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COMMIENTS OF THE FNYIRONMENTAL DEFIINSE FUND
O TIHE PHROPOSED AMENOMENTS TO

’ ) -
THE FItlal EMISSION STAMUARI FOR ’b‘“ L4
. VINYL CHi0tant . [‘u .
{42 Fegeral Negiztec 28354, June'2, 1977) K/' v *
PRt

o . . 6112 of the Clean Air Act as amended, the rZdministrator '

:p:"omnlqatcd Rational vmission Standards for the hazardousy.

. ¥
r pallutant viny} chloride. On Hovember 19, 1976 the®
0 X

G .'-:Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) filed a petition in the
“ - .U:-S- Court of Appealy for the D.C. Circult for review of

'_"'thnlu standarda. As part of a scttlement which led EDE and

§ " vﬂ’l\ to move Lo dismiss the review patiticn on March 24, 1977,
. . &M amandments under consideration wore propased.
’ The proposed amendments represent & Lruc CompromiSe -scecsocenn BFA -
b:ztwun what EDF could have pressed for in court and the
.ga;l--ting standagd. Sgction 112 of the Clean ALir Act rcquirces
that emission standards fo;r haxurdous air pollutants, suck as
. . v:lnyl chleride, be sct "at a levol which in the judgwrnt of the
'Adnlnis;r-tnr provides an ample margin of unt’uty' te protect
H the public hoslth [io-u Such‘ hazardous "aly pollutanta.* It
clnarl} reguires a health-linked, not a tuchnoloyy-based
standaxd. Yot, inconsistent wich the statutory rcﬁulromnt,
. L the original standards were bazed on what ECA belicved lnduln-.y
conld acémpllsh with best nvallabl_e techinology. In the

Stondard Support and Envircnmeoutal Tmpact Statement, EPA

‘ ENS ~ The key seems to rest on whether or not :inogens do have

or do not have a threshold effecet.

If they do not have, then EDF's position sooner or later will
prevail re "zero emissions”™ goal.

If cthey do have, the threshold must be determined and reg-
ulacions promulgated to limit emissions below such ambient
level. :

EDF claims that the proposed vinyl chloride regulations consti-
tute a less stringent standard than it could have insisted upon
from the court ip-the litigation which it dnscituted. Actually
EDF ecould not have pressed the court to change the original
regulatfons to set an immediate zero emission limitation. The
court is only empowered to decide whether EPA's regulations were
arbitrary and capricious. At best from EDF's standpoint EPA
could have decided that the first ruelmaking was arbitrary and
not in accordance with Bl12 of the Clean Air Act. Such a ruling
would have voided the regulation, and EPA counld then, 4f it
chose, have begun another public rulemaking proceeding in which
it would presumably be an imparcial arbicter of comments from all
concerned. As {t gtands, however, the proposed standard 1is the
result of coercion by one party with a particular point of view
and acquiescence by the EPA (It seems signiffcant to note cthac
EPA has never allowed such an unseemly settlement where industry
has in the first instance filed a court challenge to a regulation
promulgated by EPA.}. In effect the proposed regulation ia this
instance has been dictated by a private party, and this is con-
rrary to the ,(‘;le"[_ﬁ‘{.r,ﬁ?t.‘ihiﬁh r‘:ﬁs delegated impartial rvule-

maldme morNa oA
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o
rccégnixed that vinyl chleride 1s an “apparent nzn-ihresbuld
oy

poljutant" which crcatea a rigk to public health at 211 Jevels.

m;df:hc case gone to trial, EpF would have taken the posilion

$112 required a zero eminsion standard, the only standard
adequate to provide the required margin of safcty for a non-

threshold pollutant. 1Instcad, EDF settled {Or o comprolinx

iﬁdgltry Lo move one stcp closer to that goul.
: :'ﬁlc naw stondard would not require the installation oY '
co;plctely naow tcclmalogy._ Industry Ig not belng asked to
:c‘;:n'p' cxisting technoloyy, The rovised limits car be achicwed
mga‘ gh the improved operation of cxisting techaology pexmitting
tui{lmrtixat;on of tho Lndu;try's inveatment in fontrgl tech~
ralogy. This should be viewed in contrast with thc proposal
of the New Jersey Commission on the Incideace of Cancer that
nny lnéustry)anit.ti_ng one of sone sevanicen substances reduace
e-éllﬂ:clom to ‘zero or stop producing. Not only will thero be
no nt;ut-dms required by these smandmencs, but the industry

i e
yl;l_be able to continue its growth under this compromise.

'; o Tht? Socléty of tha Plastics Industry, Inc. (SPI) has
Atj:g.mtc;! to portray thls scrttlement as Semc sork of private
aq-‘rleic-enz between EPA and EDF to promulgate a revisod emission
stai\dlrd-,' largely lu.-cnuso. thuey were oxcluded from tho settle-
ment negotistions. There Is no legal requirxement that an

intervenor fn a vase bu parmittcd €3 participate in settlement
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negotiations. Industry scarched for such u legal precedent
but was unahl; ko find one. Industry has naw had amplc apporx-
z_xgnicy to comment an the proposwd amendmants at a meeting [(rowm
which EDF was excluded, e public hearing, and through written
comments. It should be nated that EDF was also excluded froam
the industry-EPA scssicns which led to promulgation of the

orxiginal standazd. It should also.ba noted that despite - 1

industry’s exclusion fyom scttiement negotiations, EDF's v
- attorney kept industry wecll informed of the outline af the

' p_roposed settlemont at all stages. . Fipally, 1f SPI and its

7" 8 are wh Eul in persvading EPA to rovise the pro~
PIOBOQ standards beforo promulgation, they can alwaya pétiction
-the Court of Appuals for raviucw of the standards. .

At 5?&’! request, a public hearing was held by EPA on
..Jul:y 1%, 1977 to rcceive public views and syggestions on the

}"toposed amcndments., EDF would like to address the major

4p(.1.h’|l‘.l in opposition to the proposal raiscd by SPI at that

hearing. The primary arcas of lnterest scemed to be: (1} Lha
_lbis_cncu of n;:v data since thc existing standard was promul-
Q;tnd to justify a revision of that standard, (2) the affsce
pol;i.,cy, t3) the cost of compllance, and (41 the degree of
lmﬁxovemnt resulting from the amendments. In addition some
.lnnppos}tln canments woere macde cancerning the cnergy conscquences
of ;c'ertaln emixsion reductions. EOF Lelioves theso amendments

sound, represcenling.pceagresn towsrd EPA'R goal of zero

Ptonu. -and urges their prumalgation,

(

seeres BFA - Wnile EDF's claim that industry will have the opportunlty ta

challenge in court any final rulemaking which may tesult from
the proposal in question is true, because of the way §112 1s
drafced anyone opposing the proposed rule bears a heavy burden
of showing with particularity in the rulemaking proceedings why
the proposed regulation is improper. Ia short it ig znomalous
thac EDF, a single public interest group, has not only avoided
this burden in its litigation of the original regulsticas
through a settlement agreement with EPA, but also it has heen
able ro shift this burden to those parties opposing the new
regulations which it has dictated to EPA. .
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RECEWED SEP =8 1977

. COMMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFLCNSE FUND
ON TIIE PROPOSED AMERQMENTS TO
1'“15 FIMAL €M1SSION STARDARD FOR
VINYL CHLORIDE
' © {42 Federal neqi:lnr 28154, June’2, 1571)

; Oon Octobet 21, 1976 {41 rad. Rteg. 46560), pursuant to

5112 of the Clcoan Air Act as ancnded, the ﬁdmialsttator ';
Y

pranulqatcd National Lmission Standards for the hn;ardous;

'a{r pollutant vinyl chloride. On November 19, 1276 Lhc‘
':‘}Aznvixonmn':al Defenze Fund (FDF} filed a petition im the

) q.s. Courxt of hnpeh]; for the D.C. Circuit for review of

; ‘thaze standards. As paxt of ; scktlement uhlch led EDF and
’_rrA to mave to dismiss the review petitien on nerch 24, 1872,

Athe amendments under congideration were proposed.

