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TO: VI Manufacturing Practices Committee

Roy suggested that I forward the attached material provided
by Nat Blackman. As Nat notes, the material describes an
Air Toxics Program that Massachusetts is considering

(Vinyl chloride is listed).

et W it

‘Méredith N. Scheck, Ma ger
Government & Regulatory Affairs

MNS/pmb
enclosure

cc: P. de la Cruz

A Division of
THE SOCIETY OF THE PLASTICS INDUSTRY, INC.

WAYNE INTERCHANGE PLAZA || 155 Route 46 West, WAYNE, N.J. 07470
(201) 890-9299
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DIVISION OF BORDEN INC

. BORDEN CHEMICAL

Ve February 10, 1986

Vinyl Institute

Wayne Interchange Plaza II

155 Route 46 West P
Wayne, N. J. 07140 )

Attention: Dr. Roy Gottesman

Dear Roy:

8.£620 S®¥Y

Enclosed is some material describing an Air Toxics program that
Massachusetts is considering, which was sent to me by Associated

Industries of Massachusetts. Since vinyl chloride is one of the
contaminants listed, I thought it advisable that you be alerted

to this and take any appropriate action.

. Sincerely,
Iy ) 14

N. M. Blackman
Environmental Affairs Manager

NMB/1mm

cc: L. Fishbein

511 LANCASTER STREET, LEOMINSTER, MASS, 01453 + TELEPHONE (617) 537.1711
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uLJI...,—ll\O -—mO[\l“\'STEr
TO: AIM 2ir Quzlity Committee
FR: G. Mcntcomery Lovejoy I:fénﬂkj>f

- EE:  AIR TOXICS REGULATIONS

ATR REGULATORY REFORM DR2TT POLICY
ACID RRIN LEGISLATION

PIQ 'T‘O)LICS A CALL rOR I‘\'I'DUT TO DEQE

”The Dﬂpartme 1t is Dreoarlng to move the Ched_cal Health Ef fects

‘ment is accepting comments on their responses to the external
"review until Februzry 21st. AIM has a number of significant

‘QMEthodolocy (CHEL). and the system to derive Ambient. Air Levels ~ .-»

to public hea?lng. ‘These represent the "formula" the Department

will utilize in generating the numbers that your fecility will be

held to if you emit. zny connound the Deoartment suspects w111 .
éffect public hezlth!. : : S

CHEM and AAL have been reviewed by two externzl review groups
comprised of to: :icologicts from around the country. The Depart-

concerns with the "formula" and with the Department's responses. .
A1l 2ir Committee members who have received the responses should

" get comments into. me by February l4th, and to the Department by

the 2lst.  'This is'a criticzl 'point in-the process and indusiry
must respond' - R T o . '

The'Department is conducting a 6-month internzl review of imple-.

mentztion issues. AIM is urging that the implementztion plan be -
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developed with industry input end prior to going to public hearing'

with CEEM zndé 22L.

The implementatlon isgues phédse is where menufacturers can have a
cignificant effect upon the upcoming regulatory program. The goal
is to make the requirements equitable a2nd cost-effective while
protecting public health. WWith your companies' technical input
this objective is achievable.

Request information, prepare your comments, and plan to attend
the next meeting of the DEQE Air Toxics 2dvisory Committee:

(more)

. for a more competitive Massachusetts
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DATZ: Tnursday, March 13, 1986

TIMZ: 10:00 A.M. - 12:00 NOOU

DLACE: DEQTE
10th Tlooxr Conference Poom
One Vinter Strest

}f\ (ccrner of Washingten and VWinter Streets)
i Eoston, Massachusetts

e T e T T N e T e T
LIM MNOQUNTS =Z=5T0PT TQ MODERNIZE ATR BECGULATIONS T

WANTS WORKaELE REGULATIONS FOR HIGH AND ADVANCED TECHWOLOGY INDUSTRY

The AIM Rir Quality Committee, with strong representation from the
high technology and advanced technology sectors, is aggressively
pursuing improvements to the Division of 2ir Quality Control's
regulations. )

The Air Pollution Control Reculations 310 CMR 6.00, 7.00, and 8.00,
originally developed in the early 1970's, were crafted to address

the characteristics of the so-called "basic industries" in Massachu-
setts. The 1980's has introcduced a new 1industrial production profile
which turns over processes rzpidly necessitating expedited permit
_reviews to allow companies to innovate and compete.

