emissions from opening of

{*equipment (including prepolymerization
.; reactors used in the manufacture of bulk

chloride emissions from the seals are to *~
be minimized by maintaining the "»= 3272

17170000 S’S’H
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resins and loading or unloading lines -
that are not opened to the atmosphere . .
after each loading or unloading =5 &
’ operahon) are to be minimized as
follows: -

Ehat: | ;;‘_v,ﬂ, o |—-¢--F::'14.—-.- .-

LR IS

S () Before opening any equtpment for

*“any reason. the quantity of vinyl :

chloride which is contained therem is 10

_ be reduced to an amount which occupies

", & volume of no more than 2.0 percent of
the equipment’s containment volume or
0.0950 cubic meters (25 gallons), wu! =z
whichever is larger, at standard -
temperature and pressure. -.) Had

" (i) Any vmyl chloride removed from
the equipment in accordance with
paragraph (b)(6)(i) of this section is to be
ducted through a control system from

which the concentration of vinyl & i3+
chloride in the exhaust gases does not -

_‘ exceed 10 ppm (average for 3-hour ‘-;.‘—4-«

penod), or equlvalent as provided in"*
~'§ 61,68, ~3 il
- ' (7) Samples. Unused portions of fess!

" "gsamples containing at {east 10 percent "-r

T

Z_. by weight vinyl chloride are to be

FZES

,« .

returned to the process or destmyed ina’
control device from which concentration
" of vinyl chloride in the exhaust gas does .
" not exceed 10 ppm {average for 3-hour -
" period) or equivalent as provided in " -+

It 4§ 61.68. Sampling techniques are to be -

*_such that sample containers in vinyl .

“chloride service are purged into a closed

pro-cess system. Compliance with the .~ -
provisions of 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart v_

-, demonstrates compliance with the *

*. 'provisions of this paragraph.

 {8) Leak detection and ellmmat'mn

from equipment in vinyl chloride service
are to be minimized as follows: 7 =
:+ {i) A reliable and accurate vinyl o
chloride monitoring system shall be

. .operated for detection of major leaks

%, "and identification of the general area of

the plant where'a leak is located. A *
vinyl chloride momtormg system means
" a device which obtains air samples from

. one of more points on a continuous .‘_- S

sequential basis and analyzes the * -
samples with gas chromatography or, 1f
- the owner or operator assumes that all
hydrocarbons measured are wvinyl
_chloride, with infrared *~*:™
" spectrophotometry, flame fon detection,
or an equivalent or alternative method.
The viny! chloride monitoring system -
" shall be operated according toa -

‘1\'

. program developed by the plant owner

" or operator. The owner or operator shall

" submit a description of the program to -
the Administrator within 45 days of the
- effective date of these regulations,”

RILFRs T O:ér‘t-m:h o ."'

" calibration and maintenance schedule *
_ for the vinyl chloride monitoring system

" in accordance with sectmn 73 of Test

Approval of a program will be granted -
_ by the Administrator provided he finds:

{A) The location and number of points
to be monitored and the frequency of
meonijtoring provided for in the program
are acceptable when they are compared
with the number of pieces of equipment
in vinyl chloride service and srze and
physical layout of the plant, ' o

(B) It contains a definition of leak it
which is acceptable when compared” *

> ‘with the background concentrations of
;" vinyl chloride in the areas of the plant to-

be monitored by the vinyl chloride 7
monitoring system. Measurements of "
background concentrations of vinyl .
chloride in the areas of the plant tobe -
monitored by the vinyl chloride =" ="

monitoring system are to be included -

~ with the description of the program. Thé

definition of leak for a given plant may -
vary among the different areas within -
the plant and is also to change over txme

-«* as background concentrations in the 1
plant are reduced.