The proposed amendments represent s tru¢ compromise s--.--s.... BFA -

batween whiat EDF could have pressed far in court and the

existing standard. Section 112 of the Clecan Air Act reguirces

that cmission standards for hazardous air pollutancs, suck as

vinyl chloride, be sot “"at a level which in the judgment of the

Administrator provides an ample margin of safety to prokect

the public lcalth from such hazardous afx pollutants.” It
clecarly reguives a Jicalth-linked, not a technology-based
standard. Yer, fnconsistent with the statutory réqulremenl.
the original standards werce bagud on what EFA believed industx&

cauld ncéo-plish with beost avatlable techuelogy. In the

‘Standard Support and Environmental Impact Statement, LPA

K EWS - The key seems to rest on whether or not

nogens Yo have
or do not have a threshold effect.

If they do not have, then EDF'a position sooner or later will
prevail re "“"zero emissions" goal.

If they do have, the threshold must be determined and reg-
ulations promulgated to limit emissions below such ambient
level.

EDF claims that the proposed vinyl chloride regulacions consti-
tute a less stringent standard than it could have insisted upon
from the court ig-che litigation which it instiruted. Actually
EDF could not have pressed the court to change the original
regulations to set an immediate zero emission limitation. The
court is only empowered to decide whether EPA's regulations were
arbitrary and capricious. At best from EDF's standpoint EPA
could have decided that the first ruelmaking was arbitrary and
not in accordance with Bl12 of the Clean Air Act. Such a ruling
would have votded the regulation, and EPA could then, {f it
chose, have begun another public rulemaking proceeding in which
it would presumably be an impartial arbiter of comments from all
concerned. As it atands, however, the proposed standard is the
result of coerciou by one party with a particular point of view
and acquiescence by the EPA (It seems significant to aote that
EPA has never allowed such an unseemly settlement where industry
hes in the first instance filed a court challenge to a regulation
promulgated by EPA.). 1In effect the proposed regulacion in this

instance has been dictated by a private party, and this is con-
trary to the Clean Alr Act uhlch has delegated {mparcial rule-

abdnn surhasire Auatoednal
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I. . Ahkence of New Data ’
“Hou

The mozt prevalent comment by industxy has been,
c_m;l:l EPA change the vinyl chloride standards when no now
information has becen davaloped?® Thare are coveral Yeaponsos

.toe this. First, EOF belicves the original standards did yot .....,. HLK - Basis? Not go.

couvly with the law, $112 of tha Clenn Alr Act, and so no

mm infarmation is required to amend the xtandard to brlng
1: in g.].u:q_r compliance with the law. Second, soma anL— L»-.. .e.. HLK - Which? Must be specific.

Eicant r_eu data was cither not available at promulqation or,

ll. with Dr. Cesaro Malioni'’s latest experiments, anly became

* avallable shortly before promulgation, not allowing time for

" full conpidcration.,

EDF wculd like to retrace and update the sgute of medical:--+-- CDK = This paragraph states that data indfcating a safe level of vinyl

. chloride has not been developed. To date, the literacture supporis

knowledga concerning vinyl chioride which, wndor the Clean this statement. A "no affect” level for vinyl chloride has not
been demonstrated in laboratory animals. Current epfdemfologicai

studies of workers exposed ro low levels of vinyl chloride lack a

sufficlent latency perfod and a sufficiently large number of

workere.

Afr Act, is to serve an tha basim for EFA's regulatoxy actjions.
1t should be notcd that no data, devaloped either hefore or

nlnr promulgation of the existing standard, Sndlcntcs that
_-ny level of exposzure to vinyl chloride but zcrvo ppm is safe. -..... HLK -~ Request for negative data dose~effect curve is indicative. Alsa
epidemiology hasn't found any . :

In 1970 Pxofesnor viola presented the rerults of a pllot

t(’arlmut which :hau:d that ratz exposaed to extrcmaly high

':onccnnntlcms of vinyl :hloridc (30,000 ppm) developed tumocs
1
carcinomas . Four ycurs latex the D.F. Goodrich Company

ided the first repore, based on cmployeec deaths Crom

glonxcm (livor cancer}, vhicn confirmed that vinyl

chlorldo wos n human carcinoocn. significantly, mot all of ,.....,. HLK -~ Evidence? In fact, all did.




TerT-Z
2735

v

o v =
=

TRl

. CDK -~ (Comments on entire page) The discusajon of epidentology

e of workers exposed to low levels of vinyl c .de focuses an
only 4 individuals, two of whom may not have been exposed to:

. the compound. Toxicity of low fncidence {such as carcinogen-

‘i the vinyl chloride/polyvinyl chloride plant employces who hove icity linked to low levels of chemical exposure) emerges only
after wide and prolonged use in a very large number of subjects.
: In the 4 cases cited, the anglosarcomas were confirmed but noc

. winyl chlorida, OF the fiftcon occupation cascs confirmed ex the cause of the malignancy. Other causative factors might be
T : involved and should be considered and evaluated.

[ dicd from anylonarcoma were ¢xposcd to high concentrations of

_angioesarcoma of the liver by pathologists at the Hational

. Cancer Institute, one worker wat u_n'nccouugant employed at a «..... HLK - Not confirmed.

vinyl cloth plant and another operated a wachine srkich aprslied

‘ﬁol yvinyl chlaride to clectricul wires as insulation.” ,fhese

sitwo worlkers were crposud Le levels Letween 1 and 12 pp=
U7 flenntly lower than levels to which other polyvinyl chioride
) ,'uor.l:ers vore exposed.

There have also buon twe canfizmed caseu of angiosarcomi ..... HLK - Not so.
’ %ln individualne who had resided in tho wvicinity of industrial.
",.fvinyl ellloriﬂﬁ emission ﬁuurcmt. and were probably -cxposed o
'EZAle\'cl.s laver th;\n thoso to which workers were exposcd.  They

3 lignl!ﬁ the rizk associatod with living near a vinyl chlovide

. i:lﬂnt. but for two reasons they may underrepresent the voral ,.,..., HLX - Speculation.