A task force of the Air Committee comprised of Myron Baker, Northrop
Corporation; Stephen CGreene, Digital Equipment Corporation; Richard
Maznnion, Foxboro Company; and Verne Shortell, Wang Laboratories, Inc.
have drafted proposals and met with the DAQC urging that a policy be
adopted. L - . _

Responding to this initiative and the need to allocate resources to

those zir programs providing the greatest public hezlth benefit,

the Division issued a draft policy in late January. The policy will
benefit companies in.all industrial categories.’ R

The Policy on Plen Review of Smell Sources proposes to alter the
existing plans approval process by listing categories of processes
wvhich they will approve simply by receiving process registration
informetion from the source. The categories include certain:

1. fossil fuel utilization facilities,
2. research and development fecilities,
3. eguipment relocations,

4. vepor degreasers.

08€620 S®Yy

I encourage members to comment on the draft proposal. Copies are
available thrcugh my office.

ACID RLIN BILL PASSED, Regulations Under Consideration

Senate 1187, "An REct to Limit Acid Deposition in the Commonwealth"
became Chapter 590 of the Rcts of 1985.




. ASSOCIATED
INDUSTRIES
OF MASSACHUSETTS

122 BOYLSTON STREET
’TON. MACI116
{

71 2021180

18€620 S3Yy

Mr. Eruce K. Maillet, Director
Division of 2Ziz Quality Control
DEQE

One Winter Street

Bosgton, MA 02108

" Dear Bruce:

‘embers of the business community, including myself, are

‘concerned zbout & number of issues that arose at the January 21

" Kir Toxics Advisory Committee meeting.

FPircet and foremost, the continuing lzck of serious congideration
in incorporating manufacturers' comments into CHEM and ARL is quite
disturbing. To date, industry comments have been critized and cast
aside. The Department continues to highlight the precdominately
favorable comments, leading all to believe CHEM and AAL are the model

. in air toxics methodologies.

: The role of the so~called "advisory committee" is another concern.
The Committee had to convince the Department to allow it to comment on
thée responses to the second external review process. Additionelly,
there was no idea or mention on behzlf of the Division as to the role-
of the Comnltbne in the implementztion program development phase.

- I would like to bring your attention to the minutes of the
May 17, 1984 rdvisory Committee meeting item 5=~ (enclosed). The minute:
suggest that the Advisory Committee will comment on AAL's and imple-
mentation issuves as the prograzm matures. The need for ongoing, credibl
znd independent review of A2L's is great and would benefit the public,

business and the Depzrtment.

The timing of the public hearings on CHEM znd AAL is crucial. An

implementation plan for the 2ir toxics program must be developed by
the Division, for review and input by the Advisory Committee prior to
holding public hezrings on CHEM and AAL. The significance and potentia

1mp=ct upon the regulated community are too great for the Department to
be given the ability to generate ambient air levels for any compound
without holding the Department to guidelines on how to implement the

numbers.

. for a more competitive Massachusetts




Mr. Bruce K. Maillet -2- January 31, 1986

The manufacturing community has peinted out to vour office a
number cf sicnificent implementzticn issues to be addressed. We eare
annious to work closely with you in previding techniczl expertise

and comment on this criticel program comzeonent.

the Depezimental reszonses to the

2IMN will submit comments on
second external review by Februarv 22nd. Your consideration of the
points reised in this letter would be aprreciated.

Sincerely,

G. Montgomery Lovejoy III, Director

Energy and Environment Program

EML/ga /
cc: -AIM 2ir Quallty Commlttee
~-Jzmes Neely, Principzl Plznner, DAQC
-Carol Rowan, Acting Director
Office of Research and Standards

288620 S3Yy




MASSACEUSETTS AIR TOXICS PROGRAM

Presented by
Paul A. Walker

Senior Environmental Engineer
Hollingsworth & Vose Company
January 15, 1986

Environmental Issues 1986
rssociazted Incustries of Massachusetts
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rrocre=; briefly ccopare the Hzsszchusetis pgrecrem to other
stztaes and the federzl prograzz; end finzlly, peint out soze of
the shortecoz=inzs ¢f the msthod to derive hﬁLS and the
Voezpehusetts zir toxics pregram as a vhole.