(LT e T u(ﬂ‘irl Fiy] ,‘

(C) It contains an acceptable plan of

*~action to be taken when a leak is © (/-

,-‘_... __ng.

detected L )
(D prowdes for an acceptable e

...n-.a-.—

and portable hydrocarbon detector. For
the vinyl chloride monitoring system, s’

" daily span check is to be conducted with

a concentration of vinyl chloride equal ‘
to the concentration defined as a 'leak o

; according to paragraph [b)(8){i)(B) of

\.'L—-‘.s .43. Al

this section. The calibration is to be : -

) *" done with either: e
Vinyl chloride emissions due to leaks =* -

- [1) A calibration gas mixture prepared
from the gases specified in sections |
52.1 and 5.2.2. of Test Method 106 and . N

Method 108, or .

(2) A calibration gas cylmder " -
* standard containing the appropriate 7*- %
. concentration of vinyl chloride. The gas )

" composition of the calibrationgas 5 .
* cylinder standetd is to have been ™57 -
certified by the manufacturer. The .. -

" manufacturer must have recommended a

maximum shelf life for each cylinder so
that the concentration does not change
greater than %5 percent from the . -.-
certified value. The date of gas cylinder
preparation, certified vinyl chloride -*

- toncentration, and recommended - '
maximum self life must have been ..:. .-

affixed to the cylinder before shipment
fram the manufacturer ta the buyer. If a

. gas chromatograph is used as the vinyl -
. chloride monitoring system, these gas .

mixtures may be directly usedto - .
prepare a chromatograph calibration ..’

unless a waiver of compliance is grarrted -urve as desctibed in section 7.3 of Test

under § 61.11, or the program has been
approved and the Administrator does .

not request a review of the program. ..

Method 106. The requirements in section

. 5.2.3.1, and 5.2.3.2. of Test Method 108

for certification of cylinder standards .

% to be implemented within 90 days of the

"_.paragraph (b)(8)(ii)}{E) of this section, an
< owner or operator shall be exempt from

" §61.246, and § 61.247 of Subpart Vof

" paragraph (b)(8)(ii)(B) of this section [~
.. days of the effective date of these .

- reques!ed by the Administrator. .., ol

. VOC service (as defined in § 60. 481 of ,

. process unit shall be randomly selected

- are detected by the number of tested

-.:'reparred in accordance with § 61.242-7

. Administrator in the first quarterly -
- report following the performance test as

§6L70. %5

’-percentage of leaking valves is found to

located on multiple service process lines
" which operate in vinyl chloride service

. ‘exempt from the requirements of = |-

" section. The Administrator may apply

and for estabhshment and venﬁcatxon of
calibration standards are to be followed.
{ii) For each process unit subject to
this subpart, a formal leak detection and
repair program shall be implemented .
consistent with Subpan V of this part,
except ag provided in paragraph - ..
(b)(8)(iii) of this section. This program is

effective date of these regulanons.
unless 4 waiver of compliance is granted
.. under §61.11. Except as providedin _ -

" § 61.242-1(d), § 61.242-7 (a), {b). and {c},

this part for any process unit in which
the percentage of leaking valves is
demonstrated to be less than 2.0
percent, as determined in accordance
with the following: . ...

{A) A performance test as spemﬁed in

shall be conducted initially within 90

. regulations, annually, and at times .

.
-
e

:» (B) For each performance test, a’ .
minimum of 200 or 90 percent, - =
" whichever is less, of the total valves in .

Subpart VV of Part 80) within the ._,..-. AR
and monitored within 1 week by the * .- -
methods specified in § 61.245(b) of this ' .
part. If an instrument reading of 10,000 * - :
ppm or greater is measured, a leakis " .
detected. The leak percentage shall be = -
determined by dividing the number of

valves in VOC service for which leaks * |

v..,. -\)

R AT

. valves in VOC service. =
-{C) If a leak is detected, it shall be

(d] and (e] of Subpart V of this part. >
-(D) The results of the performance test
ahall be submitted in writing to the ;_‘ o

part of the reportmg requirements of
ﬁ PR Ee T ITE "J T I ~,-‘=

(E) Any pmcess unit in which the’

be greater than 2.0 percent according to
the performance test prescribedin .. .
paragraph (b)(8)(ii)(B) of this section
must comply with all provisions of ..~ .
Subpart V of this part within 90 days :
{iii) Open-ended valves or'lines "

less than 10 percent of the time are

§ 61.242~8 of Subpart V, provided the
open-ended valves or lines are » 7
addressed in the monitoring system
required by paragraph (b)(8)(i) of this