“nnoher of cowpunity cases. First, they both lived in Connceti-

cut, & state uhich probably has the best cancer detection

_pragram in the country. Meonco. it 8 very possible many more ..... HLX - Speculaction®

5 . - .. a *The hunt of Antio cases has been so tharough in 1975, that
. . caces oxi&t which have been ¢ithor undiagnoscd or misdiagnosed. every case recorded on a death certificate has gone to CDC.
fedondd, one past consider tha latency period of 210-20 yearas

" ]

for angiosaccomn” in light of tho fack that nok only is the

blm:tica induztry only ac\r:cntv years old, but a great dea) of

© ite growth has come recently ~-~ at ten porceat a year from

":19‘6_9 to 1971, {0 may only he scein Lhe beqglnning of a cances = Bullshit. HLK.

- qp.(de-ic.‘

i
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t ‘f'...-'...r A e Lent, data was made public just &z CPA wae ... HLK - Not so - This paper shown to have been speculative.

-

» - Thare is alzopo _evidownoe which indicales angiasnrcama is ..... HLK - What kind? .

n‘ot the only health rls) ascoclacad with vianyl chlozide.
'Mginu:\rnoné scrved an o "*markar disease,” iLbs rarity allow-

‘-.iAg a cauzal conpection with viny) chlovide to be casily draun,
K

tudies aluo. pulut te viay) chloride as the causal agont in

CDK - Reference & should be checked for accuracy and interpretaticir. R
review of the report by Infante was written by Dr. McMahon fos <
and is attached.

lﬁhoi davalopmeat uf concer of the lang, the lympbates, and  the
E g y .

.t .- 4, .
‘-c.cntrnl nexrvous system an well o tiwe llver.” In adeition, b SN
S AR

currently with HIQEN, has cbscrved an iilix:cur... HLK - His papers have been discredited by CDC. Infante is an incowmse. -

5
_Ohfo counties with plants comitting vinyd ehlorioe,”  Also,

an:n;ag«:nicity wig Indieated in studics Ly Dr. P, daSerren of BEST

t ﬁus, ‘On'tllu ¢lfect of wvinyl chleride on Salmonalla -+ liver AVAILABLE

‘nlc'l"osqm sysitean, A higher-cthan-normal rate of =zsillbirths . COPY

: "nnd;-n“cnrrqucs among the wives of vinyl chiloride wvorkersz and

.2 high incidence of abnormal chromosamcs among the vorkers

thunsclves liave hoen observed.”

.

.prgngulyiu:ing the original standard and may not have f;nen fuily .. HLK - Let EPA so atate

congidered. Other data not available at the time the rogulatians REXK - What?

vare provaulgated has comwe to llght ond servus as an additional
b;iuii for EPA to amand tho existing ctandard to reflect the

f\cl!;ll:h risk poucd by lower levels of vinyl chloride. Each group. .HLK - Saurce?

) cats Indicates vinyl chlurido induces cancer at extremely
low concentrationx. FMrofessor violu firse noted thene offocts
PP 7

L 1
At 30,000 ppm; By Juna of 1474, ‘Dr. Cesare Maltoni, in the
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experiments which originally ciucablished the link between
vinyl chloride and cancer, reported that angiosarcamn had licen

produced in rodonts by inhalation of as little as 50 ppm In

air. Just as the original viny) chleride regulntions were
o : "
promulgated, Pr. Maltoni reported the Lnd:ir.iun of mammary ,,,....,.,. CDK - The data generated by Dr. Maltoni and Dr, Kalgyanova ate
caxcinomas in rodents at lovels of 1 ppm.— ALl of thiz data cited as memos, not publiehed reports. As auch these data
- : repregsent prelimiatry results from incomplete atudies.
wags at lmast availahle to RPA prior to promulgation, thonglty Appropriate consideration and meaningful evaluation of these
- : . X 1_‘. : observationa await completion of che experimental work and.
thare was probably not enough tlwe for ¥Fh to fully considcy. publication of final reports. Preliminary results of ex-

Dz. Maltoni‘s data. Ewp.lcte.ly new Azt has singe Lecome fu.res.ve.. periments do not constitute scientific eyidence.
aveilable from testy performed by Profestor F. Faloyznova ac

the Insticute of Mygience ard tutrition in Sofia, Rulgaria. .« RLK ~ Not competent.

acesenprrvas

r ;f05lor Kaloyanova found that vinyl chlaride exposure at 1 ppn

ir;ti.umd carcinomas in both rats and mice.” .
. Rather than pointing toward the cxistence of a thresliold ...ec.... HLK - Just the opposite - A dose effect relation is seen.

tor harmful ert'u-ct:s, each test with vinyl chloride indicales

that almozt any level of expogure contributes to the developrmeont

ot cancer. The addition of the new scientific evidence further

- qu-tlfles the anendment of the existing standard. It might

even be sald EPA has a duty under the law ta onend the existing
sta!«hnl to reduce the lavel of vinyl chlocide to which Lho
Pub.l‘ic is oxposed, basad on evidenca which continues to ladi-

i
cate vinyl chloride is & non-threshold carcinogen.

II. offsct rolicy

" Under the proposed amcndments, hefore an existing plamt «........ EWS - Awkward

conld ¢xpand ©r & nev plant lowdate near an cxisting site,




w2 q be 0o
reductions wauld have to be achieved = —his offrot

sase i v s i
net inerease in toetal vinyl chloride “le hocli-

policy is nacc.-:s:\:'zlbccauﬁo. as EPA peeooi 4oy nature

P ot
q:.-gund docuwents an cmizafon stand: celuasced

- uhould

.cat‘uK\L prevent the total amount of vieyé

. fr?u a particular facility from inerens:’ ©.¢ million

AY
1
~

thc.tc he expansion ©or 3 acu plane built. snd would
' o i in £i s of arictin 5
?e?plt live within five mile ericti cxan Yo overall
.not Le adeguately protected if no thougr' 7
. M . 7 the uame ...... . EWS - By avoiding being specific,

\r cOncentra- that growth or expansfoa cou.
- situation.

e, iS5 %O

EDF manages to create an impressic
ld or might create an urhealthy

levels of expasure. A clustering of less”

o .
.siee could triplc or cven quadruple the <™
" tlen g . Boeep 22T

tion produced Ly just onc plank Anotls . chmolagy,

- provide an incentive- for industry to aer +77
. B PRI X

“which will be rewarded by permitting cryme "’

canstruction.
L L .e M. Bn
PR

T offzct policy also represents

o €y within =---.+. EWS ~ This 15 inconsfatent with EDF's ze
. . To-risk to health
- alternative approach could have beea a #0 % , e.ssonable Oftsec permics continutation of somecthing less than :::“‘:":’

+ - vhich EDG contend 1t necessary to protect health. ° asl

al iven ragivsa. DF . K thbs =
A_‘_.‘g ) . EDF, howover el th - could have

“positicn and did not pursue it. though wt 4"~

.heﬁ!\ lagally, supported. L umprosch is

It =bould be ewmphasized that this "t~

L.ty FOr ae.aviii... EWS - It is !
: X L. new having been in effa
X _ viml 22 ct for
":ov new. EPA has alroady developed a ¢ iml s Pt reaulcs are not yet known. o fess chan ¢ year. e

regqulating new construction in arcas whith * ’/'
s ' ‘ ¢ . w.th cases,
_;a.tf_nirfcd the primary alr quality ctandands vols of

.

theobjective is ehe same: no inerfRane 1o °

i BEST _
AVAILABLE

COPY
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a pollutaut which presents a health threal at exiscving levels.