Industry first got wind of 2 Mazsszchusetts zir toxics po’icy'in
October, 1982. At that time, EPA had established final
stzndards for cnly four zir ccotaminants - asbestos, beryllium,
percury, and vinyl chloride - under Section 112 of the Clean Air
Act, Nzticnz2l Enission Stzndards for Hzzzrdous Air Pollutants
(NESHAFS). bBecezuse of the lack of a cozprehensive federal
procgran, severzl stztes, including New York, had set up their
own zir toxics progrezos. Given these circumstzances, the
Department of Environmental Quzlity Engineering (DEQE) felt -
compelled to develop their cwn a2ir toxics pcliey, too.

The fundamentzl question which, I believe, should have been

.znsvered before developing the Massachusetts policy was, "Are

there any adverse health effects caused by emissions of air
contaninznts in the Ccmponwezlth that establish the need for

such a prograz?

Rzther then anoswer tais fundamentzl question, however, the
Depzrtwent cited three arezs where they felt they need an air
tcxies progrem. The first zrez is responding to sudden and
2ccldentzl incidents in which high concentrations of toxic air -
contzcinants 2re released into the atmosphere; e.g., a train
derzilment. A second area is handling odor complzints.- And the
third area cited by the Depertment as a justifiecztion for an air
toxies poliey is revieving epplicztions for approval of new or
pmodified sources vhich would exit tomies.

The Department then proceeded to develop their 2ir toxics
policy. One of the first steps the Department took in the
developzent of their policy -~ znd here I should like to commend
DEQE for talzinz such a step -~ was to =et up an advisory
coczittee conzisting of representatives froem industry, publie
intere=t grours, acadeaia, znd, of course, regulatory zgencies.
The Advisory Coznittee, which was subseguently divided into
three =zubececrcitiees, cet mzny times since the first mseting in
December, 1982, and attezpted to set guldeline= for zacceptable
zohient levels for pollutants of concern in the Comronwealth.

In &y hand is the product of the cany meetings between the’
Departrent end the Advisory Cczomittee - a yellow docurent

¥8€620 SBY




entitled, "The Chexziczl Eezlih Zffects Assesscent Methodolery

Ard The Method To Derive Acceptable Azbient Levels", znd dzted
June, 1985.
Lt this point, let me asl:y, "Row czzy cf you have seen this
dooument?n
Tois 400+ pare document, a2s its tille sucgests, centeins two
rcthodologies. The first rcethodclogy is ezlledi the checiezl
hezlth effects assessnent methodology (CEZM). IL uses

LJ
scientific detz to zssess the hezlil eff{ects zssocizted with

exposure to 100 or sc cozpouhds.

The second methodolegy involves z foroula to czicul
zcesptable zmbient level for any toxic ezir contazin a level
which the Depariment considers to be szfe znd will be protective.
of public hezlth with a margin of szfety. Let zme concentrate on
the second methodology - the forzula to calculzte an acceptable
zrhient level (AAL).

2 2N
-
b

gsically, the calevlation eatzils dividing zn cccupstional
level by 2 series of safety fzctors to obtzin an acceptzable
zrbient level. The first step in the formulz i3 the selection
of the "most zpproprizte occupztionzl level™ (i{AO0L). The
possible choices for the IMAOL 2re: OSHA's standard, NIOSH's
guideline, or ACGIH's recommendation. As exacples, I have
selected 2 dozen compounds. See Table 1,

Ls =y be seen from Tzble 1, for some coxzpounds, the difference
among the threshold limit values (TLVs), as the
standards/guidelines/recomnmendztions a2re lmown, 13 only & fzctor
of two or three. For other compounds (not listed in Tzble 1),
QSEA's standard/NI0SH's guldeline/ACSIE's recozmsndation vary by
fzctors as large 2s 100. Thus, the selection of the MACL for a
cocpound 1s a criticzl step.

For the czjority of the 100 or so compounds listed in the yellow
documcnt, the occupstionzl level selected by the Depertrent is
the lowest of the standard/guideline/recommendztion of
OSEL/IVIOSH/LCGIH. Is the lowest TLV the most zpproprizte
occupations]l level for the Depzartment to select in most cases?