. 'downstream and one half diameter ~ ~  postpolymerization reactors in the ..
.""ended valves or lines that are :f--~"'"> " ypstream from any flow disturbance °~  manufacture of bulk resins.
" demonstrated to require significant i’ such as a bend, expansion, contraction, {6) For a reactor that is used as a
" retrofit cost to comply with the 74+« or visible flame. For a rectangular cross  stripper. the emissions of vinyl chlonc

requu'ements of § 61.242-6 of Subpart V.' section an equivalent diameter is to be . from reactor opening loss and all -

-7 ST LU S 5T determined from the following equatzon. ~ sources following the reactor used as
o 8 sERs “ﬂnm’:f é‘"“'“’ "_ - ‘q'mvalent dlameter—z  (length) (width)/ - _ stripper for which an emission limit is
s ]engm+mdm T i T prescribed in § 61.64(f) are to be

the inprocess wastewater in accordance g The samph 5 omt m th . du ot is 1o Be at determined. The number of reactors for’
3 w:%)h para 8‘:%‘ (b)(9)(0) of this sectionis -y centroncr!l%f the cross section. The "
_.'.E’gonfv%%‘:::ﬁ therg:gge :;‘;’::;zl:ty:::;’; ok sample is'to be extracted at a rate "

“"chloride in the éxhaust gases doés not *

'(9) ,
ol {ii) Any vmyl ‘chloride removed fron

“ proportional to the gas velomty at the

samplmg point. The sample is to contain - determination based on the plant'

‘exceed 10 ppm (average for 3-hour "5: . operation, - .;sms
L s - e . .a minimum volume of 50 liters,corrected -
- geﬁr;o‘g.) oz;e:;nugljralent ad pro_v_xded In =& . .to standard conditions and is to be -~ (i) For each batch st.npped in'the

k3 - -
.-..: '.,v’vr-.-.: -

(b)(8) of this section are to be *7 5%
incorporated into a standard operatmg
- procedure, and made available upon -~

) (xog%x;pggz)tteti bﬁ refergntcedm: specxf‘ e:lc]l . ’;}ﬁ’:g‘;‘;‘iﬁg‘:”dm? to oaro§raph (8) (3)
~in is to be used to determine the
% _concefitration of vinyl chloride in each * (B) The reactor vacuum (mm Hg) at”

-* request for inspection by the } 1% ;-JJMZ‘L <
_: > Administrator. The standard operatmg =2 i:lf:?nc:’::oz‘;ﬁﬁ?ﬁ t;x;::r;abn; ({o;whxch .(C) The reactor temperature (*C) at-

i procedure is fo include g provmons for. -"“‘5 61.65(b)(9)(i). gt end of strip from plant instrument.
V-- IS ~

~ )P “:n‘ ¥ o B
. measuring the vmyl chloride in /243 weunw {3) When a stnppmg operatxon is used . (i) For each batch stripped in the |

"o attain the emission limits in § 61.64 ;. N
e mes T e bed t lﬂu d . ST e..':.

[e) and (f), emissions are tobe 7" 71 ¥l (A(; "Ig'he S:por press' ( Hg) of

determmed using T_est Method 107 as  (min

for which an emtssion limit is prescnbed
w25 in § 61.65(b)(6)(i) after’ opening the 7iics

a.!tem tiv e_met.hod The, met.hod of i

970000 S%d

. which the determination is to be made is
! ""to be specified by the Administrator for .
v ¢ v each individual plant at the time of the .