_s;-x tuggosts that applying this pq).i(:} te o ringle chesmical

muld be zubstantially diffocent wilhout sayiny in what wiys,

E!:W fec'x.-. the major Alfference, thak this policy involves a

,:nxv.._gxe, ‘confivwcd hwman cacclnogen, offcrs more suppart Lhan «evs..... ENS - Implies a no threghold effect.
'E.‘;c" nen-coaplylng air quality reqgicas for pollutaasts which

arg wrt ncccscarily carcinogenic. P

As a first ctep in iwplementing thixz trade-af€ approgel, - «...... EWS - (Comment on entire paragraph) If a new facility {s the same

* size ag the existing one and yet emissionx from the old plus
new cannot exceed the old, 1s chis not ulcimately going to
the tatal emiscienz from the exlsting operativa. 1€ the lead o tero emissiona?

a facility which planncd te expand would have to caleulate

existing _plunt ware not alrcady in compliance with the presont

. t;&nd&rd. the total emission figure would have to be adjurnted

to reflect Nrﬂssabl&feuhsioﬂs from the existing-facility
once, it is in compliance. If, however, the cmizxions from the
pl.u\t are below the emicsion Limit applicable to it, the pro-
posed tules would give the source f:redit if it maintains its
el\_li_sion lovels at the :xm_ A now plant i1 added ez expansion
\:lnli!e;l‘:tlk’en. It {s through carly compliance and continucd
rgductlm: that =dditional capacity cam be added in a givea
g_uéqiranhgc arca, ' Of coucse, dt.:gtndnl-.l.nn from levals for
u'h‘len credit was yiven will crasc the credit snd prevent
a;'pn;_gsim or new con-::u‘::cim. . )

A nj_or source of cmiscions from controlled viayl chlerzide
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the usge af certain technalogy to control tlese saucces,
keducticas in fugitive cmizsiony will pffex A mcans of

carning credit undex the affset policy jw the sams way <=« <cesre ENS - Are fugltive emisslons consistent from ane time at aaother?

doubt it. 1

rcductions in other afeas wauld.

‘two pethinds of calgulating credit would b avallaule «+-..-.. EWS - (Comment on entire paragrapgh) Great reliance on the “graghice"

Cs approach,
o each plant. I{ & bascline level for {wgitive cwnissionz |

could b meusured or extimaled, assvwming complisnce with

cxizting standards, any demonscrated reducticn could bo weed
ay €redit under the G6ffset policy. Deference should be gfm\
to in&uuuy‘u astimales of fugiktive emissions hecause of the
great lacentive 1o be accurate. A low costimats would ninder

future expancion and a high estimite of cmisslons would Yo

h‘nx;i-(ul publicly. Alternatively, the oparator of a planc
lh'guld bo able to isolate » particulae source or sources &f
) ;u;ﬂ.tiv: cmiskions, dun;‘atrate that they comply with oxizting
j}:nndards, Ithsurc‘cr estimate eminsions from them, and pro-
ceed to rocduca those emissions. Any such reduction wauld be
gr.inﬂarmd into credit.
i it Fugitive emisgions have hocome the primary socurce of -...... EWS ~ Hag chis been established?
“enh:innt Cron vinyl chloride plants. Yot EFA hisg beon unable
: r:o tackle the technicol problem of haw thcge can be furthat -
."x;:duced.. One of the principle bencfits of the offset policy
,-..‘:';“'1 be to forca indnxe.\‘try ta addross the problems of how to

‘control fugitive cmistions, Any techtical inpovation will bLe

“rawsrded by pormitting furthor cxpansion. It is likely, in

SCe
21447



teck, that iugitive ¢mivsions reducsinnz will le tnue =ajst

wource of such cindil. Once rew techaology kas heen developed  +-..... ERS - Only the first innavator is rvewarded. All similar sources
must thereafter use by regulacion. By definition, such

; Vas . i 5
and tested, it could be mandated for the vhaie induatry, thus reductions caanot be used for "offsec” purposes.

coving oae Slep closer Lo the purpase of §112 of the Clean Alr

;,_;-g' -+« protacticn ©f the pudlic hcalkth.

' ’;-‘ Of coucsir, a doveluper alvays hay the eption of con- ..., ~+«-+ EWS - Hay not be a viable aption.
structing 3 “Green 1icld” plant, that is. a plant at an

sntleely nex wite.  Thin wvauld prevent furtier concentratiod

: &
¢t vinyl chiariée ions in an arga whercs =uch c¢missiens

Ave gecumnizes as currently pouing a porertial health risk.

Kotuzally, the sew “green {16147 glant wsulc e eubject to

'Lrjw.-_ntandord.-. for Lrami new fagilitden, -
Unl‘a'lu:l:a\nl;', sPI haz taken a fairly negative attitude ........ EWS - It might also be said that EDF adopts a negative attitude

' ) - ) toward economics, technology and medical data.
about improviij tha lawel ¢f viny) chlovidx emiteed from

plants. Ratter Lian attexpiing ro move Loward the lowest

_poscible lovels, it haw opposed any changcs. Tho offset

1olicy will pravide bndusery the incentive it i6 obvicusly

laching to irprove ccairol tectnology. That is why the offswt

policy iy central ¢ Lhese proposcd amendrents. It will alse

provide tie incengive (ot audustry to ofler CCONCALC TUPPEEY siseiues EWS - Does EDF have a stake in research firmg? Uho does the

. resdearch {s unispartaac.
to Lhrms, zuvh a« the lleustea Rescacreh Conpany, which ace

capable of deved

lg mew cantrol techaslogy. like the ozofar- -

LMY, pIogatE,  wWizhopd tc and tecknelocical t {rom

industry, firen =11 R HMaw:ites Research caazat affora ta

dovelup rev techaolsiy.
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ul. _Colst o( Campliance