Having selected the tost zppropriate occupztional level, the
next step in the Department's czlculation for deriving the AAL
is to use a factor to azdjuct time froom 2n 8§ hour worlday to a 24
hour exposure and from a 5 day werkweek to a 7 day e:posure.

So, the MAOL, which for mosat of the co:poundg %suanvé—;our time
weizhted zverage, is divided by 4.2 ( —orasitortresk )
cince acbient exposures to toxic air conteninants, unlike
worisplace exposures, may be continucus, Eut is the AAL a
24-hour averzge zs the Departzent intends to view it, or 1is the
ALl a veekly flgure?

Lfter zdjusting for tice, the Departrent's calculation
extrapolates froa zn adult to a2 child, =since children zre

S8£6Z0 S®mYy




Tzbie 1.
Department For Selected Cezpe:
CSEA's
1 Standspd
(pr=)
fzmeoria 50
Asbestos 2 fivers/es3 0.1
Benéene 10 - |
Czarbon tet;achlofide' 10
Ethyl zerylate - 25
Formaldehyde 3
Methyl chloroform 350
(1,1,1-Tpichloroethane)
Phenol . .5
Styrene 100
Tetrachloroeth&lene 100
.Toluene | 200
Vinyl chloridé 1

(C) ceiling vzlue

Recormzndation depends on fiber type

NIOSH's ACGTH's
Cuideline Ponammends &d an
(pr= (pp2)
50(C) 25 |
figer:
1o(c) 10
2(0) 1 '5
- 5
1(C) 1
350(C) 350
5 5
- 50
50 50
100 . 100
1(c) 5

VAnI
(ppm)

28

10
-5
5
1

350

50
50

100
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partiéularly susceptible itz the effects of zir pcllution, by
dividing by 1.7S. his fzcter zccounts for the higher
ventilation rzte per unit cf body weight in a child as compared
to an adult.

that is the c¢ase, shouvld =

efety fector be zpplied to zccount
for a non-worker populztion? .

Then, for every one of the cozpeunds listed in the document, the
Departzent epplies 2 szfetr fzoter of 10 to account feor a
non-worker sencitive populztion. The Deparinent's rztionale for
doing =0 is to zsosoure protecticn for highk risk groups (e.g.,
hypersencitive people). Zut does z nen-werlker senzitive
populztion exist for ezch znd every cczpcund, cr, for scme
cozpounds, is the highest risk group actuzlly the worker? If

s

4

Thus, in the Department's csthod to derive 21 z2ecepizbls z=hient
level, the pminimzl factor z;plied to a2n cecupational level for
21l cozpounds i= 73.5 (4.2 x 1.75 x 10). So, for exzmple, if

the threshold limit vzlue for a compound were 1 part per million-
in the worliplace, then the azbient level deemed acceptable by
the Department could be no higher than zpproxinztely one -
ze~hundreth of ene part per oillicn, Axnd for many cexpounds,
the AAL c¢ould be ruch lower, beczuse in thoce cases where 211
bez1th effects (such as czreinogencity, mutagencity, and
developmentzl/reprcductive toxicity) have not been accounted
for, or vhere there i3 inadequacy of toxicity data, additiocnal
safety factors mey be zpplied in the formula. These toxic
effects safety factors, as they are called, may rzange 2s high as
100. Consequently, the overzll factor zpplied in the
Department's formula to derive an zcceptable ambient level for a
coopound may range from 73.5 to 7350. Here, let me turn again
to the dozen cczpounds I have selected -as examples to {llustrate

this point. See Tzble 2.

low that the Department hzs derived azcceptable acbient levels
for 100 or =o compounds, initially (but the very szme
methodology 18 meznt to be u=ed to derive z2n AM, for zny
cczpeund ), how will these pumbers be ipplemented? £As 1
pmentioned ezrlier, the Department intends to employ the ALLs as
arbient standards to be averaged over a 24-~hour pericd.