S R ) * to bemade: . ;7. rn v -
_* [c) The requirementg m paragraphs o ;‘ E’l:ac'u.ca‘bl-e: s §-‘.' LR ‘i.' w1 :’.‘A TTh (A) The coocentratlon (ppm] Of mel
(BI(1). (b)2). ()S). (b)(e) (b)) and =25 33 A o e b S - chloride in resin after stripping,

" “end of strip from plant instrument; and ~

T \—’c

+

‘reactor, the following mformauon is to :

e ~equipment and using Test Method 106, a % follows s e e ~ water in the reactor at end of st.np t’rom o
i":._hﬂ MRS XY Rt s '-l--- Sombpes 5 = _'4‘ 2y S
",.;;_:g“'i portable hydrocarbon detectar, or an 3 o (i) The nugber of stnppers Tor 557 o

reactors used as st.rippers] and samp]es '

% and the types and grades of resin to be * a8 | vapor

ampled are to be determined by the >.: .. ‘wmper. [l ysthonll B bl B thionlt e

ekl . Administrator for each Individual plant .. %% | @ | 5. | @ | TS | G

Gaf tthehmeofthetestbased onthe e ] L M I

. B~ ot 1y PRI Y - LI P P
AT 17 et R YR 553 2| 18] s«| 4ase
§61.66 -Equivalent equlpment. - g - : SR 583 & 74| “Tes| a6
procedures, "Giiatyts - oty AU T : _(m) The correspondmg quantity of == RS B+ B S+ Wiped
e 2£-Upon written application from an_; ;3 '~ Material processed by each stripper (9‘, . ‘683 | 766 | 1081 | 1i-ea| a8
S=“ownér or operator, the Administrator £ . reactor used as a stripper) is to be . plby -‘.-,‘. ‘:z e IR B
may approve use of equipment or ' (gf)grbs ,.determined on"a’dry solids basis and by st el 2| Tler]| seeo
procedures which have been - ¢ ..1:«‘-“ method submitted to and approved by -1 HE CERI| 8| 870
demonstrated to his satxsfacuon to . 27 'r: i e28 “osi8| U a4 8109
‘equivalent in terms of reducing vmyl - ; ?:' : NS .‘_?g zzssn; -'“;f“g ..:g;z
chloride emissions to the atmasphere to . el RPN A . Higs| oy
! those prescribed for complxancepthh a i (5) The rea‘ctox; ?pening lgssdfor “’h‘d; e h2s |- 5014 | 2 :z 7073
423 specific paragraph of this subpart, -4 ; "an emission limit is prescribed in ‘S5pa 7T 3dlss |- 1m0 S|l ea | 332
: 'ﬁwplo Bygevtg:xgp paragraphs (?) (g)(iff(,)f _§ 61.64(8}(2} is to be determined. The ‘3 ':g: ’”f’ ; ‘°° _?:‘_3”
7 (8)(2). (2)(3) introductory text, ()(3)(), 4 ,““mb“ of reactors for which the s o /1381 3| e

(g)(3)(iii). (g)(5) introductory text, and by determination is'to be made’is to be .. ; Spepd BE

(g)(5)(ii) adding paragraphs (g)(ﬁ) and (h) 3pec1f' ied by the Administrator for each 1584

in § 61. ti7 as follows. ._vm
561 67 Emlssloﬂ tects. b

-c."'}..n PRI .

individual plant at the time of the ..." "
i .. determination based on the plant 8 .
gt operation. ERIEL :
e s, AT *rE-:m-z ¥E TR
[f) The owner of operator shell retam - ) A calculation based on the number .
.. at the plant and make available, upon ) ""of evacuations, the vacuum involved,
- Jequest, for inspection by the % 10, 'f and the volume of gas in the reactor is
Admmxstrator. fora minimum of ) years.
.. records of emission test results and "7 ¢

other data needed to determme ;"* i‘_:j

‘ (B) The partxal pressure (mm Hg) of’ -
s vmyl chloride in reactor at end of stnp
fmm the followmg equatxon o

. ,‘ where ) : L :
, hereby approved by the Administrator PPVC:-partial preuure < of vinyl c.hlonde. in
‘as an alternative method for « v~ .0 dmmHg - i 2870 -

- postpolymerization reactors in the =~ = RV=absolute vslue of reactor vacuum, m '
manufacture of bulk resins. Calculation ~ *' mm Hg o
. : “methods based on techniqués other than | .-.VPW“‘”’P"‘" P“’““’e °r "‘""e" . im Hg
{i) For each run. one sample Is’ to be repeated evacuation of the reactor may - . (C) The reactor vapor space volume

. collected. The sampling site is to be at " be approved by the Administrator for . (m?) at end of stnp fmm the followmg
- .least two stack or duct diameters - -* * ° determining reactor openmg lossfor * ~ -equation: !