SPI atlempes ta make cost @ central lssue, even though
the statute LI'A operates under requires regulations bascd
on protection of hcalth and not cost and technology cancerns.
To uay that Conyress Jdid not intend §112 to force plants o
close, as SPI contends, docs not neccssarily imply no ecanomie
burdens should be placed on lndustry. In fact, iadusiyy h.ls":
offered no cost estimates, possibly Lecause the propased ”'
ancadacnts wore designed to maka usa of existing tcehnoloq.y
and equipment far the most part, making additional costs
minimal. "In thedr July 19, 1977 statcement, SI'U estlmaked
r.lu‘r. 'jvinyl. clglotidc emist3ions will be reduged Ly Q.1 1&%/hr
tf‘ typical suzpensiq plants and 0.02 1b/hr far typical
dx:po'zuon regin plants, cnlwg. Tablu 4.3 af the Standard
Sur.pbrt Dacumeut. SPI gues on in a footnote to mention that
the fnble refarred to does not actually use those figures,
Tl;c‘ koctnobn indicates the Table actually lists cemiugions as
:.m:"l(in which casc no new controls would be required and so
th.‘-;:jnit weuld 'be zero as welll., We do not sac eikther figure
n_npiu'nted by the Tablc. In fact, tha Table Euggests A minimum
O 4.4 1i/he and & maximum of 7 Ib/hr subject to further
reqﬁ_n;;jcns. Thase figuces vonl;i suggest thut instead of
-:oui;_u; $12.20 per pound‘ of vinyl chloride removed por $10,000
egp&i&lcd,ln vould snly be $.61 maximum, Those are both nice,

hut,‘?u:anlnqlﬁsl figures. The only selavant figure is the

13
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Jncrease in the cost per pound of yiolyvinyl chloride. An
.dd‘l:&onal crponditure of $10,00¢ in 3 typical size poly~
winyl chloricde plant only zepresonis zZeven onc~-thousandihs
of n cent increase in the cost per pound of producing vinyl
chlm—idc.ul 1u the past, the plastics indusizy has demon-
strated ite dbilicy, in cowplying with cmission regulations,
to pass o cuiiy without any Significant cconamic harwe ‘l:o,
the industry. Jhere iz every reazon to belicve thic ui'l_l.";)c

: : -
Lhe caye will thete regulations. g

vithout any suppacrl, fr. lolbrook of S1'I seaLcs (hot

- the <ost of building a new plunt, rocquivred by the of{zct

.‘ policy if existing emitsitcns cannok be reduced, will be

$10 willion groutex Lhan crpanding cutput at an exizting plant.
‘Thix figure might contlin unnccessarily nagative adsumptions,

o such as locating plants in lsolated areas ac opposed Lo
existing indugtrial purkc whare fon-plastic industries ave

- iocutud. Thiz difference could result in cxagyerated shipping
- ;:ost.'s and omission of additiongl cconomies, 1In the abtance of
further documontation aud comparkson of cuals, these figurce

. :a_'rc without wvalye. For instance, an iavestoent of considevably
. ll‘en than $10 millien in control technulogy may be alle to
- reduce existing cmissiona enough to add the additianal capacity

‘neocded under thic orisct jolicy.
- . * ft
'
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IV. Enoray Congumption
" EOF has taken an active role in the prablems of eacroy »«e=-+a0 JAM =
s@ly, suppactlng connervatlon and iucre-r.ml' cfliciency as
_ mithods of assuring a continuous mupply of emergy in the future i
We are sowcwlial confusicd l{z/&l‘l's use of thz VEA industrial i

.cﬁerqy efticiuncy targets™ as an excuse for not adopting

r_:'ontrnl'tcchuulogy for the oxychlorination procesn. FEM

:o(flclnls we have spolicn to Indicate ik was naver FEMN's ltl‘tn(.
to teﬁ‘.uct EPA‘'s ability to impoSe health protective enl ng Lon

. rcquitemnt; on indusiry. The repocting furm used to detuimine
1;\'dustry': progress toward the Largets cvon separates changes
iq: enecgy consumption due to yovornment roqguiresants xo firms
vill not Lmayr i.ny onpa (Oor CxXCENS €neryy COLSUMPTiQN roquircd

'ror cn-pluncc. Even more ispoxtont is the fact that F2A

quidcunc- apply to an entire industry. SPI atiempts o apply ... JAM =

thcl! t.a a single process vlchin only a scgment of that Injustyy.’
-mn_ micses the point af the targeta, which is Lo give industry
the choice of how to achieve ingreased cfficienciez. A minor

;h\‘crelw in cncrgy use from ono procoss simply dass not justify

d lcardl.nq the scandard, SI'.('S commcnts alao prosent unsup-

. ported (igum: indicating the cnergy required for coatrol of

-oxyehlurinutlon procuss it yrocater than EPA oviginally

‘csuuted Yet, in Lbe preamble to the proposzcd amcndments,

EI‘I\ thte: that the .uloc-non ot a recycling and oxyyen reca

Y }Q- eliminatcs the supplemontal feod problom. This is Lecause”

The EDF has apparently ndt read or does not understand the gujde-
lines issued by the FEA /see FR 29642 (197717 attached. The
efficiency gomls are set not only on a general industry basis -
{(chemical) but also by subclass. In the SPI testimony the target
for the entire chemical industry was cited. If we 1look in more
detail, we find that the target for SOC 2869 (the class which
includes VCM} s 15.9X after allowing 1.5X for envirconmental and
other government regulatory actions, It is obvious that the EDF
could single out any specific process and claim that its increased
energy consumption can be counterbalanced by some other proceas
wvith even greater improvements. The improvements envisioned by
increased energy consumption must justify the increases in energy
tequirements and it {s the position of SPI that cthey do not.

The EDF aleo has not understood the comments relati{ve to the in-
crease in energy requirements to meet a 5 ppm emission limic for
the oxychlorination reactor. The SP1 testisony {alsoc that of-
Shell's) stated thst the aperation of an oxygen-recycle technology
system tequires a 7% facresse in energy over that of the EPA's
typical air feed oxychlorination plant. This matter was discussed
with EPA at the June aeceting in Durham (which is part of the
public record). The EPA steted at that time that they had ot !
realized this and would investigate the matter further. .In fact,
the EFA has discussed this further with Shell (and perhaps others)
on at least cwo occassions. These teélephone discussions are also
part of tha public record. The SPI test{mony vss simply poincing
out that, in the support document_for che original standard, the
EPA rejected the use of incineratfon to eomntrel the oxychlorinatio
vent becsuse it required an increase of 6% in energy consumption.
Since oxygen-recycle techmnology requires an even greater amount of
energy, we fail to szee the retional for the proposal. -

The EFA is simply incorrect in its preamble statement that t)le
oxygen-recycle technology does not require additional energy. :

SCC
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. tha cfflucnt gas strcawm would ha smora conc
.techndlogy to be inutallcd [n ncw planta,

T cnergy to reduce cmiaslons.

V. .Deqrew of Fmission keductions

tro- Lhc proposuil amciclwents §a significan

“Lheir pramulgation. Uut the actual cxtont
which result from the propozed amcndments

t.h.\n the fact that they rcproscent prooress

enlrated vging (he

requiring less

U ungugl to )ulh[y
ot raduved e-i:;iom.‘
iz less iq)or}.a'nr.

coward EPA'S gual

o( rera cmigsions -~ the anly leve) adequataly protective of ......, EWS =

hulun health. N

SPI maintaing m:om:v'tt:ﬂt pocitions

I tateucnt (cr the .lnl.y 19 hearisny on the g

'n its ptl:pal.‘td

uzntity cr umisrions

li:tinq ttandu-d EDC purification and VCM formition plants

Vin have cmissfous of 2.5 1b/he excluding any amissiond (rom

;he oxychlorination precess or fugitive cmissions. Dy lowering

'nllcvabl.c em:uans from 1¢ to S ppm, a 1.