The very mazgnitude of the AlLs, however, raises several ég
ippertant issues concerning the izplementation of the o
Mzssachusetts a2ipr toxies program. For instznee, what are o
typlcal backgrounds for these cocmpounds? Are the backgrounds [}5’
higher or lower than the AALs? }Might natural background be gg
above the zcceptable ambient level derived by the Department's ~
method for some conmpounde? If so, would it make any sense to

set an zcceceptzble zambient coancentration for those cozpounds

below background?

tnother irplementation questicn raiszed by the very low iils is
the availzbility of analytical techniques. Are analytical
technigues aveilzble for detecting =uch low corcerctrations? If
not, would it make any sense to establish an 2cceptable




Tzble 2.

Overzll Factors Applied in Department's Forzmulz For Sslected

Cogppounds.

—pour K2CL N Cverzll fagtor

(ppa) (ppa)

trmonia 25 0.03%4 735
Asbecstos _ 0.1 fibers/cz3 _0.001 fibsrs/cm3 73.5
Benzene . 10 0.0136 735
Carbon tetrachloride 5 0.0068 = 735
Ethyl zerylate 5 0.00068 7350
Formaldehyde 1 0.0014 735
Methyl chloroform 350 0.0952 3675
(1,1,1-Trichloroethzne)

" Phenol ' 5 0.6068 735
Styrene 50 0.068 735
Tetrachleroethylene 50. 0.0136 3675
Toluene - 100 0.136 735
Tinyl chloride - 1 0.0014 (‘L*‘P[§> 735

88£620 S»¥Y




detectability?

In the early phases of their prograz, the Department wiil not
have to address these issues; for the Department hes zxsunmed
that backgreund is zero znd the sole contribuvter of the
pollutant of coneern is the source. The Departrent has advised
that the prograzs will z2pply not only to manufacturing fzcilities
but zlso to dry clezning ectzblisheents, gas stztions, ete. In
2ddition, thev have decides o rely on codeling, as opposed to
conitoring, to detercine wnether or pot a source is in
cozpliznce with the A/L, Furtkerzore, the locztion zt which
cccpliance will be deterzined i= the property lize cf the
source. Now, vhat would you do 1f the Department clazimed that,
bzsed on their nodeling, the exissions from your faciiity
resulted in z contraventioxz of ambient a2ir standards? Might you
wish to monitor background as well as downwind concentrations to
e2scertezin vhether or not bazckground was indeed zero and 1f your
source vere the sole contributor of the pollutant? '

Those are some of the questions regarding the icplementation .of .

the Mzssachusetts zir toxics program which will have to be
ansvered ‘at some time in the future. Eut in the time remaining
today let's turn bazck to the AfLs, themselves. Are the derived
levels reasonzble? Are they too high? Are they too low?

One wzy of answcring such a question for a particular compound
is to subject the compound to a “perspective test®. Once such
test wvhich I use to help m2 understand the degree of toxicity of
a given-compound is to compare its standard to that of a
cozpound. vhich is generally recognized a2s more toxie. Take for
exacple, ethyl zerylate znd compare its AAL to those of benzene
z2rd vinyl chloride, both of which are known kuman czreinogens.
Referring to Table 2 agzin, the AAL derived by the Department's
method for ethyl acrylate is 0.00058 ppz; while the AALs for
bsnzene znd vinyl chloride zre 0.0136 znd 0.0014, respectively.
Does this mean that ethyl acrylate is 2-20 timess more toxic than
bznzene and vinyl chloride? Or, is something wrong with the
mzthod to derive the zceceptzble zmbient levels?

How does Masszchusetts's zir tonies program cozpare with those
of other states znd the federzl progrzn? As rzntioned ezrlier,
New York has set up their own 21ir toxics program, Their AALS
zre thc contarinant concentrztions considered to be acceptable
averzges at 2 receptor oo an znnucl basis. They are guidelines;
not stazndards. For most cozpounds, the AALs zre czlculated by
dividing threshold limit vzlues by a factor of either 50 or 300,
depending on the degree of to:ieity of the zir contacminant. A
cozparizon of New York's AALs vwith the corresponding ALLs in
Kasszchusetts for the dozen ccxzpounds which I zm using as
exzrnples, zppsars in Tzble 3.