.

T N T

- determining reactor opening loss for e | 760=atmospheric preuure ato ‘C. in mm Hg "

.-;"i , e 1 .‘1-: 2t ‘t - taken over a period as close to1 hour as " reactor, the following measu:ements are o

FAN

Ieille -t
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' i PVCW S
RVSV ‘RC Wy~

DRl

‘wheres T 27
RVSV=reactor vupor apace volume. in m’ <
RC=reactor eapac:ly,mm’ R L 1 ez‘
_WV=volume of water in reactcu' fmrn rempe.
.oinmd . -
¥ : PVCW=dry wexghtofpolyvinyl ch!ondem

Bt ¢ ; reactor Irom recrpe mkg

ce (pmvcxm-’i

C =g vmyl r.hlondﬂ/kg
- product d A
PPMVC concentration of vinyl chlunde in °
- lvesin alter stripping, in ppm i 0¢r g
"10"= conversion factor for ppm 3N 3t
. PPVC=partial pressure of vinyl chloride
- determined accarding to paragraph E
" {g){6)(ii}{B) of this section, in mm Hg
RVSV reactor vapar space volume s,
= . determined according to paragraph it
- [gNB)GI)C) of this section, inm?® .~
1,002 = ideal gas canstant in g— K/mm N
L2 Hg ~m? for vintyl chlotide 531 &1 lw

poly\nnyl chlond.e

L0000 S¥YH

: RT “reactor temperatu.re m C e

“"(h){1) Each piece of eqmpment mthm

Ia process unit that can reasonably

contain equipment in vinyl chloride " -

" service ia presumed to be in vinyl T
. chloride service unless an owner or ;%
.. Joperator demonstrates that the piece of
. equipment is not in vinyl chloride * -
. .service. For a piece of equipment to be

" expected not to exceed 10 percent by -«
% _liquid volumes and 10 percent by ; ;1.

“ yolumes, which also includes gas -

contained liquid volumes. For purposes

" "content of the process fluid that is -\, ..
*. " contained in or contacts equipment, ..
procedures that conform to the methods

. described in ASTM Method D-2267 .

' (mcorporated by reference es specxﬁed

- in § 61.18) shall be used.

i ~ 12)(i) An owner or operator may use

" engmeenng ]udgment rather than the " *

 procedures in paragraph (h)(1) of this ~

-+ gection to demonstrate that the percent

. * vinyl chloride content does not exceed
© -1 110 percent by weight for liquid streams

‘..'ntreams. provided that the engineering
judgment demonstrates that the vinyl

3 (pvcwum +RT)

, PVCW =dry weight of polyvmyi chlcmde (n .
: "'r < (3) Samples used in detemumng the _‘-.

y

- considered not in vinyl chloride service, J"
'. it must be determined that the percent = ~

- vinyl chloride content can be reasonably
S: -~ 1. weight for liquid streams or contained r
-, volume for gas streams or ccmtamed 3as
"% volumes above liquid streams or ! f' ;7

of determining the percent vinyl chloride

< .'and 10 percent by volume for gas Beis

1 400= typncal densxty of poly-vmyl chlonde.
m kg/ m? .

Zal'. ’,

{‘m] For each batch stnpped in t.he -
reactor. the combined reactor opening -

. loss and emissions from all sources
followmg the reactor used as a stripper
is to be determmed usmg the follomng
equahon: Sl

.t 4

(vac:)(nvsum ooz) e BER

- A

"
s

ta T

chlonde content clearly does not exceed
10 percent. When an owner or operator
and the Administrator do not agree on
_ whether a piece of equipment is not in -,
_.vinyl chloride service, however, the - -;
: proc.edu.rea in paragraph (h)(1) of this’ o1
--section shall be used to resolve the
* ‘disagreement.” )~ -: y. . |
o (i) If an owner or operator determmes
~that a piece of equipment is in vinyl
.- chlaride service, the determination can iy
“ be revised on]y after following the :
procedurea in paragraph (h)(l] of this * "
‘section, ,g.,,,‘,‘, A

e

IrEn e

..,..