N wuuld result. Yet SrI thon goos on to say
b -
'thy proposcd amcndmonts would come solaly

p:ooen. The 0.9 l.h/hr nductu:n {rnn 10 to 5 ppm limie, which

t.!\in vou!.d prqc]ude, is nat ins.aniﬂcmt.

1% lb/hr reduction
any reductisa wwder

from improved con-

uct:ion Ati:lhutahlu to other pacvts of the procc-IU- SrI alzo

Mszo conmidcering

xtduced On one hand, it is recognized that cven with the «---<:-.- JAH -

trols on the oxychlogination procecus. This ignrores tho 1,25 lh/hr

cene JAM -

. <-' FOF Lelitves the dogeee of cmisrfon reductiong rezulting +«-or. JAM = Again EDF has £siled to review the data as presented by F—"A-, EPA

has claimed, in its proposed regulation, that there will be an
enission reduction of VO from new typical size oxychlorinacion
plante of 11.6 lb/hr. Using the data presented by EPA io {te
Support Documeat, it can be seen that this reduction vill come
salely from the proposed new standard from axychlorination vents.

Again EDF assumes oo threshold.

Oa the other hand, EFA has also proposad that the allomable
emjssions from other sources in & VCH plant be reduced by 50X
Again, from the Suppott O t, the data shows that this is:a
nesningless proposal because the EPA has stated chat thare are no
{zexo) emissions from these other rources. mu: SPI attespted to
point out is cthat the EPA's table showing “zero" from these other
souTces 48 not precisely correct and thac the emissions may be
about 2.5 1bs/hr. With che proposed 501 reduccion, @ miximumiof
1.25 lbe/br might be ruuzed and that this figure fs insignif~

{cane. L.
|!
13
e
. P
Nowhere in the SPI testimony was it suggasted that a 10 ppm limit

be adopted for oxychlorination vents. SPI simply pointed out -
that the EPA has published data in {ca originzl support document
showing the impact of ¢ 10 ppm limit. The EDF's statement that’
0.9 1b/hr reduction is "mot tasignificant” demouatrates thlt they
bave little undersranding of how to measure impact. .

. I
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the aybctantial reductlon required to reach 10 pem, it docs

not scem unduly difficult, cspeclully at the design stage,

. to, adapt tha t.g‘:chuoloqy tu a lower lLimit.

_industry haa expressed a great deal of coacerm awvey tho

'oi':ln:(. policy ax & moans of veducing community exporura to
‘vinyl chloride. In its July 19 cowmcnts, SM'1 choze Lo {uc.us'.—
ntl.c:nt:on on Lhe impact of the pelicy on annual ambicut lovsln
trom vinyl chloride plants at distances of [ive wmiles. ¥
;(iolnnplte ropcated requesta, KDF has nat xeceived a copy of
'thc disparsion study comlucted by namcs and Hoare. That study
coniplcuoully does not consider the offect of @ single plant

cl.plnsh:n which proLably cauzcz a grcater increase la dmbjunt

‘lavals than cortain cm-bkn.\tionn of plants.) Scicatific

nnaly:is ot tha processof cancer indicates that cven carcinogons <««r e HLK

at I.w doscs. with levels in parts per billion, wmay pose a cmesceesre HLK

&
hc .I.th zisk_/ and thus constitute a leditimate concemm of

EI‘A. It zhould be recognized that by examining annu.l lavels,

il\nta-d o! -Imrtnr time pcnodn. and distances of five milus,

l.at. of* viw. iz dcscribcd.

quurec in the Standard Support
xub-

SCC
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.'js done by the proposed amcndecnts, and the nced for sn offsct

. policy Lo pravont the lacraesse, especially of cliort-tcom levels,

. '_&B\MQG hy expansion of an cxisting plant or coastructian of

a new plant. EPA®c ambient lovol estimates, Lased an diaper=

on modeling for e 1;;? polyvinyl chloride suspcnsion/ . EWS -

spersion plant are:

Time Concentration - ‘;
S—minuts overuye maxima 12 ppm bl
24-hour average maxima .48 ppm ¥
mnnual average maxima N 30 ppb

B "o_t'hcrvnodaunq done by EPA at greater distances to dolevming .. ewe JAY -

' 4
.-complying with the existing ctlandard produced the followicy
: 18/

the maximum ambient lovels produced Ly @ cluster of four cthylcne

ichloride - vinyl chleride and polyvinyl chloride plaats

. Eigures:™

Tl Time Concuntretion
S-wminute average maxima 3.1 ppm
24-hour average maxiea 8.59 ppm
annual average wmaxima %9 prb

‘These thu:’.l strikingly demonatratc that for the asauval
l-bltt\t l-vel: in the parts per billion range cited by SPI,

thcrt-tam louu in the parts por n.tluoa range could occur.

8 .ln ace, for plants complying with the exiscing standard ic

T _B‘Pﬁlxble that ambient air concontrations will excced the

+ --A:d-u- uuow-bh oecwational expesuu-e establiabed by the

upntioa-nl Safaty and lcalth Administration (O51A) of a 5 ppm
9/

celllnq .vuragca over a fiftuen minute pariod.

‘EPA hn' luiled to’ eval.iite this iooact.

Models are notoriously inaccurace,

Any modelling data sﬁbuld be
checked against actual meagsurements. :

The data given in Table 6-3, 6-4, 6-5, and 6~6 of the "Support
Document” {which is that used by EDF)} gshows the maximum at one
Riven point VO coacentration for the various tyF¥ o VCM or PVC
plants and has nothing to do with the average exposure of persons
livigg within five miles of a plant.

The proper data to use {1f one wuishes to use EFA data) is that
contained fin the "Quantitative Risk Assessment™ document (December
1975). This creport showe for uncontrolled plants that persons’
living az close a8 1300 feet 1 PVC plant, the annual
average sxposure level is about 300 parts per billion (ppb). Those
living five miles from this plant have an average sanual expogure
of 4 ppb, with an overzl)l average for all persons living vithin
five miles of 17 ppb. For plants contralled to the existing
standard, the average annuxl expogure of 211 persons living withinm
five miles of & plant i{s about 2 ppb. Theae exposure levels are so
far from the OSHA allowables that the EDF testimouny lhould be dis-
unissed for its lack of candor.

Furthermore, the EDF has missed the point of the SPI :cs:f.-ony
which vas to challenge the validity of the results of the EPA .{
calcuiations in the “Risk Assessment™ document. The Dames and Moore
study shows that the sncual average VO concentratien within five
mileg of a controlled typical PVC suspension or dinpenlﬂn'_ plant
wags less than 0.25 ppb rather than the 2 ppb cited by EPA.- Also,
the SPL testimony offared data {agajn in Dames and Moore report)

thlti.hl propol‘A standard uou].d have less thsa s 0.1 ppb effect on the average annual concentraclion within the five mile r&tus. ‘I'he

scC
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5

There is ¢cason to belleve carcinogens pusc a threat (o

{tively brief period of time. Thic lc significant bocause

enctal of point sourcas, whouc uvmlzafons are to be reduced

hy oue-lmu‘ ender the propou-d amendwenks, s, accarding to
W a0

ErA, T & dicpraparticnately lavyge Lupact on veducing Shovi-
cera aﬂ;iéen: levels.

cli=

The Lubleos above demonslrate the 3Bk

hood ‘of high short-term amblent levels cven when asnual &

mbicnt lavels are much lower. Neace, if chort-term ceposare

.'to & carcinogen poacs a risk. the skgnificinec in teems ol
‘protcctinq health of any rcdu:tiuu: undor the proposcd amcid-

—:uu is grcator than s nunhcu might indlcate.