Bear in pind that New York's AALs are annual averages; while
those 1in Kzsszchusetts are 2&-hour averages, If extrzpolated to
2L-hour averages, New York's AAL3 would be much higher than the

68£620 S¥H




Tzble 3. MNew Yorlk's AALs vs. Massachusetis ror Selected Cozpounds.

AT,
(UA7;3)

&t .

Corpound LZAa jﬂ'__b
frronia . : | 24.5 360
Asbéstos ' 0.001 ribers/cm3_ —

' Benzene o 41 100
Cgrbon tetrachioyiqe‘ 40.8 | 109

' ﬁthyl scrylate ‘ 2.7 . _—
. Formzldehyde .2 5
Methyl chloroform 517 ' : 38,000
(1,1,1 Trichloroethane) ‘ ,
Phenol 25.9 10
Styrene ' : 2%92.5 716
Tetrzachloroethylene 91 . 1,116
Toluene 510 7,500
Vinyl chloride 2.7 0.4

221 hour average
bnnual average

06£620 S3Yy




annual averages listed in Table 3.

On the federzl level, i anncunced
two~part ztrztesr for d J o ‘o z2ir gonf
sudden, accidentzl releases, : iz to draw vp zn
hzzards list of substznces most 1i cause serious

the event of z larze release.

£ i3 in the process of cczpleting their
con51oergt_on of scme 40 chermiczls for rezulztion under Section
112 of the Clean Lir Act. Since ¥zy, 1985, they have announced
their intentions to zdd the fellowing chemiczls to their list of

hezzzrdous ir poilutants:

Chromivm - either totzl or hexzvalent
Carbon tetrzchloride

Chloroform

Ethylene oxide

1,3 Butadiene

1,2 Dichloroethcne

Cc.dﬂ.-.um

Trichloroethylene
Tetrachloroethylene (FERC)

ind EPA hes znnounced their intention pot to Eegulate the
routine emissions of the following chezicals under Seetion 112:

Toluene
Chlorofluoroczrbon - 113
. M2thyl chloroform (1, 1 1 Trichloroethane)
Acrylonitrile < -
Epichlorchydrin
Maznganese
Chlorinated benzenes
Vinylidene chloride
Chloroprene
Hexachlorocyclopantadiene

EPA's reazson for not regulzting the above cozpounds generally is
that the health risk from ambient exposure to the cormpounds is
not sufficient to warrant regulztion. EPA's announcement not to
regulate a cozpound, however, bas no effect on the regulation of
that compound 2= a volatile orgznic cozpound (VOC) in order to
zttain the nzationzl acbient air quality standard for ozone. HNor
does their ennouncement preclude 2ny =state or local air
pollution control agency from regulating emission sources of the
cozpound. FKence, EPA's znnouncements zre not likely to have
ruch effect on such states as Massachusetts that have set up

their own 2ir toxies prograns,

In conclusion, I should like to point out sozme of the short-
coaings of the Department's method to derive acceptable ambient
levels and their proposed zir toxics program. T believe the
Departzent has not considered -the total effect of multiple

safety factors in their formula to derive the LiLs. There is

b y)
Ro
n
Q
N
[de]
(73]
w
g




double~counting in the method to derive AALs; for exzcple, the
applicztion of a safety factar to a2ccount for a non-worker
senczitive populzation where the sensitive population is the
vorker; the zpplicaticn of the same toxic effents szfety faciers

szfety. For many cozpounds, the result of thke zppliczticn of
these multiple safety fzetsrs is an A/l that is far too low.

Yith regard to the zir toxics progrez 2s 2 whole, I believe that
zn icplementztion plan neeis to be crazwn up to znswer some of
the gquestions rzised earlier. In zn AIM peeting with
Ccm=izeioner Sylva znd Assistant Ce-rcissioner Hzgg in October,
1985, the Commissioner agreed to draft such a plan before going
to public hezring on the msilodolegy to derive AALs.

Finzlly, I believe thzt more action needs to be taken by such
groups as EPA and NESCAUM (Hertheast Stztes for Coordinated Air
Use lManagement) to assure that accepizble zmbient levels and air
toxics programs zre consistent freo state to state. After all,
if the zcceptzble zmbient level for z compound is considered
szfe, and the AAL is the concentrztion that will protect publiec
hezlth, then why should thzt AAL be =0 different frca the )
corresponding AAL in another stzte?
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