17»—--

3 . percent vinyl chloride content shall be ™. ;
. representalwe of the process fluid that
. is contained in or contacts t.he o
',eqn.upment. e gl e el T
- 11. By adding paragraphs (d) (e) and
: (ﬂ to § 61 68 as follows

e
e

.-".:, :
ﬂ,

(d) When exhaust gas[es) havmg +
: emnission limits that are subject to the
" requirement of paragraph (a) of this =
section, are emitted to the atmosphere . -
~+ without passing through the control * j
; “-system and required vinyl chloride ~*%
- ‘monitoring system. the vinyl chloride
- content of the emission shall be .. 2™
_calculated {in units of each app'hcable i
2 emission limit) by best practical .. -
" engineering judgment based on the
“discharge duration and known VC -
concenfrations in the affected &= -
equipment as determnined in accordance
‘with § 61. 6‘7(h) ot other acceptable S
" method.
-{e) For each 3-hour penod the vmyl
chlonde content of emissions subject to
" -the requirements of paragraphs {a) and
(d) of this section shall be averaged
' (weighted according to the proportion of
time that emissions were continuously
* . monitored and that emissions bypassed
" “the continoous monitor) for purposes of
.~ reporting excess emissions under ...
§ 61.70(c)(1). « i »

. -._\

. v

ol KT

- title from “Semiannual report” to "

Rt I

. is to be submitted following the first full

* vinyl chloride content of emissions for .
* Y each 3-hour period during which average

T

(0 For e&ch vmyl chlorlde emxssxon to
the atmosphere determined in -~ "
accordance with paragraph (e} of this -.
. section to be in excess of the applicable
emission limits, .the owner or operator
shall record the identity of the source(s),
- the date, time, and duration of the .
excess emission, the cause of the excess
emission, and the approximate total

" . vinyl-chloride loss during the excess

emission, and the method used for

determining the vinyl chloride loss. This_

information shall be retained and made

. available for inspection by the T

-Administrator as required by § 61.71(a). "
12. In § 61.70 by revising the section

~Reporting”, and by revising paragraphs
(a), (c}(1). (c)(2) introductory text, -
{e)2)iii), (e)2)(iv). (e)(2)(v). (c)(2)(vi)

. introductory text, and (e)(3) and also by

lows:

Jipen sl

addmg (c)(4) tp read as fol

§6'L70 Reporﬂng. ':-.'\ :.=-.-‘."-:=
- (a)(1) The owner or operator of any .

.‘ ‘source to which this subpart applies _.’ e
" shall submit to the Administratoron '~

-... March 15, June 15, September 15, and |
" December 15 of each year a report in
. writing containing the information '
reqmred by this section. The first report

-.\.'.7

3-month reporting penod aiter the injtial .-:

rEport is submltted. RIS .*r --‘-t.- wameh . -.‘
'{2) In the case of an emstmg source, %

*“the approved reporting schedule shall be

.. used. In addition, quarterly reports shall

" be submitted exactly 3 months following

tbe curmnt reportmg dates. ,.3_‘ Mefanig .-'~ ..

include in the report & record.of the R

‘emissions are in excess of the emission .
~{imits in § 61.62 (a) or (b). § 61.63(a), or .

'§ 61.64 (a)(1), (b), (c) or {d), or during "--

which average emissions are in excess | °

‘of the emission limits specified for any
“control system to which reactor .- .;: .
emissions are required to be ductedin ..
. § 61.64(a)(2) or to which fugitive
emissions are required to be ducted in

- § 61.85(b](i)(ii), (b}(2), (b)(5), (b}(61}(ii} or -
{b)(9)(ii). The number of 3-hour periods
for which average emissions were . © .
determined during the reporting period
shall be reported If emnissions in excess”

|‘,

. of the emission limits are not detected, ,
" the report shall contain a statement that

no excess emissions have been detected.
The emissions are to be delermmed in
accordance with § 61.68(e). :
(2) In polyvinyl chloride planu for
which a stripping operation is used to’
"attain the emission level prescribed in |
§ 61.64(e). the owner or operator shall _