\‘huﬁ [ q:eatet tllxent my exu.t friw short-term exposure

to somewhat higllcr amiiicut lgvcl.ﬂ aof vinyl chlogride iz con-

. t&sleat with current theucios of chemical carchnogenenis,

21/
o;w tMoty Proposes that eqncer ir induced in & single cell.™

‘ This m-c-lled “ana-hit* n-odal implics that the total dosaye

ngd not tha lcnqth of ..xposuu, dotersinns whather cancer will

) Ix: Imiuced. Thun a l-inqle cxposuﬂ.- to vinyl chloride could

eolvably causa

r.ldu plants. |

Anotlwer clmo:y, Enown an ihe multi-hit or

mltla&aqc mdcl, Guggeuts that a gingle cell must undergo a

"betoce i:; cen ycnorate a Lumer. This

Haposuce to sliglutly higlwr concen-

Dnd. aven of ..hott du(.\tlon, may poOYa o theoat,

T™he wark
@
Sy

human health at slighcly higher expozuro levels over a rula- ...... EWS - Yhat s the source of this allegatfoa?

«peenses JAM = The EDF railases the queation regarding the effect of ghort term

expasure to higher levele of VON.
to the medical group.

T will leave comment on this
“apples and oranges

What the EOF has done, however, s mix
by citing data from the “Support - Document"
in an attempt to vebut the SPI teatimony concerning the average
exposure of pergons living within five miles of VCM-PVC plants.

HLK - Only a theory, acd not a good one at that. Some cnr:imge;u

At oue concentration are esseantfal for life, at a wecond —
ex:

cancar in the population surrounding winyl ... CDK - References 21-25 sghould be checked for accuracy sud I.ntczpretac:lon.

The first seutence of the first paragraph on this page (18) should
be referenced. The discussion of theories of chemical carcino-
genesis is selective, incomplete and cursory. Again, references '
21-23 should be checked fa order to determine accuracy and
appropriate interpretnt.!.on.

scC
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H 3/
ol Crump, et al. ties this all togather by shoulng that

most madels Of carcinogoncgis will leva @ lincar docc-regpanse

gelacioh at low doges, aasywing there are alrcady carelnoyenc

under study. iy combining thorc theories, an intezesting

.(:Oﬂ.clu!iﬁll it reached:  shorl-Lerm oxposure o 4 chemical

carcinegen at slighily higher levels thaa are nurually, p.r_;:scnt sereses HLK — Not so.
prescntz a potentially uiqnuleum riask af cancer, l\s‘.! aie

:_studud Suport Document points cyt, thiz in just u«.- ty|e

of e)‘:po!.\lze which will ba most alfected by cthe proposcd

1
‘
} amcndimanta,

.5 Scicntific evidence for other carcinogens demonstrdtet -......... CDK - The first sentence of this psragraph should be

veferenced.
hat.vum risk of gocually daveloping cancer f£ollowing only a

vhe were exposad for ‘ooly m month showed luhctn\t{ally
toe 247

Inercased cateas of lung cancer. Pcrsons living outside

lb‘qatol plants, with low levcl cxposures for aaly scven yuvairs
€ less, davaloped masatholioma, an cxtremely raze cancer
¢ 25

associated with asbestas exposura.”  The ritks of short-

ample margin of cafaty from just those types of threats to
2oa it &y ;

I ) )
2 health,

sCC
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Exposurt to cven small dosct of vingl chlorlde must be -eesceres COK = The discussion on this page argues for an investigation of

chemfical interaction, potentfation and earyme inductign

(all needed) but does not argue for long-term inhalacion

vacy and cherw may ha poople who wil) be suseeptibla to :Ht!ﬂt:f :Tv ievel: of vinyl chloride as might be expected
B : Tom e re senteace.

vlewcd ln coatext. First, individual responscs to carcinogens

‘caroinogens at low levels. Meace, cwen a slight rcduction &n
vinyl chloridu levels could reduce the incldence of cancer.
~t .

Almo. EPA ganiat ignore the fact that people ave subjected to

‘r

many othor chewicul cxposeres, such as to polychlorinated Ji.-...erse HLK = Algo tobaceo.

) bLthuylu (PCBL) . Nalf uf the U.5. population iz helievnd?
ta have accusalatud 1-3 ppm of PCO3 in thoir Catty Llssu*ﬁ ...... «esre« HLX - Not ‘}Q{_
Theso compounds aye similar to DOT and other chlacrinated

pesticides. Their mctabolism activatcs specific liver enzyme

- systesw, onabling tho livar to wore readily metabolize such

‘chemicals as viayl eéhloxida, The presence of ICBs and cerialm <+e--: -
ksucide raesidues in our b&dhs may rendar us smorc suscepliblo
) o cancer from a given dose af viwyl chlo:ide_':?«nn otherwi e

-roula be prodicted. Thare may be othexr agdltive effects af -+RLK - Very Speculative.
‘cn:cinoqmu which again would make low dosc exposare, of ’

hlgl-or dose axposures over a short-term, more dangereus than
Lt 28/

“they would inktially scom. tvtnvamesusraancs
; VIXI. Avatlability of Interim Pmiseion Linits R

EDF rccognizes that some plants may oxperience particelar N

n dil:(l.cuxtics' iy mecting the Standards under the proposed amend- o
. ncnr.s.- EPA hus also fecogaized tiuls and bos included a reilef
'«-vulve.‘ A particular plant which, ¢e pite a full effore, is '

unablc tu comply smay rcoqueskt an incen- cmisslon limit lower

ScC
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" of equipweut baging.

. phnt.

20

than that roquired Ly the proposcd amendments. Tlaats are

glven one and onc-liulf years ta determing how they will comply.
This is & tuazonablc amount of tima to develop projectlons

ar to wihother compliance will be possible, before {nzuallacion

EUP'I;cllews spucific eriteris would nat

l;e approyiriate for granting intacim limits Locause the” Mlnmls—

trator will b conufdering probloms applicalle to a spocx‘gu:

4’ ohtalning such fintexim u'-.us if, even with their bc:t"’cf(ﬁ\'t!-

- cvompliance will be impossible.

" on the surrovnding community.

Issuing an interim limit will have an impartant impact

It is thecefore extremely
hqx-r&nnt that at XEI t a public- ueuuq Le lwld to enable |,
ntut.ltcd citizens and groups to present their position and
clulll.enqe, whera  appropriate, industry's basis for an intcrim

niAt.. 0f course, confidential and proprietary information
" Reod not be revealod. FEOA haz an ampla record of protecting
: nc!_i information. There ir no reason not to have the non-

[to SPX‘a bolief, there are many responsible clth,‘ens. environ—
'ngnnpl and civie groups, which could contribute to such a

dustry .by tuggesting ol ive

-pi:ocqas and possibly cven aid i
: and p du

bt N .
ngcttlnq the orone-OV process as aa alternative contral

chnoloqy . : - -

wWe ascume plant aperators will have na dxrneultg.......... - EWS - 1s {t safe to make such an assumption.

. Augt oz EOF has donc with rospcck to .... EWS - Had EDF adequately de-au;n:atcd l:hl.l technology? Or is it

Can EDF gpeak
suthoritatively for EPA and other activist groups?

EWS ~ This seems incousistent with the above assumption.

onfidential informytion subjoct to public discusaica. Coutrary ... EWS - Is the public an authority on health and control utters to uy

wothing about technelogy and economics.

just a gleas i{n Houston Research's eye.

— U}
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. - EDF has Leen oxtremaly disappointed with the stance

. ‘lndustry has taken in teying £o roduce the lewels of vinyl
'chlor_l.de, » huwan cnzcim)g_en. rcloased into the enviroament.
e Tha:flexibility of the interim cmission standacd in these

"";ré'{\elcd awcndsenty poinuveut the real purpose of thc

. ;.._md-nu -= to have industry, with trémendous r,nclmnloéic‘,nl

. expertise mt its disposal. try haxder. Ouly with their | ‘

expertise and cooperation can EPA's goal of roro emissidhr __..... EW§ - Aern T

X - PO

~

. ! ‘_.
is unactatnable in pract fee barvisg » %

{aver be achieved.

viir. Conclusions
EDF mupports the proposed amcndments Lo the Nationn_l.
) ‘Fn‘ilvu_len Standard for vinyl chloridc. As we have pointed wut,
tllm 1ulﬂnllr mandatad reductions simply do not go .tat enouyh

- toward complisnce with the lav. These proposcd smendments

:‘x:c‘P'M‘unt an important first step towards achisving EPA's
a) of zaro smiscions amd may have a significant sffect in -
' p;ateéting public health by ceducing short-tcrm exposure to

' higher doscs which tha current standard allows. The proponed

‘.-.nn'd-ent.- will alse zeault.in a substsatial reductfon in

isslons from now tources wiich sust comply with tha raduced N

.‘ ml,llfog levols baforc oporation is permitted. .Firally, sad
I'éﬁrh-ét most important, the offsct policy should cncourage

d ) ; Y 4 ?

hw davelopmcnt of l;m:‘lmalogy which »ill ultimately permit a

sCC
2-1477
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vinyl chlaride plunts (rom Leing expesed Lo levels of vinyl

o

' chloride two or threa timeu those of just a cingle coutrolled

Vamcndmeuts repeescal @ compromise.

‘fp].nnt In thair arca.

-AS wa strosced at the July 19 hedring, tiese proposcd

fndustry will be allde to

L comply without the necessity of developing ncw techuiokody .

The publie health will receive a greater dayree of proi_j:cl ian,

%
' closer to that cnvisaged Ly the Clean Alr Ack.  COF sipports

T tha promulgation of theso awenceents.




Foataakes

. P,C. Viela, A. Dlgotei, A, Caputo, Oncoacnlc Response of
~ Rat Skiu, Lungs and Monor to Vinyl Chloride, 3 ml
o

N l SEALCU ~u19

I.l S. Eavironmcatal l‘lot:cn:cion Agoncy (Washiagton, D.C.

Ve
Seicntific and Tuchnical Asscsemant Report: on Viayl Chlnndoa
Pe. T{7-149 iJulu.. 1935y,

Ibid:

- Exponad to Viny) Chloride; AN N.Y. KChD. &
78] .

R.J. Waxwciller, ut al., Neuplastic Rick Amonn Kulh::g
-48
I 4

“P.F. Infantc, oncoacnic _and Mutogenic Rinks in Communitics

" with Polyvinyl Chloride ProduciLion Facllities, 1975 RNN,
« ACAD. SCIFHCES 49-57.

B.I. Castlcman, Statemcnt to the U.S. Fnvironmental Protection

Aqoney on the Propascd Hational Imission Siandard o€ Vimyl
B Eﬁion . Feb.. 4'. L¥iY, at pp. G-7.

Cexarc maltoni and G. Lafemine, c:zeinggeniclq Dioaccays
of Vin;l Ch.l.orldc- Ilcsearch Plans a arly sults,

“n-p from HsS. Vernc l.osho, Sec'y to Or. H.M. Johison,
B.F, Goadrich, Akron, Ghio te Dr. Peter Iafante, HIOSH
(Nl?\'. 11, 1976} .

Mama from Dr. Edward J. Fairchild, 11, Absociato Insticute

. Divcctor, Cinclinnacti operations, NIOSH to Chicf, Technical
Evaluation and Revlew Branch, office of Extramural Coordi-

nation and Special Projecets, Reo: Update Information on

. Vinrl Chloride (Jan, ]. ‘1377 .

.u S. Environmenlal l'mtectinn Adency (Reccarel Triangla

Cark, H.C.), Standard Support and Bnvironental Tmpact
Statement: Eminnion Stand Wﬁlﬁ?ﬁfdﬁg-_f—u

(oct., 1973).

1bid., pp. 2-15.1\
41 l’««.l.’ Reg .- 55521 (Imc. 21, 1936).

$10,000 + 150 milljon lb/yt. SSEIS Table 4- 3.

SCC

-1481




-25-~

42 Fed. Rag, 29642 (1977).

,‘2 fed. (log. J2811 (Juua 28, 1977).

5. Crump, ct al., Fundamcntal Carcinogen{c IMrocesses and
hoir Irwlicatiuns Cor 10w Lose RLSK hsscssment, 36 CANCEIL
' U WESEARCH 2973-1975% (L9783

‘tandard Su It and Pavironmental Impact Statcwent, supes
. note 10, Tﬁﬁ%l T, 64, G-5° -

Ibid., Tabla 6-6.

£39 Fed. Reg, 35890 (1974).

"
‘Scandard Support andd Enviroamental Ispact Statoment supra
_note 10, at §-20, G-Z1- ’

21, “M. Arley and N. Ivorson, On the Machaniew of Experimental .
$4-15)

. _-_C‘_gcinﬁeneslu. 31 ACTA PRYIOL. WICRODIAL. SCANN.

© C.C. Drown, Hathematical Aspects of Dose-Response Studics

in Carcinggencsis S"The Concupl of Thiesliolds, I3 owcoloay
4,85 [1v3é7. o -

5. Cruso, at al., _Supra nate 6.

LJ. Selikoff, Asbostos Disgase in the Unltod States,
REV. FR. MAL. RESE, 7+ )

nvironmental Defenue Pund, ‘Petition for Emegqency Action
nder §303 of tha Clean Alr Aet Lo Abatc Astiestos Pollution
In Houtgomcry County, Maryla - PP. T=8 {Ray 10,

< -BPraus

arin, Chemical Carcinogens in the Human Environscnt:
Problems and QuantCitative KsEczs, I3 OACOLOBY =1, 57 (15767