1
tasi
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include in the report 4 record of the
vinyl chloride content in t,he polyvmyl
chloride resin. - :

stiE

i)t 5

(ll) * & " R ;

" (i) The vmyl chlonde content in each

- : ' sample s to be determined by Test
Method 107 as prescnbed in -

§ 61.67(g)(3). ::

. (iv) [Reserved] TR ST

- (v} The report to the Admmxstrator by

-

(AN

. - each grade of resin processed by the -
_ stripper(s) that calendar day, accordmg

the owner or operator is to mclude a -

record of any 24-hour average resin -7

SRR

vinyl chloride concentration, as

determined in this paragraph in excess --

of the limits prescribed in § 61.64(e). The
- vinyl chloride content found in each
sample required by paragraphs (c){2)(i}
and (c)(2](ii) of this section shallbe
averaged separately for each type of
resin, over each calendar day and "
-weighted according to the quantity of

=¥

o the followmg equahon. RS

A==24—hour average concentratlon of type T . .*

“¢. "7 resinin ppm (dry weight basis) -

S ‘Q =Total production of type T resin over the '

-. 24-hour period, inkg. ..
T -Type of resin. .’

. M=Concentration of ;rmyl chlonde in one .~
“-=~"% «” sample of grade Gi resin in ppm. * - 2.7 -
P Production of grade Gi resin represented .
27" by the sample, in kg. #2722 ;* -
; G\-Grade of resin: e.g., G1, G2, G3."

“n=Tatal number of grades of resin produced
. 5+ during the Z4-h0ur penod. ER R

—:'_—. The number of 24-hour” average

PR

P 7 i

‘determined during the reporting period

... Fesin vinyl chloride concentrations in

-~ excess of the limits prescribed in - . :
": §61.64(e) are measured, the report shall
% state that no excess resin vinyl chlonde
- concentratxons were, measured

S (vx) The ‘owner or operator shall retam
.- at the source and make available for |

inspection by the Administrator for a ™

“minimurm of 3 years records of all data )

"needed to furnish the information '¥¥+"

C(B) * AR t
(3) The owner or operator shal] 2.5
include in the report a record of any

emissions from each reactor opening in
.. excess of the emission limits prescribed

" in § 61.64(a)(2). Emissions are to be .
determined in accordance with :

" §61.67(g)(5), except that emissions for
each reaclor are to be determined. The
number of reactor openings during the
reporting penod shall be reported If
emissions in excess of the emission -
limits are not detected, the report shall

. include a statement that excess -
emissions have not been detected. -

(4) In polyvinyl chloride plants for -
which stripping in the reactor is used to
- attain the emission level prescribed in

" vinyl chloride emissions from reactor .+

. concentrations for each resin type =7y

required by paragraph (¢}(2)(v) of this ° ‘ o
secnon The records are to contain the =

§ 61.64(f), the ownet or operator‘shall
include in the report a record of the

opening loss andall sources followmg "
the reactor used as a stripper. "-'- =

" (i) One representauve sample of ¥

polyvinyl chloride resin is to be taken’ T

from each batch of each grade of resin ™
immediately following the completion of

- the stripping operation, and identified ': '

by resin type and grade and the date -

Fom

> - and time the batch is completed. 'I'he
’ correSpondmg quantxty ofmatenal N

7 shall be reported. If no 24-hour average

processed in each stripper batch is to be
recorded and identified by resin type
and grade and the date and time the
batch is completed.

(ii) The vinyl chloride content in each
sample is to be determined by Test
Method 107 as prescnbed in e o
§61 67(g)(3). . S P

,(m] The combmed emissions from
" reactor opening loss and all sources
" following the reactor used as a stripper -
are to be determined for each batch -. .
stripped in a reactor according to the -
procedure prescribed in § 61.67(g)(6].

(iv} The report to the Administrator by
the owner or operator is to include a
record of any 24-hour average combined
reactor opening loss and emissions from
all sources following the reactor used as
a stripper as determined in this

- paragraph, in excess of the limits
prescribed in-§ 61.64(f). The combined

- reactor opening loss and emissions from
- all sources following the reactor used as
" a stripper associated with each batch

are to be averaged separately for each
type of resin, over each calendar day
and weighted according to the quantity

of each grade af resin stripped in T
"reactors that calendar day as follows: :i_-

~"For each type of resin (suspensxon.

- dtspersxon. latex, bulk, other), the "_-_,'f- v

fotlowmg calculatlon is to be perforp-4-- =

..\ . - ‘4-,..4_ LRI AT ey

where : L
- A= 24-hour average combmed reactor C

-~ opening loss and emissions from all 2 -

i ‘-'- sources t’ollowmg the reactor used as a -
_stripper, in g vinyl chlonde/kg product .
* (dry weight basis). - ...

Q =Total production of resin in batches for

.. .which stripping is completed dunng the :

""24-hour period, in kg .
T=Type of resin, "> =~ " , -
-C=Average combmed reactor opemng loss .

and emissions from all sources following
the reactor used as a stripper of all
batches otgrade G, resin for which -
stripping is completed during the 24-hour
periad, in g vinyl chloride/kg product
{dry weight basis) (determmed according

" to pracedure prescribed in § §1. 87(3)(6))
P Production of grade G, resin in the . .-~

- balches for which C is determined, in kg.
Gi=Grade of resin e.g., Gi, Ga, and Gy, -
n=Total number of grades of resin in batches

‘for which stripping is completed dunng
the 24-hour period.

“The number of 24-hour average S
emissions determined during the ..

. reporting period shall be reported. If no

24-hour average combined reactor
opening loss and emissions from all . .

- sources followmg the reactor used a

BMES BN

8v0000 S»Y

stripper in excess of the limits
prescribed in § 61.84(f) are determir
the report shall state that no excess
vinyl chlonde emissions were
. determined. o i o s

-11. By revrsmg paragraph (a) ST
mtroductc*y text of § 61 71 as t'ollows
§61 .7 Recordkeeplng wrten L

{(a) The owner or operator of any
source to which this subpart applies
shall retain the following information at
the source and make it available for
.inspection to the Administrator for a
minimum of 3 years: * - .0 -

- .t y_‘.. ..‘.

14. By revising p‘alragraph (a')(4) and
.adding paragraph (b](l) to § 61.18 as

follows: . - e
§61.16 lncorporatlon by Heterence.
a . e e . N R
[ﬂ) L] '. ' :v .- ..\ :;,“ el

(4) ASTM D2267-68 (reapproved 1973)
Aromatics in Light Naphthas and -
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T

Avxatxon Gasoline by Gas . - .
_ Chromatography, IBR approved June 8,

_ 1984, for §61.245(d}(1) and IBR approved

" September 30, 1986 for §61. 67(h)(1).

* * i * . . R

(b) The followmg matenal is available
. from the U.S. EPA Environmental
Monitoring and Support Laboratory. :
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268. . - .- -

{1) Method 601, Test Method for X

. Purgeable Halocarbons, July 1982, IBR :

approved September 30, 1986 for -
§ 61.67(g)(2). . P -
-15. By revrsmg the deﬁmuon volatrle

' ixazardoué oir pollutants” in § 61.241 of

Subpart V to read as follows: ...

§61.24i Definitions. .
“Volatile hazardous air pollutant” or

“VHAP" means a substance regulated

« under this part for which a standard for

L

equipment leaks of the substance has
been proposed and promulgated, * "
Benzene isa VH.AP mel chlonde is'a

" VHAP.

16. By revrsmg the definition of - : ‘ . -
“connector" in §61. 241 of Subpart Vas"r [FR Doc. 86-22032 Filed 9-29-86: 8 45 am] -

. follows: Tl i

" auu_mc oooe nseo-so-u b

§61.241 Definitions. ..~ .. -

- .- * * " D -

“Connector” means flanged. screwed,
welded, or other joined fittings used to
connect two pipe lines or a pipe line and
a piece of equipment. For the purpose of
reporting and recordkeeping, connector
means flanged fittings that are not ,
. covered by insulation or other materials

i that prevent location of the fittings.

LT S \;'.-u‘q-‘:lt.._
f
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